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ABSTRACT

The dismantling of the welfare state is perhaps the most critical issue facing
government today. This thesis constitutes a critical inquiry
repercussions ofthe restructuring of

into

the transformation and

the public housing systems in Britain

and Canada over

the period 1980-1995. The importance ofthis thesis is to demonstrate that the unravelling
of the welfare state in Britain and Canada, and specifically the targeting ofthe public housing
systems is not an anomaly but represents part of the broader changes occurring in many
Western industrialised countries Supported by an overview ofthe restructuring of other

welfare states and the origins of public housing in Britain and Canada this thesis provides
some insight into how the direction of how public housing policies
became comparable since the introduction

in

these two countries

ol privatization and federal disentanglement. The

impact ofthese policy changes will be explored by examining the increase in polarization,
marginalization and residualization of public housing. The repercussions of these policy
changes

will result in acceleration in the deterioration ofpublic housing in Britain and Canada.

A.lthough the impacts resulting Íìom the transformation in public housing policy are readily
apparent, i.e., the privatization of public housing and federal disentanglement, the

full impact

ofthese processes on the remaining public housing stock in the future needs to be addressed.
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1

RESTRUCTI.]RING TI{E WELFARE STATE: TI{E TARGETING OF
THE PUBLIC HOUSING SYSTEMS IN BRITAIN AND CANADA

L1 Scope of Inquiry and Conceotual Framework
This thesis constitutes a critical investigation and analysis

ofthe convergence ofthe

public housing systems in Britain and Canada over the period 1980-1995. Public housing
systems in Britain and Canada were originalJy very

diverse. In the past fifteen years however,

the governments' philosophy ofthe role they should play in the provision of public housing
has become increasingly similar. The changing role of government intervention in public
housing represents onìy one part ofthe broader changes occurring in the welfare state today.
The dismantling of welfa¡e sfates and, specifically, the reduction of funding for social services

and programs has been occurring in several Western industrialized countries, although the
eKent of the unravelling has not been uniform. Once considered a fundamental component

ofthe welfare state, social programs and services a¡e being cut back and in some cases totally
withdrawn.

The period since the mid-1980s may increasingly be characterized as one in which the
central tenants ofthe welfare state, certainly the ability of western nations to frscally
sustain the welfare state services, have been challenged. (Carter, Patterson and Kastes

1994,23 )

Alfhough retrenchment has not been uniform in all welfare states, the factors responsible for
retrenchment are similar in many countries. Olsen (1996) has identifred and cafegorized these

factors ínto th¡ee broad groups, political, economic and sociological. These factors have
impacted the retrenchment

of social programs however, the

degree

of retrenchment

is

dependent on the type of welfare state. According to Gøsta Esping-Andersen's welfare
worlds model Britain, Canada and the United States are classified as belonging to the liberal
world, based on the services and programs they offer. Sweden on the other hand is classified
as belonging

to the social democratic world. Although the classification ol the welfare states

of Britain, Sweden, Canada and the United States varies, the combination of

changing

political, economic and sociological factors in the 1980s contributed, to some degree, to the
unravelling ofthe welfare state in all four nations.
One

ofthe most important and universal programs targeted in the dismantling of the

welfare state is public housing. Governments in Britain, Sweden, Canada, and the United
Sfates have targeted public housing by decreasing expenditure. Although historically these

countries pursued distinct public housing policies, in recent years there has been a consensus

regarding the role that governments should play in the provision of housing low income
people.
The purpose

ofthis thesis is to focus on the changes occurring in the public housing

systems in Britain and Canada between 1980-1995. These changes in public housing were

characterized by two developments. First there was a significant decrease in the financial
support for public housing by government and second, an increase in the promotion of the

private market and home ownership, With governments no longer acting as major
contributors to public housing, the most fundamental questions to be asked are the following:

(1) what steps did the governments take to dec¡ease their responsibilify for public housing?

and, (2) what have been the repercussions ofthese changes?

This thesis contends that the changes occurring to the public housing systems in

Britain and Canada in the past frfteen years wìll affect the availability of affordable rental
housing and will contribute to a decreasing quality of public housing in both countries To
support this position a thorough description and evaluation

will be made ofthe legislative and

policy changes to the public housing systems and the repercussions ofthese changes.

1.2 Study Objectives
The purpose ofthis thesis is to provide a critical analysis, explanation and evaluation

of how public housing,

as one service provided by the welfare state, was targeted for

dismantling in Britain and Ca¡ada, between 1980-1995. Housing policy in both countries has
undergone dramatic chætges

*

in Britain since 1980

- in Canada, since 1986. These changes

in public housing policy represent only a portion ofgovernments' changing attitudes toward

the welfare state and the services and programs they provide.

The welfare state generally develops when the government, rather than the private
sector, takes on the responsibility of dispensing social and economic justice to its citizens
(Carter, Patterson and Kastes, 1994,5). Some ofthe services and programs governments

provide include: unemployment insurance, pensions for retirement, insurance against
accidents, education and social sewices, (which encompass housing and health care).

In Britain,

changes

in

government policy occurred primarily

in the form of

privatization of government sectors, including public utilties @ritish Gas) and public housing.
Although Canada has not, as yet, seen as dramatic a movement towards privatization, there

have been significant changes in terms of the money allocated

lor social services

and

programs and the involvement by the government in the running of these services.
The primary objective ofthis thesis is to examine the following research questions:

Where do the welfa-re states of BritairL Sweder¡ Canada and the United States
fit into in Gøsta Esping-Andersen's Welfare Worlds Model?
2

To what degree has the New Right influenced the unravelling ofthe welfare
state in each ofthese countries?

J

What was the evolution of public housing policy in Britain and Canada?

4

What legislation and/or policies were developed that initiated the decrease in

government intervention in the public housing systems?

What have been other, less notable, repercussions ofthe changes to public
housing policy?

'I 3 Sionificance ofthe Research
The importance of this research is to examine how Britain and Canada, who originally
began with divergent approaches to public housing now have increasingly convergent policies.

Significant research has been carried out by Forrest and Murie 1991, Malpass and Murie
1994, Cole and Furbey 1994, and Malpass and Means 1994, on the privatizafion of public
housing in Britain and its implications.

Although the literature available on federal disentanglement in Canada is not

as

extensive as the literature on British privatization, there are several academic papers, articles

and books providing an examination

ofthe direction public housing policy

has taken (Rose

1986; Bacher 1984; and Carter 1993). Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation

(CMHC),

the federal govemment's housing agency also publishes numerous papers and annual reports

which provide a thorough overview ofthe development of new programs and the direction
CMHC has been pursuing. As well, the Canadian Housing and Renewal Association, a non-

profit housing agency composed of academics and housing experts, serves as a critical
evaluator of CMHC's policies.
Books written comparing urban government policy and housing policy have focused

primarily on Britain, the United States and Europe, to the exclusion ofCanada (Harloe 1994;
Kaplan and James 1990; Sills, Taylor and Golding 1988). This does not mean, however, that
changes in Canadian government policy have not occurred.

A

decrease in the money allocated

for new public housing has been occurring in

Britain and Canada for approximately the past fifteen years. A clear indication of the
decreasing importance of public housing in Britain can be seen in the privatization

ofcouncil

housing. Council housing refers to the public housing in Britain built by the central
government and managed by the local authority. Once a major program and component of
public expenditure council housing has now become a minor expenditure, falling from f.6,6

billion in 1979-80, to a planfled f.2 I billion in 1985-86 (Forrest and Murie 1988, 86).
ln Ca¡ada, the govemment's movement away from housing has occurred primarily in
the form offederal disentanglement, which unlike the British privatization programs means

that the federal government will continue to be responsible for the existing social housing
projects (Fonest 1996). The government's continued decrease

new social housing is evident in the following statement:

ofthe allocation ofmoney for

During the late 1980s and early 1990s there has been a reduction in the
growth ofthe federal government's social housing budget in response to the
serious fiscal situation. (Carter 1993, 6.)

The dismantling ofthe welfare state, occurring primarily because ofincreasing government

debt, is one ofthe most controversial political debates ofthe present day. Issues such

as

housing, health care, social insurance and the availability ofthese services in the future, is
increasingly coming under close examination.

1.4 Formal Problem Statement

This thesis seeks to examine how housing policies in Britain and Canada,

which were

originally very divergent have now become more convergent. Supported by an examination

ofthe unravelling ofother welfare states, such as Sweden

and the United States, this thesis

will demonstrate that retrenchment is not an anomaly, but

a trend.

1

.5 Thesis Desi=en

This thesis will be divided into six chapters. It will include an introduction ofthe
subject, a rational for the thesis, and an examination ofthe British, Swedish, Canadian and
American welfare states. This thesis will explore the history of the public housing systems,

examining those acts which established public housing and those instrumental
unravelling ìn Britain and Canada

It will also explore some ofthe

in

its

less visible repercussions

of government disinvestment in public housing.
Chapter One will outline the scope of the inquiry and conceptual fiamework, the

subject, the rational and the thesis design.

The second chapter focuses on Gøsta Esping-Andersen's 'welfare worlds model',
examining the cha¡acteristics and ideals ofthe social democratic and liberal world models and

how the countries of Sweden, Britain, Canada and the United States fit withrn this model,
Chapter Two will describe how similar political, economic and sociological factors have
contributed to the unravelling ofthe welfare state in each country. Specifìcally this chapter

will

examine the influence ofthe New Right in contributing to the changes occurring in the

welfare state.

The ideas ofthe Right have gained ground and have been put into practice in
some countries, notably the LIK and the USA. (Mishra 1984,25).

Chapter Thee will focus on the history of public housing policy in Britain and Canada

prior to the privatiz¿tion and federal disentanglement programs introduced during the 1980's.1

The areas to be examined include: the reasons for government intervention in housing, the

different approaches taken by the British and Canadian governments and the different
attitudes towards the provision ofpublic housing. Chapter Three

will also include

a

thorough

examination oflegislation and policy development in each country concerning public housing.

Chapter Four addresses the privatization of public housing in Britain and federal
disentanglement

of public housing in Canada. For Britain, this will include a detailed

examination ofthe legislation which introduced privatization and how it was expanded upon

over a ten year period. Since the changes to Canadian public housing policy have not been
as di¡ect as

B¡itain's, the Canadian section will focus on the development ofpolicies and the

decrease in govemment expenditure

for social housing over a ten year period rather than on

the specific legislation.

The purpose of Chapter Five will be to explore some of the repercussions of the
changes to public housing policy in the 1980s and 1990s. Aithough the repercussions
changes

to public housirg may nof be

as apparent

of

in Canada as they are in Britain, examining

the impact ofthe polìcy changes on British public housing may enable us to better understand

the future direction public housing in Canada. Specifically Chapter Five will examine the
issues ofpolarization, marginalization and residualization

within the public housing systems.

Pola¡ization, in terms oftenure, is a phenomenon which has been on the increase due to the

curtailment of public housing programs. The increase in marginalization will explain how
marginal groups have become increasingly housed in public housing since changes to public

housing policy were introduced. Examining the residualization process provides the most

concise picture of the changes occurring in public housing. The combination of these
processes and the degree to which they have been accelerated since changes

to public housing

policy emerged, will provide a good understanding ofthe future ofpublic housing in Britain
and Canada.

The final chapter will provide a summation of the information in the previous five
chapters and draw together conclusions regardìng the past, present and future of affordable

housing in light of the demise of the public housing programs in each country.

Endnotes

l.

For a complete listing of the history of housing legislation Britain and
refer to Appendices,

I

and 2.
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Chapter 2

.,WELFARE WORLDS" AND TIIE DISMANTLING OF TI{E WELFARE STATE

2l

lntroduction
The purpose

olthis chapter is to explore the nature ofthe welfare states in Sweden,

Britain, Canada and the United States. Examining the welfare states of these countries will
enable us

to better understand the phìlosophy of dismantling the welfare states and, in

particular how the public housing programs in Britain and Canada have been targeted for

dismantling Firstly, this will be done by examining Gøsta Esping-Andersen's "welfare
worlds" model, which is considered the predominant approach in the study of welfare states.
Describing the characteristics ofeach 'world' and the criteria necessary for each model,
enable us

will

to better understand the countries and welfare states under examination.

The second part of this chapter will focus on the re-emergence of the New Right.

Although not readily apparent, there is an important correlation between New Right
phlosophies and the changes occurring in many welfare states. This chapter will examine how

righrwing governnents in Sweden, Britain,

Canada and the United States have played a

central role in the retrenchment, although to different degrees, of social programs.

2.2 The Welfare State Today
The welfa¡e state today is in a state ofupheaval. The welfare state,

ofthe mid 1950s

and 1960s, is being dismantled, even in countries traditionally considered to be solid
supporters of the welfare state. Although this dismantling has not occurred in the same

l0

maûrer, to the same degree or at the same speed in each country, the movement toward right-

wing thinking has developed in many Western industrialized countries. In Britain, the
targeting of the welfare state began in 1979 when Margaret Thatcher became Prime Minister;
in the United States it first emerged with the election

ofRonald Reagan

as President

in 1981,

in Canada the un¡avelling of the welfare state developed with the election of Brian Mulroney
as Prime

Minister in 1984, and in Sweden it began with the defeat of the Social Democratic

parlyin 1991. The election ofthese right-wing (conservative) governments demonstrates the
movement to the right of the political spectrum which has occurred.
Comparisons in the shift towa¡d right-wing, conservative governments are often made

beween the U.S and Britain. AJthough not as widely documented, and considerably weaker

in political power, there has also been shift to the right in Sweden and Canada. While it is

dificult to compare these countries directly, due to their distinct programs and services, the
importance of the philosophical shift in government policy in the last frfteen years is one
which needs to be examined

2.3 Welfare Worlds Models
2.3.1 Characteristics and Ideals

To dete¡mine the nature of the welfare state in each country, Esping-Andersen's
threefold "welfare worlds" model will be used. The tkee types of 'worlds' classifred by
Esping-Andersen include: the social democratic, liberal and conservativer worlds, each
which is characterized by distinct features (see Table 2. 1).
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Sweden,

stress prevention

Norway, Finland

. Benefits

right of citizenship

. Benefits provided as a

through public sector, are
considered generous

.

ol

Canada,

I2

United States

Britain,

Greater dependence on
employer and/or market
than in social democratic
world.

.

assistance programs

Supplemented by modest,
means-tested public

Private provision
benefits

. Benefits provided

So¡r¡'c¿.' Olsen 1994, Esping-Andersen 1989

Countries

Characteristics

Liberal World

Social Democratic World

Esping Andersen's Welfare World Model

Table 2. I

.

.

.

France

Germany, Austria

Preservation of status
differentials

Therefore, benefits such
as day care and family
services are
underdeveloped

Committed to traditional
preservation of family

Conservative World

This section will only focus however on the social democratic and liberal worlds, in which all

four ofthe nations under consideration here (Sweden, Britain, Canada and the United States)

fir
Olsen (1994) has identified three characteristics ofthe social democratic world

of

welfare states:

Benefits are provided mainly through the public sector and

are

considered generous;
2

Benefits are provided as a right ofcitizenship;

3

Benefrts stress prevention rather than simply responding to need.
(Olsen 1994, 3 )

One country which clearly falls into the social democratic model, based on the above
characteristics, is Sweden Programs sucb as day care, family allowance, unemployment
insurance and health care ensure that the Swedish welfare system provides comprehensive
services and programs for its citizens.

The second 'wo¡ld' identified by Esping-Andersen is the liberal 'world'. There are
important differences between the social democratic and liberal worlds. Olsen (1994) has
identified three of them. Firstly, the liberal world is characterised by means{ested public
assistance programs Secondly, the employer and the private market are relied upon to
provide wellare benefìts. Thirdly, the liberal model is reactive and not proactive, meaning

responds

to problem situations which have developed (i,e. unemployment) rather

attempting to prevent situations from developing (ibid,
social democ¡atic and liberal model establish the liberal
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4)

world

it

than

These differences between the
as â more

limited welfare state.

Although the classification ofnations depends on the program under examination, the welfare
states of Britain, Canada and the United States are most often classified as members of the

liberal world.
Esping-Andersen's model is considered to be a more accurate classification scheme

or typology than previous models. Although more accurate than previous models there are
still limitations to the welfare worlds model. Olsen (1994) notes two important problems with
the model. The first is that "the model obscures the fact that the social policies and programs

in Canada may differ f¡om one another" (ibid, 5). For example, based on the programs used

in the classification, Canada may be classified as belonging to either the social democratic

wo¡ld or the liberal world. Olsen also argues that "the welfare worlds model fails to
acknowledge that any one particular social welfare policy

or program may exhibit

concurrently some 'liberal world' tendencies (private program, selective benefit distribution

or a reactive curative orientation) and some 'social democratic world' tendencies (public
provision, universal distribution or preventive onentation

(ibid)."

The services and programs

provided by ditrerent welfa¡e state countries vary. One factor common to these welfare states

however, regardless ofwhether they belong to the social democratic or liberal world, is a
retrenching,

to

some degree,

of the social sewices they provide. To

understand the

restructuring of the welfa¡e states, which has occurred in social democratic and liberal world

wellare states, the extent of the social programs provided by each country prior to the
retrenchment ofsocial programs must be established.

t4

2.3.2 The Swedish Welfare State
Sweden has been characterized as one ofthe most developed welfare states in the

world.

The programs and services Sweden provides are very comprehensive and cover a

wide range ofareas. McQuaig (1993) has described Sweden asthe social wellare model

of

Europe.

Two programs which help to clearly establish Sweden

as a country of the social

democratic world are family policy and health care. Under family policy, Sweden provides
universal and generous family allowance and day care programs to its citizens. In the public
day care system, the govemment pays for the bulk

ofthe cost ofchild care, while the parents

pay only a small fee (McQuaig 1993).
The other program establishing Sweden as part

ofthe social democratic model is the

health care system. Health care in Sweden is compulsory and is provided

a nominal cost

(ibid) In Sweden, it

to every citizen aI

is recognized that poor health is related to

one's

environment, which includes poverty, unemployment, homelessness and low educational
standards (Olsen 1994). By placing greater emphasis on preventative care, the social
democratic model is differentiated from the liberal model, in which policies are more reactive.
The social democratic model recognizes the need to aggressively address health care issues

if prevention

is

to occur.

Full employment is another fundamental component of the Swedish welfare

state.

Though "welfare states are often viewed as a breeding ground for laziness" (McQuaig 1993.
95), this is not the case in Sweden. An exceptionally high rate of employment is obtainable
because the Swedish govemment ensures

thatjobs a¡e available tkough active labour market
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programs (i e. job creation and re+raining) (ibid).

The strong relationship between urban planning and housing policy in Sweden has
resulted in housing policy becoming a key component of the Swedish welfare state. The
relationship between housing policy and urban planning is also important because of the
degree to which the Swedish welfare state addresses the role of women, attitudes towards

democracy models

of social participation, the role of the individual, and urban

form.

Together housing policy and urban planning form an essential component in the development

of the social structure of the country.
Prior to the defeat ofthe Social Democratic Party, the Swedish housing system relied

on

subsidies

to maintain affordable housing. There are three main elements of

Swedish

housing policy.

A system ofsubsidies to reduce the i¡terest cost offinancing new construction
and improvements

of

existing housing;

Special income-tested subsidies ofthe cost ofhousing (housing allowances)
for pensioners and lamilies with children (since 1990, other single
individuals with low incomes are eligible as well);
Provision in the income tax code allowing deduction of a portion ofmortgage
interest {Ìom taxable income. (Blomqvist et al. 1993,20.)

The nature of the Swedish housing system has helped ensure that a variety of housing
situations are addressed. Whether pensioners or families with children, everyone received
some form ofsubsidy for their housing (ibid).

The range of social programs, level of transfer payments, and amount of subsidies
provided by the Swedish welfare state are greater than in most other welfare states. The
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comprehensive nature

ofthe Swedish welfare state represents

a model

for social welfare, nol

only in Europe, but also within the Western industrialized world.

2.3.3 The British Welfare State
The British welfare state, as

it developed in the post-World War II period, was also

considered one of the most comprehensive in the Western industrialised

world.

The holistic

development ofsocial services ranging from health care, to housing, to income supplements,
helped to ensure that all citizens were provided with equal access to the social programs.
Income maintenance is one ofthe most fundarnental components of any welfare state.

In Britain, it was introduced during the

immediate post-war years and was established

primarily for those people returning from the war who were unable to find employment.
Income maintena¡ce has remained as an essential program in Brìtain, particularly during the

economic crisis ofthe 1970s.
Britain's National Health Service is similar to the health care systems in Canada and
Sweden, providing comprehensive coverage for all citizens.

Another component ofthe British welfa¡e state which has had a direct and significant
impact on citizens is the public 'council'

housing. Aithough attempts were made to

address

housing as early as 1890, the issue was not fully confronted until the end ofthe first World

War, when the dire need for suitable housing legislatìon became apparent. Between its
emergence in 1919 and its demise ìn 1980, council housing was an important and fundamental

component ofthe British welfare state.

The comprehensive programs and services provided by the British welfare state,

1l

clearly establishes it as part ofthe liberal world. Although the benefits provided are exlensive,

they are not as generous as the benefits provided the social democratic welfare states. In
Britain, as in other liberaf world welfa¡e states, there is a greater reliance on the provision

of

benefits through the private sector and the employer.

2.3 .4 The Canadian

Welfare State

In terms of the classification of the welfare worlds model,

Canada is a diffrcult

country to locate. This is due in pa.rt to the nature of the Ca¡adian welfare state. While being
more generous ând far-reaching than the American welfare state the services provided are not
as comprehensive as those provided by

the Swedish welfare state.

The classification ofCanada as belonging to the social democratic or liberal world is

dependent upon the policy being examined. Two social programs most often used in the
classifrcation of the Canadian welfare state are lamily policy and health care. When using
family policy as the basis for classification, Canada fits into the liberal

world. This

is because

Canada iacks a national day care system. Although subsidies are provided to low income

people for daycare, daycare centres in Canada are privately rather than publicly run as they
are in Sweden.

Health care in Canada is not as comprehensive as Sweden's however,

it

is

considerably more exlensive than the health care system ín the United States. Therefore,
when using health care as the basis for classification Canada falls into the social democratic

world

The welfare worlds model facilitates the classification of welfare states as social

t8

democratìc or liberal. The diverse nature ofCanadian social programs, however, often makes

it difücult to place Canada solely within a social democratic or liberal world context Olsen
(I

994) therefore suggests that'

other social service elements of the welfare state, such as education and
housing, must also be conducted if the model is to reflect adequately the
nature of welfare states. (ibid, 15.)

The lack ofacknowledgement

ofother social services in Canada as fundamental parts ofthe

welfare state has also been documented by Hulchanski (198S). While Hulchanski recognised

education as being a fundamental component ofthe welfare state, he also noted that.

neither the state nor a majority of citizens have viewed the meeting of housing
needs of all people as a public responsibility. (Hulchanski 1988, 22 )

Fallis (1995) has also refened to the absence of housing policy in social policy research. The

lack of acknowledgement that housing policy forms a fundamental component of the
Canadian welfare state helps us to understand the variation in the services provided by
different welfare states (ibid). Although the social se¡vices provided by the canadian welfare
state are not as comprehensive as those provided by Sweden (or even Britain) they are more

comprehensive than the services provided in the United States.

2.3.5 The American Welfare State
Today, policy analysts may question whether a welfare state even exists in the United
States

(U.S.). This is because it is one of the few Western industrialized countries not

t9

offering universal public famìly allowa¡ce, old age pensions, or sickness and health insurance
(Kudrie and Marmor 1984; Lemen 1977; in Olsen 1994) Thus, when attempting to classiflr
U.S within the welfa¡e world model there are a límited number of social programs which can
be used in the classification.

The programs and services provided in the U.S. are few in comparison to those
available in Swedeq Britain a¡d Canada. For example, while other countries have programs

covering child and housing allowances, the U.S. provides none ofthese. Only recently has
the United States govemment, under the Clinton administration, established twelve weeks

of

unpaid maternity leave. The most significant factor distinguishing the United States from
other welfare states is the lack ofuniversal hea.lth ca¡e coverage. This lack ofuniversal health

care available is reflected in the high infant mortality rates in the United States when
compared with other Western industrialized countries, shown in Table

2.2 Although

the

social services and programs provided in the United States are minimal, it is still considered

awelfa¡e state. Even with the provision of such minimal services the U.S. js not customarily
characterized as an oddity among welfare state, however, there are some people who have

remarked on the unusual nature of the U.S. welfare state. For example, Edwin Bell, an
analyst for the Paris-based Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development

(OECD), states that the U.S. "is the outlier in the field, it is the most extreme" (McQuaig
1993,

t9)
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The U.S. has also been characterized as a "dinosaur" of social welfare by critics of the
American welfa¡e state (ibid).

the industrialized world - along with South Af¡ica in its failure to provide health care at least to all pregnant women and
children.(McQuaig 1993, 83.)
the U. S. virtually alone in

Table 2.2
Infant Mortality
Country

Infant deaths per
1,000 live births ( 1989)

United States
Italy
Belgium
Germany
Austria
Norway
Denmark

10

9
9
8

8

I
8

France

7
7

Netherlands
Canada
Sweden

7

6

Source . The World Bank. Wr¡rld Bank Developntent Report l99l . Table 28, In
McQuaig, Linda. The Weolthy Banker's Wtfe. 1993 Toronto: Penguin Books, 83.

In comparison to the welfare states of Sweden, Britain and Canada, the U.S.
provides the minima.l amount of services for its citizens. Thus the characterization

of

the United States as a welfare state makes it unique in comparison to traditional
welfare states.
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2.3.6 Conclusion
The use ofthe welfa¡e worlds approach facilitates the classification of welfare

states according to the programs and services they offer. There are however, still

difliculties with Esping-Andersen's model, as pointed out in Olsen's (1994) article.

The program used for the classification will deterrnine the 'world' in which the
country will be classified. While there are clear distinctions as to where some
countries fall, others are more difücult to classifu.
This section has shown that there are different levels at which the present day
welfa¡e state eústs, demonstrating that the classification of a country as either a social
democratic or liberal world is based on the social program used in that classification.

Now that the nature of these welfare states has been established, the degree of
retrenchment in each welfare state and the factors influencing policy changes must be

explored.

2.4 The New Ri=sht and the Retrenchment of the Welfare State

The recent re-emergence of New Right thinking is not the sole factor
contributing to the decline of the welfare state. The economic recession of the mid1970s as well as the oil crisis also contributed to the economic restructuring

ofthe

welfare state.

The connection between the political ideologies of the New Right and the
conservative govemments elected in many countries, is one which cannot be ignored.

The importance of the emergence of New Right philosophies is that they are now
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espoused by the parties in

power. Therefore, New Right philosophies are increasingly

becoming the basis of policy formulation (Skidelsþ 1988). In Britain New Right
phi,losophies have become particularly evident in policy formation under the Thatcher

govemment. Studies by Wilson (1992), Skidelsþ (1988) and Gamble (1988), have
ünked New Right ideologies, which are based primarily on 'theory', and Thatcherite

ideologies based primarily on 'practice'.

The origin of New Right philosophies was not established solely on new
politica.l ideologies. They consist ofseveral themes, such as "the glories

ofthe market,

the lack of participation by the state, the value of individual enterprise and the
sovereignty ofthe consumer" (Cole and Furbey 1984, 184). Stoesz and Midgley

(1991) also state that, according to the radical right, "the underclass is a direct
product ofthe unconditional social programs offered by the welfare state which do
not obligate beneficiaries to behave conventionally in order to receive benefits" (ibid,

32).

These types of New Right beliefs and ideologies have been developing to

varying degree in Sweden, Britain, Canada and the United States. The purpose of this
section is to demonstrate how the political orientation ofthese countries has shifted

toward a more liberal world approach and away from the social democratic model.
One argument explaining the changes in the welfare state over the past few
years has been put lorward by Kristol:

the welfare state, over the past twenty-five years, lost its originat selfdefinition and became something more ambitious, more inflated, and
incredibly more expensive. It became the patemalistic state, addressing itself

to every variety of 'problem' and committed to solving them all-committed,

.¿.

)

that is, to making human life unproblamatic. (Kristol 1978 in Mish¡a 1984,

2e)
This statement suggests how the original intent ofthe welfare state became overly
ambitious and too expensive to maintain, resulting in Government overload which has

thus developed as a primary justification reason for dismantling the welfare state.
Govemment overload occurs when the demands placed on the government outweigh

theìr ability to effectively address social issues such as housing and health care
(Misbra 1984). New Right philosophy views government overload as a major
problem in the welfare state and thus advocates the need for decreased government

intervention. The New Right has identified several factors contributing to government
overload in the post-war era:

The post-war years have seen a vast growh in organized interest
groups. Society has become highly politicised and the organisation
slack, which provided democratic government with room to
manoeuvre and accept new demand's has been much reduced,

There has also been a virtual revolution of rising expectations or,
better still, entitlements. The idea ofsocial rights and entitlements, and
the notion that it is the governments responsibility to underwrite these,
has become widespread;
Traditional restra.ints on the part ofvarious groups have been gradually
eroded. Sectional interest is being pressed to the full as notions of
traditional income differentials deference or other modes ofrestraint
lose their influence;

Social complexity has increased greatly, but social knowledge lags
behind and ca¡¡rot cope. As governments intervene in more and more
areas ofsociety, the limitations of social science become increasingly
apparent. (Mishra 1984, 37.

These points provide insight into the development ofthe welfa¡e state during the post-

war

era Miska

(1984) has identified three phases in government which have

contributed to the present situafion of the welfare state, government growth,
government failure and government overload. The New Right advocates that the

poor economic situation ofthe welfare state, created in large part to government
ove¡load, is the justification for minimal state intewention (ibid).

ln response to the growing concern over increasing government expenditure,

right-wing governments, advocating decreased public expenditure and deficit
reduction have been elected in many welfare state countries, including: Britain in

i980, the United States in 1981 and Canada in 1984. Although the government
elected in Sweden in 1991 did not have as radical New Right views as Britain and the

United States, the defeat of the Swedish Social Democraric party marked the
beginning of a change in the welfare state. The election of conservative governments
in the 1980s and the restructuring

of social programs, indicates that governments are

becoming increasingly committed to "retrenching big government and cutting taxes',

(Mishra 1984, 51). Sweden, Britain, Canada and the United States have cut back
their social programs however, the degree to which retrenchment has occurred varies

from country to country.
There is no doubt that the retrenchment
states

ofthe social programs in the welfare

ofSweden, Britain, Canada and the United States can be attributed to several

factors. Although there are differences, some factors contributing to the unravelling

of the welfare states have been similar. Olsen (1996) has identjfied tkee factors,
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politica.l, economic and sociological which have contributed to the unravelling

ofthe

Swedish welfare state. Although presented to explain the the retrenchment of the
Swedish welfa¡e state these factors have a.lso contributed to the retrenchment

of social

programs in Britain, Canada and the United States.

2.4.

I Retrenchment of the Swedish Welfare State
Sweden is widely recognized

for its high.ly successful welfare system. The

government however came under attack during the 1980s for an announcement

of

cuts to their social programs In terms ofeconomic factors affecting the retrenchment

of the Swedish welfare

state, Blomqvist et al. (1993) have identified

two primary

reasons why Sweden has cut back its social programs. Though growth in all industrial

countries slowed during the 1980s, Sweden was deeply affected. As well, social
progr¿ìms continued to expand during the 1970s and early 1980s, when the tax burden

was increasing faster than the gross domestic product. The increasing tax burden

created a situation where the government was unable to afford the programs and
services provided in the past. Thus, lor the fi¡st time in the 1980s, significant reforms

to social programs were

announced

(ibid).

Areas under the tax fransfer system

fargeted for reform included the tax system, housing policy, sickness benefit and
pension plans. Service orientated areas targeted for reform included daycare, health

and education. Although proposed, these reforms were not introduced due to an
economic upturn in the late 1980s.
The main political factor influencing the welfare state in Sweden came with

lo

the defeat ofthe Social Democratic party in 1991 and the election ofa right-wing
coalition govemment. This defeat, combined with the poor economic situation which
had again develop ed

by 1992, made conditions ripe for radical transformation ofthe

Swedish welfare model (Olsen 1996). The reforms originally introduced but not
implemented during the 1980s were now implemented and expanded upon in the
1990s

(ibid).

These new reforms targeted several aspects of the welfare state,

including income-related replacement benefits for parental unemployment

and

fiom ninety percent to eighty percent of

sickness insurance which were decreased

income. There was also an increase in the retirement age from 65to66 years. Other
social programs targeted for reform, included the sickness benefit program and the

introduction of the workers' injury compensation system. These reforms may not
seem as significant in comparison to the retrenchment of social programs in other

countries, such as in Britain however, but they were major steps for

a

traditionally

stfong welfare state.

Sociological factors contributing

to the unravellíng of the welfare

state

encompass much broader issues than the political or economic factors mentioned

above. The influence of sociological factors on the welfare state

has emerged due

primarily to a shift in the balance of power (Olsen t 99ó). Welfare stares which were

more developed, such as Sweden, had strong, well organized labour movements.
These types ofcountries were also represented by incumbent Social Democratic or

Labour parties (ibid). However, with the shjft to the right and the defeat of the Social

Democratic party in 1991, the labour movement was considerably weakened. The
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weakening ofthe labour movement made the policy changes introduced by the right-

wing coalition governrnent more accepfable and less likely to be challenged. As well,
the increasing globalization

ofthe economy further shifted the balancing ofpower in

favour of capital.

The Swedish welfare state relorms of the 1990s represented a minor shift
toward the right, in comparison to other welfare states, such as Britain. Sweden,
once considered the model of the European welfare state, is realizing that the
economic burden of maintaining a comprehensive welfare system may not be feasible

under changing economic and political circumstances.

2.4.2 Retrenchment of the British Welfare State

The attack on the British welfare state represents one of the most
comprehensive and elaborate programs of retrenchment ever introduced. Although

policy analysts argue that the present political climate was the primary catalyst for the
retrenchment of the British welfare state,

it was a combination of political, economic

and sociological factors which contributed to the dismantling ofthe British welfare
state. More specifically this included: rising unemployment, demographic change and
the re-emergence of the New Right flVicks 1987, McCarthy 1989, in Cole and Furbey

1994)

The Thatcher governments philosophy breaks with traditional Conservatism
in its aggressive and advocacy ofprivate enterprise, private initiative and the
market as a Íìamework both for the advancement ofthe Conservative party
and for Britain's progress. (Veljanovski 1987,24.)
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The ideologies ofthe newly elected Conservative government in 1979 were significantly
different fiom those of the post-war welfare state. Similar to New Right philosophies, the
Conservative government promoted privatizatio4 government deregulation and development

ofthe private sector (Jacobs 1992). Although the beliefs and practices ofthe New Right had
been present in the Consewative government in varying degrees since the 1950s (Cole and

Furbey 1994), it was not until the election of Margaret Tbatcher as Prime Minister in 1979
that they came into the agenda ofthe "party ofgovernment" (Wilson 1992, 35).
The economic benefits emanating from the privatization ofpublic enterprises was one

of the reasons for privatization. It was hoped that privatization would

enhance freedom,

improve efüciency, reduce public sector borrowing requirements and tackle the problem

of

public sector pay (Heald and Steel 1982 in Forrest and Murie 1991). One ofthe key ways

to achieve this was to sell offpublicly owned corporations. The selling ofassets to private
owners was justified in three ways.

First it was argued that private ownership would translorm unprofitable public
enterprises into profitable ones;

Secondly, competition in the private sector would be more efficient than
public ownership;

Thirdly the spread of popular shared ownership would provide many more
ordinary people with the benefits of private capital both financially and, most
basically, morally, by way of self reliance. (Wilson 1992,92).

The sale of public assets included such corporations as. British Gas, British Telecom, and
British Airways, as well as the public 'council' housing stock. The selling of the council
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housing and the attempt to create what Thatcher called "a properly owning democracy" which
became the most publicised statement (Forrest and Murie 1991, 6).

Again, similar to Sweden, the shift in the balance of power, and mo¡e specifically the

weakening of the labour movement which developed with the election of Thatcher's
Conservative government in 1979 contributed to the dismantling ofthe welfare state. This
shiÍì in power, away from the Labour Party, which historically represented the unions, to a
more capitalist, markerorientated govemment which promoted government deregulation and

the private market, facilitated the privatization programs introduced under Thatcher.
Therefore, in Britain as in Sweden, it was the combination of several factors which
made possible the climate for the retrenchment
a fundamental component

ofsocial programs which had once been such

of the British welfare state.

2.4.3 Retrenchment of the Canadian Welfare State
The retrenchment ofthe welfare state in Canada, and the full embracement ofneoconservative or New Right ideologies has not as yet been met with the same enthusiasm as

it

has in Britain and the United States (Lightman

1991) There

have been significant steps

towards federal disentanglement.

Canada's welfare state was reached in l97l and
subsequently there has followed retrenchment and decline, a process ol
gradual chipping away at the outset, followed in more recent years by an
acceleration, as the chips became chunks, with even the occasional block.
(Lightman 1991, 141.)

The high point

of

In Canada, as in other welfare states, it was this movement toward a liberal, means-
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tested model which was the main political factor which set the stage for federal
disentanglement. The movement toward federal disentanglement has created
substantiai concem, in the field of social housing

policy. This concern was evident at

the 1994 Canadian Housing and Renewal Association Annual Congress which
focused onthe changing federal role in the delivery of social housing. In a speech by

Maude Barlow, she stated:

We are in danger of losing the system of interdependence that has guided
Canadian public policy for most of this century, and led to the creation of
universal, publicly accessible social programs and a sense of collective
responsibility. (Barlow 1994, 14 )

Although privatization has not been implemented as aggressively in Canada as it has been in

Britaiq Barlow expressed fear that it might, by arguing that the "power is being transferred
from the public arena to the private sphere, out ofreach of democratic control" (ibid).

New Right philosophies have always been present in the Conservative party in
Canada, and similar to Britain they did not emerge untìl the election

ofthe Conservative party

to power in 1984 Although the Mulroney govemment promised to preserve social programs

in Canada, even referring to them as a "sacred trust" (McQuaig 1993,3), the reforms were
clearly aimed at decreasing the federal presence in social programs. The development

ofthe

economic renewal plan which identifred deficit reduction as a pre-eminent concern was
indicative ofthe right-wing philosophy pursued by the federal government (Lightman 1991).
The policies pursued by the Conservative government were not as categorical and evident as
those taken by the Thatcher govemment, primarily because the direct elimination of Canada's

social safety net, though privatization, would not have been a popular move for the
government.

In comparison to Britain the dismantling of the Canadian welfare

state was not as

specifrc and focused. In his article "Social Policy by Stealth", Gray (1990) outlines the
methods by which the Conservative government camouflaged cuts to social programs by
labelling them as increases. Gray argues that the "technical amendments to taxes and transfers
are as difficult to explain as they are to understand and thus largely escape media scrutiny"

(ibid, 17). In this way, the unravelling ofthe Canadian welfare state varies greatly from the

British. In

Canad,a privafization programs became part

of government policy. Where as in

B¡itain the establishment ofprivatization programs as legislation made them very precise and
direct.
One development which clearly indicated a movement toward the right, and a more

liberal model, was the development of 'means tested' public assistance programs, which
clearly represented the economic basis for decreasing social programs. Although not present

in all social programs, means-testing is an area becoming more pronounced, particularly in
the public housing sector. The development of means testing is evident in the establishment

of the core need model and as well as the document A National Direction lor Housing_.Solutions (1985), which were both developed to direct government assistance to those in need.

The development of means testing, along with the federal/provincial agreements, have
resulted an increased responsibility for the provinces. This is similar to the traditional ¡adical

right model which argues that.
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pulls back to its proper and limited role, individuals and local
communities will assume responsibility for their own lives. Within the federal
system, however, there is an intervening or middle level of analysis, the
provinces or state. (Lightman 1987 in Lightman 199i, 158.)
as government

Retrenchment in Canada has not developed to the degree the radical right would
has been however, a stronger movement

like. There

toward retrenchment since the Conservative party

was elected in 1984.
The labour and social democratic parties have never been as prominent in Canada as

they have been in Sweden and

Britain This does not mean however, that a shift in the

political orientation as well as the balance ofpower has not occurred in Canada. The political

shift occurred with the election of the right-wing orientated Conservatives, under Brian
Mulroney, in 1984. The shift in the balance of power was not as dramatic in Canada, as in
Sweden and

Britaiq due to the lack of representation by strong incumbent social democratic

parties (at the federal

level) The election ofthe

conservatives to power in 1984 further

weakened the balance of power.

2.4.4 Retrenchment of the American Welfare State
The unravelling

olthe

social welfare programs ìn the United States was particularly

evident during the Republican years when Reagan and Bush were in power. Although the
Democratic parfy is presently in power this does not mean that spending lor social programs

will rncrease. A clear example ofthe current governments' desire not to increase spending is
evident by the bill recently passed by President Clinton, which made dramatic welfare reforms,
effectively endhg it as it had existed. The recent cuts to social programs, combined with the
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reduction in spending during the Reagan and Bush years

will have a significant impact on the

fufure of social services and programs in the United States.
Perhaps the best way

to measure the economic factors affecting the retrenchment of

social welfare programs in the United States is

to examine the decreasing amounts of money

allotted to different departments. The U.S. Department of Housing and U¡ban Development

(HLID), responsible for a majority of the social programs in fhe U.S., faced a 57 percent
reduction in the budget between 1980 and 1987 (Kaplan and James 1990). Budget cuts

for

federally assisted housing fell from $27 billion to $1.5 billion over the same period. The
Community Development Block Grants fell from $3.7 billion
Development Action Grants fell fiom $675 million

to $2.6 billion and Urban

to $20 million (ibid). While

these

programs targeted different areas, the important feature common to all was the decreasin_q
ar¡ount ofmoney allocated for social programs. Other important events occurring include:
the decline in home ownership, the increase in homelessness, the decrease in the quantity and
quality ofthe rental stock, and the increase in the shortage ofpublic housing stock
decrease in the percentaÉie

ofpublicly owned housing

as a percentage

(ibid). The

ofthe total, shown in

Table2.3, will have significant repercussions on public housing in the future.

In

some ways, the retrenchment

of social programs

has not been as severe in the

United States as in other countries due to the lack ofprograms offered by the United States

welfare system. However, it is important to note the decrease in social spending after the
election ofa conservative goveÍìment right-wing government in 1980,
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Table 2.3

New Housing Construction United States, 1965-1985
(thousands of Units)
Year

Alt
Units

1965

t970

1,509.
1,469 0

Privately
Owned
1,472.8
't

,433.6

1981

1,17t.3
|,312.6
I,100 3

t982

1,0'72.0

1,160.4
1,292 2
1,084.2
1,062 2

1983

r,7 r2.4

1,'703.0

1984
1984

I

1,7

t97s
1980

,755.8

|.7359

Publicly
Owned

Public as %
of Total

36.9
3J.4

1,1

10.9

0.9

20.4

1.6

16 I

15

98

49 .5

9.4
6.3

0,9
0.5
0.4

2.8

3.1

02

t .73

Source. C.NIFIC. 1991. I'he Distrib tio of Government Housutg Responsibili4,
OEDCD Countries. Ottawa: CMHC. 13.
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Reagan and Thatcher had similar views towards the post-war welfare state. Both
leaders viewed the welfare state as the cause

ofthe economic problems currently plaguing

both countries. Reagan and Thatcher's argument was based on the beliefthat high taxes,
which were required to sustain the welfa¡e state, contributed to decreased work initiative and

investment. They also believed that employment benefrts, and the high wages demanded by

workers served as a barrier to competitiveness and increased structural unemployment.
Although there are arguments to support this, workers may not have felt the need to demand
higher wages fo pay for these services if the government supplied workers with health care
and family allowances.

When examining the unravelling of the welfare state it is important to consider the
impact the retrenchment of social programs will have on the future. One area in which the

J)

full impact of the retrenchment is not immediately apparent is housing policy.

The effects are concentrated on potential future recipients, who are unlikely
to see their current interests as closely linked to the fate ofpublic housing and
are by their very nature unidentifiable and therefore impossible to organize.
@ierson 1994,22.)

This quotation identifies the problems ofdecreased funding for public housing and emphasises

that these impacts may not be immediately apparent; making protest against retrenchment
policies diffrcult
One social program to undergo significant reform in Britain and the U.S. was housing

poticy. Public housing in the U.S., was first authorized under the National Housing Act of
1937, where it has remained in a margínal

position. When the Republican party was elected

in 1981, approximately one percent of the U.S. population lived in public housing, with only
one to two percent receiving a subsidy for private renting. The number in Britain was
considerably higher, with thirty percent ofthe population living in public housing (Pierson
1994). Ttree main components ofhousing policy developed under Reagan include: a halt to

new construction, a voucher-centred system of housing subsidies, and a plan, similar to
Thatcher's plans of privatization, to privatize much ofthe public housing stock.

(Ibid) By

1986, public housing starts had fallen more than eighty percent from the 1982 level (ibid). The

decrease in the building of social housing in the 1980s, as seen in Table 2.4,

availability ofaffordable rental housing in the future.

will affect the

Tab|e 2.4

Public Housing Units Started,z United States, 1960-1987
Year Thousands of Units
1960

t965

t970

26,613
15 65?
77,039

t9'75

)a \1')

1980

40,s28
45,607

t98l
t982
1983

1984
1985

1986
1987

25,7t0
27,060
22,443
11,133
6,3 85

5.861

.lo¿rce: CMHC. 1991. In The D¡sîr'ibutiott of Government Houstng Re.sponsihiliÍy
OEDCD Countrics. i991. Ottawa; CMHC, 13.

in

Six

The initìal changes proposed to social programs in the US were ambitious. Although

Reagan was not as successful in developing his policies ol retrenchment as Thatcher, both
governments had similar views and ideas concerning the restructuring of the welfare state.
The sociological factors in the United States and specifically the shift in the balance

of porver has been the least influential in contributing to the unravelling of the American
welfa¡e state. The lack of power shift is due to the weak, labour movement which has been
under represented by an incumbent socia.l democratic or labour party. Similar to Canada, this,

did not mean that the defeat ofthe Democratic Party in 1980 and the election ofthe righr
wing Republicans, under Reagan in 1980 did not shift the balance ofpower even further to
the right.

2 5 Conclusions
After examining New Right philosophies and other developments, the reasons for the
dismantling of social programs in Britain, the United States and Canada soon becomes

evident. Wilson (1992) states tkee primary reasons for the British government privatising
some of the public sector assets. The first was that the privatization of publicly-owned
sectors into privately-owned sectors would result in greater profit. Secondly, privatization

was seen as a means for competition to flourish under private ownership. Thirdly, the
development of shared-ownership schemes would result in more people being both financially
and

moraþ independent (due to their increased self-reliance

as a result

ofbecoming owners

rather thân tenants ofthe state) (Wilson 1992, 92). Although these arguments were originally
put forward in Britain, they were later made in the United States and Canada. One of the most
persuasive arguments

for maìntaining the welfare state, not only in Britain but in all welfare

state nations, has been put forward by Deakin (1987):

there is a moral reason for restructuring the social democratic model, arguing

that the rights of welfare should be put back at the centre ofsocial policy as
a means of discharging society's moral obligations to the poor and as a way
of moving towards a more closely integrated society. (Ibid in Clapham, Kemp
and Smith 1990,237 )

There are some similarities between the social programs targeted for retrenchment in

all four ofthe welfare state countries. Housing policy is one area which has been heavily
targeted. Public housing provides an interesting case because it has been subjected to healy
retrenchment in Britain, the United States and more recently in Canada. While this chapter
has focused on the overall changes which different welfa¡e sates have undergone over the past
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fifteen years, the next part ofthis thesis will focus specifically on the changes to British and
Canadian public housing since the election ofright-wing conservative governments during the
1980s.

Endnotes

1.

Esping Andersen's 'conservative' welfare worlds model will not be examined here
because the countries presented do not fit this model.

2.

Figures include both new public housing starts as well as public acquisitions of
existing units without rehabilitation and Indian housing

Chapter

3

THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING POLICY IN BRITAIN AND CANADA

3 'l Introduction
Sínce the British and Canadian governments

first became involved in the provision of

public housing, the diverse roles they have pursued have altered as housing needs have
changed. The purpose ofthis chapter is to examine the changes in housing policy

retrenchment ofthe public housing programs in each country. This
the chapter into five sections, exploring the evolution

prior to the

will be done by dividing

ofthe public housing policy in Britain

prior to 1980 and in Canada prior to 1984. The first section will provide an introduction.
The purpose ofthe second section is to examine early government initiatives and explore the
diverse reasons for government intervention in

housing. Section two will also focus on how

affordable housing was addressed in each country, or in some cases not addressed. Section

three focuses specifically on changes in public housing legislation in Britain up

to

1980,

higlrlighting those acts which established the role the government was to play in the provision

ofpublic housing. Section four examínes public housing legislation in Canada, focusing on
those acts instrumental in the development of public housing. The final section
an overview

will provide

ofthe diffe¡ent phases ofpublic housing policy pursued by each country.
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3.2 Earl)¡ Government Initiatives in Housing
3

2 1 Bntain
British housing legislation established during the early nineteenth century addressed

the poor living conditions which emerged during the Industrial Revolution. When cities
became industrialized, there was a lack

of

adequate housing

to house the

increasing

population ofthe cities thus, living conditions became overcrowded and unsanitary. These
unhealthy conditions resulted in the spread of disease throughout both the poor and more
affluent areas. When disease spread, showing no class boundaries, the government realised

that action had to be taken to improve the poor housing conditions where disease was
originating.

3.2.1.1 The First Legislation to Address Housing
The first act established in Britain to address unsanitary housing was the Public Health

Act of 1848. Historically this

act was significant because for the frrst time legislation was

established to address housing. The 1848 Health Act was also important in a social context
because it established the General Boa¡d ofHealth, whrch enabled local governments

to carry

out sanitary reforms.
The nexl act to address housing was the I890 Housing of the Working Classes Act.
The importance olthis act was that it acknowledged the lack of decent housing in Britain,

for

the first time. Although the unsanitary living conditions were recognized as early as the
1800s, existing legislation did not require local governments to take action. Thus early
legislation established did little to rectiô/ the housing problems.
,la

3.2.2 Canada

Early government housing initiatives in Canada occurred for very different reasons
than in

Britain

Nevertheless Canada, like Britain, reached a point when the lack of decent

affordable housing could not be neglected. In Canada, this occurred with the Halifax
Explosion of 1917. The explosioq combined with the introduction of the War Measures Act

in 1917

set the stage for the first government involvement in housing. The nexl federal

commitment to housing came in the form of lowering the down payments required on land.

3

.2.2. 1 Halif ax Explosion

While numerous factors contributed to the need for government intervention in
housing in Canada, one event was to become the catalyst for government action - the Halifax

explosion in 1917 (Anderson 1992). The explosion resulted in the bulk ofthe city being
levelled and created an urgent need for affordable housing. The Halifax explosion, coupled

with World War I and the War Measures Act, enabled the federal government to intervene
in this previously unexplored area, resulting in a contribution of $30 million to a pension fund

assisting victims of the explosion

(ibid). This money was invested in housing,

thereby

establishing the federal government as a provider ofhousing.

Similar to early government initiatives in Britain, early legislation and programs did

little to benefit those who needed help the most. Although the housing built was occupied
by people who lost thei¡ homes in the explosion, the rents charged were unaffordable to many

people, making occupancy rates low. By 1948, the units were sold otr(ibid).
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3,2.2.2 Pre-Dominion Housing Act (Pre-1935)
During the post World War I period home ownership in Canada was unaffordable to

many. To ìncrease home o\4Ììership, the govemment lowered the down payment required on
land, which contributed to a substantial i¡crease in residential construction between 1923 and
1931. Lower land prices however, did little to alleviate the high cost of housing faced by low
i¡come families. Thus, low income people had no choice but to remain renters. The policy
of promoting home ownership established the government as a facilitator in the provision

of

market housing and not as a provider of social housing. The Construction Association, who
had promoted home ownership during slow growth periods, now had

little desire to suppon

low income housing.

3.l

Britain Changes Public Housing Legislation and Policy

3.3.1 Post W.W I to W W II (1919-1944)
This period can be regarded as the most important in the history of government
intervention in housing. Prior to World War I, the government did little to effectively

improve or increase the supply of housing. By the beginning of the second World War
however, the government had developed a program for building and supplying housing
subsidies to local authorities.

3 3.1.1 WorldWarI

Although a housing shortage existed prior to Vy'orld War I, the outbreak ofthe war
fu¡ther dec¡eased the production ofhousing and thus enabled landlords to charge exorbitant

rents on acconlmodation regardless

ofthe conditions ofthe facilities. In 1915 the Increase

ofRent and Mortgage Act was established to protect tenants from rising rents. The act was
established as a result ofthe Glasgow rent strike in which tenants refused to pay the rents
charged by landlords. The 1915 Act set rents and mortgage interest rates at their August,
1914 levels (Bumett 1987), thereby protecting tenants from rent increases. The establishment

ofrent controls

meant that private builders were no longer able to make a profit, and thus

would not build again until it was profitable.

The logic ofthe situation led directly towards some sort of state subsidy after
the war, and for this reason rent control and the subsequent introduction of
subsidies must be seen as closely linked. (Malpass and Murie 1994,50.)

The only way construction would resume was

if

rents controls remained or

if

subsidies were introduced.

The 1915 Act was important for two reasons. It was fundamental to the
introduction of state subsidies and it prevented people from being priced out oftheir
homes. The establishment ofrent controls and the introduction of state subsidies to
private builders clearly demonstrated how the government was becoming involved in

the provision ofhousing (ibid).

3 .3 .1

.2 The Establishment of Council Housing

Pre-World War I legislation facilitated government intervention in housing.

It was the 1919 Housing and Town Planning Act (Addison Act), however, which is
regarded as the land-mark act in terms of requiring government involvement in
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housing. The 1919 Act established loca.l authorities as the providers oflarge amounts

of housing. This act was developed under the 'Homes for Heroes' campaign, to
increase the supply and improve the housing conditions for veterans returning from
the

war. The development ofthis act represented the government's strongest social

commitment: the provision of decent affordable living accommodation.
Historically, this act was unique. Past legislation enabledlocal authorities to

improve their housing condìtions, but the 1919 act reEdred Them to take action.
Although this act was influential, there were two reasons for its limited success The
fi¡st was the slow rate at which the local authorities built and the second was the high

cost of building materials. Table 3.1 shows that by 1921, three years after the
Addison Act had been established, the output oflocal authorities building remained
minimal.

Table 3. 1

Local Authority Dwellings Completed, Great Britain 1914-23
Year

1914
1919
1920
1921

Local Authority
Dwellines Completed
not known
negligíble
576

16,786
86,s79
67.062

1923

Source . Merret¡ Stephen. 1979 State Housing in
Kegan Paul, 37.
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Britain. London: Roufledge

and

3.3. 1.3 Housing in the 1920s

During the 1920s, two acts, both focusing on increasing the supply ofhousing,
influenced the development of public housing

policy. The first act, entitled the

1923

Housing Act (Chamberlain Act), increased the supply of housing by providing
subsidies to private builders. The second act, entitled the 1924 Housing

Act),

increased the supply

Act (Wheatly

of housing by promoting the involvement of

local

authorities rather than the private sector. The number of dwellings constructed under
each act is shown in Table 3.2,

with the total housing output amounting to 570,000

dwellings built in England and Wales between 1924-1945.
These thLree acts, the 1919 Addison

Act, 1923 Chamberlain Act and the 1924

Wheatly Act, demonstrated that the government's primary focus was to increase the
supply of housing in the immediate post-World War I period.

Table 3,2

Local Authority Dwellings Built in England and Wales,
1924-35 under the 1923 and 1924 Housing Acts
Year ending Chamberlain
March 3
1923
3,800
15,300
16,200
14,100
1928
13,800

t924
7925
1926
1927

1

t929

5, 100

1930

5,60_0

193

Act

i

Wheatly Act
1924

z,ioo

17,800

26,900
59,100

43,100
73.200
103,900
55,100
60,200

90,100
50,600
54,600
52,500

65,200

1932
1,400*

1933

1934
1935
Total
* - transferred from the 1924 acT

75.300

Total
hoth Acts
3,800

4'7,100
44,800
11,i00

504.500

<)

) (\(\

65,200
48,500
44,800
11,100
579,800

Sbrrrca. Bowley, M. 1945. Housing and the State 1919-1911. London: Allen &
Unwin, 271. In Merrett Stephen. 1979. Housing and The State. London. Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 47.

3.3. 1 .3. Housing in the 1930s

Housing policies ofthe 1930s began to move away from the concentration on

increasing supply to on focusing on the conditions of housing and the needs of

tenants The

1930 Housing Act was aimed at "slum clearance and represented the

foundation for modern slum clearance in Britain" (Burnett 19'78,237). The 1935

Housing Act focused on decreasing rents of low income tenants by creating the
Housing Revenue Account, which required local authorities to be consolídated their
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accounts into one. Thereby keeping a large supply ofmoney in one account which

could be used to provide rent rebates to poorer tenants (Malpass and Murie 1994).

The creation ofthe Housing Revenue Account resulted in keeping rents on new
houses down because rents were being subsidised by the surplus money generated

from older, cheaper properties (ibid).

3.3.1.3 Conclusions. Post World War I to World War

II (1919-1944)

There are two dominant explanations provided for the establishment of council
housing in Britain. The first being that council housing emerged as a response to the
failure

ofthe private market. The second reason

is that council housing emerged as

result of state interlerence ín housing development (ie. with the introduction ofrent

controls in 1915), private builders were no longer building because it was not
profitable. Therefore, council housing was established in order to make up for the
loss ofhousing construction in the private market.

Righrwing governments presently

view councíl housing as part ofthe problem however, rather than the solution.

3.3 2 Brit ain Post World'V'/ ar

II

1945-7 9

3.3.2 1 Housing in the 1950s and 1960s

In the three

decades

following World War

II

government housing went

through two distinct phases. The first phase focused on local authorities supplying
housing needed, the second phase focused on housing being supplied by the private
sector, while the third phase was a combination of support by the public and private
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sectors. The strong commitment by the Labour government to increase the supply

of housing in the post war period is evident in Table 3.3 with the grand total of
housing consfruction amounting

to

308,900 houses

by

1954 (Bowley 1966).

Although this may seem like a important contribution, this construction still did not
meet the Labour government's desired outcome of 900,000 houses

by

195 1

(Burnett

1978). By 1954, when it became apparent that the local authorities could not meet

the supply of housing required the 1954 Housing Repairs and Rent Act

was

introduced. This act was influential in shifting the policy direction of government by
removing subsidies from local authorities for'general needs housing'and promoting

the private sector market.

By 1965, the third

phase in housing policy emerged. This phase represented

a movement towards a more equitable involvement between the public and private

sector. The 1965 White Paper, stated:

Once the country has overcome its huge social problems of slumdom and
obsolescence and met the need of the great cities for more houses to let at
moderate rents, the programme ofsubsidised council housing should decrease.
The expansion ofthe public programme now proposed is to meet exceptional
needs. it is born partly of a short-term necessity, partly of the conditions
i¡herent in modem urban life. The expansion ofbuilding for owner-occupation
on the other hand is normal; it reflects a long-term social advance which
should gradually pervade every region. (Parliament 1965, in Malpass and
Murie 1994,70.)

This was one ofthe most inlluential statements regarding the changing role

ofthe government

in housing. The 1965 White Paper laid the foundation lor the policy direction the government

would follow, and can be seen as the prelude to the disposal ofthe council housing stock in
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1980. Table 3.3

Table 3.3
Houses Built in England and Wales.
April 1945 to December i956 (in thousands)

Period

t945-46

Private
Enterprise

3

Gov. Dept.
& Housing
Associations

0.8

Local

Grand Total

Authorityl
21 1

52.5

1917

39.6

1.3

866

127 5

1948

31.2

44

170.8

206 4

1949

24.7

5.3

141 8

171 8

1950

26.6

6.4

139.4

172 4

l95l

2t.4

8.9

14t.6

171.9

1952

32.1

I 1.3

165.6

209.0

1953

60.5

1

5.8

202.9

I95¿t

88.0

21.3

t99 6

308.9

Local authority houses include those built by Development Corporations and New Towns

Sou'ce;Bowley, M. 1966. 'fhe British Butlding Industy. London: University of Cambridge
Press.

3.3.2.2 Housing in the 1970s
The emerging importance ofthird sector organizations indicated that the governments
desi¡e was to move the responsibility

ofpublic sector housing to organizations other than the

local authority. The changing policy emphasis towards the third sector in the 1970s indicated
the policy direction which was

to develop in the 1980s. The 1974 Housing Act established
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the role of Housing Action A¡eas and further promoting the role of housing associations
(Malpass and Murie 1990). Berry defined a housing association as:

a society, body of trustees or company established for the purpose of improving,
managing facilitating, or encouraging the construction, or improvement of houses not
for the purpose ofprofit. (Berry 1974, 109.)

Housing Associations were becoming increasingly prominent because they were now granted

more funds for the building and renovation of accommodation at fair rents. The increase in
output by housing associations after the 1974 Act is shown in Table

3.4. Housing association

completions numbered 8,800 in 1973 a¡rd rose to 25,000 by 1977 (Malpass and Murie 1990).

3.3.2.3 Britain: Conclusions - Post World War

II

The post-war period saw several shifls in housing policy which indicated that the
government was no longer willing to be the sole provider of public housing. Establishing
legislation which facilitated the expansion of the third sector in the provision of housing
marked the beginning ofthe unravelling ofthe welfare state.
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Table 3 4
Housing Completions. Calendar Years
Great Britain (Thousands of Dwellìngs)

Private Housing
Year

L. A.

New

Towns

Enterprise Associations

Gov. L.A

ALL

Depts. New Towns
Gov. Depts

t974

1
9
9
I
3

9.9

i03.3

12.3

147
158

15.8

6
J

197 5

140.9
I 50.8

t9'76

t52.2

t977

140.8
149.0

25.1

22.8

129.9
129.2
119.6
96.2

140.5
128 4
115 0

17.8

75.6

2t.t

770

9.5
8.5

193
13 1

54.9

10.3

55 ¿

3.9

1

20

2

1978

1979
1980
1981

1982

't25.4

1983

148.1

16.1

328

1984

159.4

16.6

31.7

1985

156.5
170 6

13.1

26

125

21.5

183.7
199 5

12.6
12.8

18.8

1986
1987
198 8

1989
1990
i 991

1992
1993

1

19.0

16.I
15 9

105

21
10
0.9
0.5
0.4

256

96
41

0.5
0.7
0.6
0.3

34.4

1.8

05

r19 6

13 .9

159.0
151.7
140.0
137.5

I

6.8

19.7

16s
156

I

0.2

0.I
0.3
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2.3 174.2

17

3.4 Canada: Changes in Public Housing Legislation and Policy

Housing policy in Canada has primarily addressed the mortgage financing ofhome
ownership rather than the provision of public housing. Before a detailed examination

evolution of public housing legislation can take place however,

a

ofthe

brief description of early

government housing initiatives is necessary. The frrst government initiatives to address
housing included the 1935 Dominion Housing Act (DFIA), the 1938 National Housing Act

(NHA) and Wartime Housing Limited

(WHL)

The DHA and the 1938 NHA will be

examined in terms of their inability to effectively address low income housing. Wartime
Housing Limited will be examined in terms of its accomplishments in the provision of housing.

3.4.I Pre World War II

and the Impacts of the War.

3.4.1.I Dominion Housing Act 1935 and the National
Housing Act 193 8
The fi¡st two housing acts established by the federal government to address housing
were the Dominion Housing Act

of 1935

and the National Housing Act

of 1938. When the

Dominion Housing Act (DHA) was drafted by the Deputy Minister of Finance W.C. Clark,

its aim was to stimulate employment (Rose 1980) Rose noted that it was established to
address the politica.l and economic circumstances

ofthe period rather than the housing needs

of low income Canadians (ibid). The minimal impact the DFIA had on the housing situation
is evident in the number

ofloa¡s approved under the act. There were 3,158 loans approved,

which amounted to 4,903 houses (Hulchanski 1986, 335). Even though the DHA was the

first act to establish a federal presence in housing in Canada it failed to address, or for that

54

matter even acknowledge, the need for low income housing. The DFIA also failed to
stimulate the economy and create employment. Hulchanski (1986) outlined two reasons
the failure ofthe

DIIA.

for

The fust was that neither the Bennett nor the King government were

seriously committed to any housing program. Secondly, the poor design ofthe program
meant that the act did not result in improvements to the housing problems of low income
Canadians (ibid, 37)

The National Employment Council then suggested that a new tkee part housing
policy should be introduced. The recommendations for this policy included:

A plan for the renovation and modernization ofexisting dwelling units both
in urban and rural districts;
Assistance by the Dominion Govemment for the building of low-rental houses
and for slum clearance projects (to take care of those unable to pay an

economic rent);
Broadening of the present Dominion Housing Act which covers the building
of medium príced houses-with special reference to its extension into small
urban and rural areas. (National Employment Commission 1937 , 203-1; in
Hulchanski 1986, 35.)

WhiJe it was hoped this new housing policy,( referred

to

as

the 1938 National Housing Act)

would more accurately address housing needs, it too failed. Hulchanski

Part

I

(I

986) argued that

of the new act remained unchanged from the DHA. As well, Part

established to address the needs

oflow income

II ol the act,

Canadians, 'was never implemented. Part

III,

which assisted new home owners with their municipal tax payments, was discontinued earlier
than planned (ibid,

335). The 1938 Act, originally established to compensare for the failure

of the DHA, did little to improve housing for low income Canadians, Despite their lack of
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success, the establishment
needs for

3.4.

ofthe DHA

and

NIIA marked the acknowledgement ofhousing

low income Canadians.

1.2 Wartime Housing Limited
Another important development in the early war years, along with the DHA and the

NHA, was the establishment of WHL. Due to the lack of housing built during World War

II,

Canada, like many countries, was faced with a housing shortage by 1941. The Wartime

Housing Limited

([¡HL) was established to help alleviate this shortage. \4¡HL was a crown

corporation whose purpose was to build temporary housing for war workers (Oberlander

1992). The establishment of WHL meant that for the first time the government would be
directly responsible for the construction, purchasing, rental and management of housing for

war workers and their families. The establishment of WHL was also unique in that
construction, design and site planning were considered to be progressive and experimental

(Wade 1986). One of the most important developments to emerge out of WHL was the
imaginative site planning. Although often confined to build on the existing grid pattern, due

to the availability of existing infrastructure services, WHL was sometimes able to purchase
large blocks of land and develop a variety of street patterns. This type of creative site
planning developed in North Vancouver and Welland, Ontario when large city blocks were
available for development. In these areas, WHL introduced cul-de-sacs or a free street

patterns which helped to decrease the monotony olthe housing. The development ofthe

WHL communities is often compared to the model towns of the United States, such as
Radburn. In comparison to the number of units completed under the DHA and NIIA,
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Wartime Housing Limited was considerably more successful. WHL built 25,'771 rental unts
between 1941 and late 1946 @irestone 1974; in Wade 1986). Although reported by the press
and some MP's as a method of providing housing

for low income people, the Curtis Report

stated that tenants of Wartime Housing Limited had moderate incomes and benefitted

fiom

stable employment in the war industry (Wade 1986). The production of housing by WHL
therefore, did little to alleviate the housing shortage faced by low income people.

3.4.1.3 Conclusions. Pre-World War
Impacts of the War

II

and the

By the end ofthe war Canada still had no institution, at the federal level, to address
the issue of low income housing. Although these acts helped increase the overall supply

housing, their effectiveness

in meeting the housing

needs

of

of low income people was

negligible

3.4.2 Post World War

II

It was not until the post World War II period that the government took an signifrcant
step towards the consolidation of a federal housing policy, with the creation of a crown
corporation, Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation in 1944. The corporation was
responsible lor administering the 1944 National Housing Act and addressing the housing
situation of the post-war period. The housing shortage in Canada at the end of World War

II was similar to the situation

faced in many other countries.
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This housing shortage was further aggravated by:

the demobilization of armed forces, the influx of war brides from overseas, the
rapidly increasing family formation rate, and the continuing short supply of
building materials and workers. (Wade 1986, 43 .)

To alleviate the shortage of housing the government, under WHL, continued to build
housing for retuming veterans in 1948 and 1949 and constructed approximately 10,000 units

per year (CMHC 1986). In the post-war period, many suggestions were made as to the
di¡ection WHL would take. One ofthe most commonly held views was that

WHL should be

operated as a public housing authority for the purposes of providing low income rental
housirg. Had this occurred, the development of pubtic housing in Canada would have been
comparable to public housing in

Britain. This idea was rejected by the Liberal government.

The position taken by the Liberal govemment at the time was evident in a statement made by

Humphrey Carver, in Compassionate Landscape (1975).

the prospect of the federal government becoming landlord to even more
Ca¡adian families horrified a Liberal government that was dedicated to avoid
private enterprise and would do almost anything to getting into a policy of
public housing (Carver 1975 in Wade 1986,42.)

At this time it

became evident that the government was pursuing a housing policy which

focused on private enterprise and home ownership (ibid), and neglecting the low income
ma¡ket identified by the Curtis Report. As aresult, the government sold

offthe housing built

by Wartime Housing Limited (Sewell 1994). The selling of the WHL stock can be viewed
as an

attempt by the government to distance itselffrom the responsibility ofpublic housing.
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3.4.2. 1 The Establishment of Public Housing

The promotion of the private market was to be the main direction followed by the

federal government. Not until 1949 when the NHA was created, did legislation again
addressed low income housing. The political reasons for the establishment ofthe public
housing program can be li¡ked to the dismantling and selling

ofthe IVHL stock. The selling

off of WHL stock meant that there was no existing program designed to build affordable
housing, resulting in a shortage of affordable housing because the private market was not
building low-income housing. The responsibility then fell upon the government to provide
housing for low-income people.

The amendments to the 1949 NHA resulted in the establishment of a federalprovincial effort to build and manage rental housing for low income families. Amendments

were made under Section 35 of the Nl{A and resulted in the federal and provincial
governments sharing in the acquisition and development
constructing houses for sale or for

rent

of land for the purposes of

The losses incurred upon these ventures were shared

on a seventy-five/twenty-five percent basis between the federal and provincial governments.

This legislation was intended to increase the supply of affordable housing for low income
families however, the increase in the amount of new construction was minima. Even after the
1949 amendments had been in place for a few years,

CMHC annual reports did not show the

construction ofany housing units under the Federal-Provincial Projects

until 1951. Though

the number of units built did increase, wíTh 426 units completed in 1952 and 1,532in 1953

(CMHC 1953), these numbers still failed to meet the housing required for low income
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households. The lack ofhousing built under the federal-provincial agreements demonstrates

the governments' desire to avoid involvement in housing. This position is similar to the
legislation developed in Britain prior to 1919, when the local authorities had the power to
address the poor

living conditions but did very little to rectifli them.

The Canadian government's lack of commitment to public housing was particularly
evident to Humphrey Carver, who stated that:

it was unfair to unload the responsibility ofpublic housing on the provinces,
because they had shown such little interest in public housing in the past.
(CMHC 1e86,43 )

By transferring responsibility to the provincial governments, the federal government
succeeded in decreasing the burden ofsocial housing.

3.4.2.2 Housing Policy in the 1950s
The housing policy philosophy followed by the federal government was one of limited

intervention. Significant amendments were made to the National Housing Act in 1954
however, public housing under the section entitled Federal-Provincial Projects, was not
altered to any signifrcant degree. The primary reason public housing was not changed was
that the govemment wanted to pursue fhe market welfare approach. As Rose ( 1980) argues:

the best conclusion we can arrive at concerning national housing policy from
1945 through 1964 is that the Government ofCanada was strongly in favour

of the attainment of home ownership by every family. (Ibid, 35)

The clearest indication that the government was committed to a market welfare
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approach to housing was the lack of dwellings constructed since the inception of public
housing in 1949. By December 31,1954, there were 167 new housing units under construction, bringing the total number ofhousing units constructed under the federal-provincial

projects between 1949 and 1954 to 2,2'70 uriits (CMHC 1954). The federal government's
commitment to the promotion of home ownership and respective lack of commitment to

low

income housing is evident, for no new programs promoting public housing were developed
(Rose 1980)
One ofthe most importa¡t components

ofthe housing system in Canada has been its

continued emphasis on the market welfa¡e rather than the social welfare approach emphasised

in Britain. This market welfare approach also coincides with Canada being located within
Esping-Andersen's liberal world.

3

.4.2.3 Urban Renewal

Urban renewal programs of the late 1950s and 1960s were instrumental in shaping
Canadian housìng

policy. They resulted in the improvement of run-down areas in cities, but

also in the displacement ofpeople unable to afford the rents on the renovated housing. Urban

renewal programs, prior

to

1956, required that land acquired in a clearance area be replaced

with low income housing (Handey 1993). Even though the 1956 amendments
same stipulation, many problems

made this

emerged. Urban renewal schemes, although profitable for

developers, were unpopular with many ofthe residents. They destroyed neighbourhoods,
underpaid expropriated homeowners and built very large public housing projects which many
displaced tenants were unable to afford because there was no rent-geared-to-income law in
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effect. One clear example ofthe impact ofurban renewal on residents was demonstrated in
a study of Glace Bay, Nova Scotia. In this communify of 26,1'86 people, only forty-one
percent ofthe households had incomes high enough to be eligible for public housing (Bacher

1994,222). The Glace Bay urban renewal study suggested that housing be built to specified
standards, however, ninety per cent ofthe residents could not afford this accommodation.
The study also stated that a third ofthe housing stock be demolished however, once it was
realised that urban renewal projects created more detrimental effects than positive ones a

mo¡atorium was imposed on them in 1968.
The failure of urban renewal was instrumental in shaping Canadian housing policy
because it was out ofthe failure of urban renewal that programs such as Neighbourhood

Improvement and Residential Rehabilitation programs emerged. The Neighbourhood
Improvement Program (NIP) was a cost-shared program between the federal, provincial and

municipal governments. It focused on improving neighbourhoods, rather than demolishing

them

Improvement was carried out through rehabilitation of the existing community.

Initiatly it was hoped that NIP would be more successful than urban renewal because it was
a more progtessive

program Although NIP was more encompassing than the urban renewal

projects, there were still problems. Some major issues which inhibited its success were the

fact that not enough focus was given to housing renovation and redevelopment (Hannley
1993). NIP's failure can also be attributed the strict criterìa communities had to meet in order

to qualify for money. This resulted in communities such as the Edmonton inner-city not
qualifying for money from NIP due to their unstable land uses and the fact that some zoning

that did not conform to CMHC criteria (ibid). Even when a community did receive funds
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their were still factors inhibiting the development ofthe program. For example, the high
degree of community organization and development necessary

for a successful NIP program

was not present in many communities because community organization and development were

not part of the NIP program (ibid). These problems, combined with the fact that MP only
lasted for five years and were unable to fully develop its mandate, were fundamental in

contributing to the overall failure of NIP.
Although the development of NIP was important, as it marked a shift in policy due

to they failed urban renewal projects, NIP, also never met its full potential and did not
accomplish meet its original goal.

Another program developed in lìght of the failure of urban renewal and that was
complementary to NIP was the Residential Rehabiütation Program (RRAP). This program
was used in conjunction with the upgrading of local sewices, facilities and infrastructure to
improve the neighbourhood. The primary goal of RRAP was to improve the standard of the
existing housing stock in NIP designated areas. When examined in terms of numbers, RRAP
appears

to have been fairly effective in improving the housing stock. Between 1974-78,

25,464 owner-occupied units as well as 26,446landlord owned units received RRAP loans

with an addition al 257 ,773 units receiving RRAP assistance from 1979-1985 (ibid, 209).
The development of NIP and RRAP signified a movement away from urban renewal

to a more targeted approach of rehabilitating deteriorating areas rather than demolishing
them.

a|J

3.4 2.4 Housing Policy in the 1960s
By the 1960s, the failure ofthe existing public housing program in meeting the needs
ofhousing for low income people was apparent. The filtering process had also failed to meet

low income housing demands (Hulchanski 1988) The failure of the Federal-provincial
Projects to provide housing for low income families had become

evident In the twelve years

that the program was in operation, only 11,167 dwelling units in 93 projects had been
approved and onJy 9,035 units were completed and under the control ofthe local housing
authority for administ¡ation (cMHC 1962). Thus, it was out of the failure of the FederalProvincial Projects to meet low íncome housing needs emerged the 1964 Housing Act.

As highlighted by Rose (1980) four parts of the 1964 Housing Act which were
significantly revised however, only two directly related to public housing. section

l6A was

new, authorizing loans to "non-profit corporations owned by a province, municipality, or any
agency there

ofor by a charitable corporation" (Rose

1980,

39)

These loans were to be used

for the "construction and/or purchase ofhousing projects or housing accommodations ofthe
hostel or dormitory type, for use in low rental housing projects"

(ibid)

This section was

important because it represented a shift in the government's approach by acknowledging that

a variety of accommodation types were required, as well as involvement from various
organizations, in particular the third sector to meet low jncome housing needs..

Public housing was addressed in Section 36, previously entitled Federal-provincial
Projects, and now re-numbered section 354 a¡d re-titled "public Housing', (Rose 1980).
The
significance of renaming this section was that the term 'public housing' was used in the

NHA

for the fi¡st time. Although the name changed, the cost sharing of seventy-five / twenty-five
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percent between the federal and provincial govemments, for capital costs and losses incurred,

remained the same

(ibid).

Section 35D explained later, expanded on the financial

arrangements between the federal, provincial and municipal governments.
The tlpes of accommodation classified as public housing were also greatly broadened.

Public housing was now defined as a corporation "wholly owned by the government of a
province or a.ny agency thereof' or "one or more municipalities in a province" (Rose 1980).
This revised definition resulted, for the first time, in the provinces being directly responsible

for public housing. The reason for expanding the role of the provinces and municipalities was
so to more accurately meet the housing needs of low income people. The delegation

of

responsibility to the provinces and municipalities resulted in the federal government reducing
the financial responsibility ofpublic housing, therefore making them less accountable to the
housìng needs of low income Canadians (ibid).
Sections 35C, D, and E were also important in the development of new directions

for

Canadian housing policy. Section 35C allowed Canada (formally Central) Mortgage and

Housing Corporation to make loans to assist a province, municipality or public housing
agency in the acquisition of land fo¡ public housing projects

(ibid). Section 35D expanded

Section 35C. The federal agency was now able to make loans to provinces, municipalities and

pubic housing agencies "to construct, acquire and operate public housing projects" (ibid).
Loa¡s were available for ninety percent ofthe purchase price, to provinces, municipalities or
agencies for the provision of public housing for low income families (CMHC

1964) The

third section, 35E, allowed the corporation to subsidize the losses, up to fifty percent, on
public housing projects owned and operated by a provincial, municipal or public housing
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agency for low income persons (ibid).

The 1964 Amendments marked a turning point in public housing in Canada (ibid)
These amendments enabled provinces or municipalities to own their own public housing
projects, either by building, purchasing or leasing dwellings from the existing stock. Owning

their own public housing projects was beneficial in that municipalities now had greater control
over the type ofhousing required in their community.

3.4.5 Housing Policy in the 1970s
The nexl two amendmenis made to the NHA which had a significant impact on public

housing, were the 1973 NHA and the 1978

NHA. The

1973 amendments established the

third sector as the primary suppliers of social housing, which now included, non-profit
housing associations, co-operatives and municipalities For the first time.

1,
2.

100 percent loans were made available to non- profit and co-operative
housing groups.

A

separate section of NHA was established for co-operatives, who
frnally shared in the same preferred rates given to limited-dividend

housing corporations in the past;

3
4.

Non-profits and co-operatives became eligible for loans to purchase
and rehabilitate older housing,
They were also provided with the same rent supplements given public

housing tenants, permitting them to reserve a quarter to a third of
project units for low income families;

5.

The legislation was actively promoted by CMHC. @acher 1994, 245.)

Aithough these amendments had the potential to develop the third sector their success was
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limited by the 1978 NHA which immobilized any previous legislation.
The 1978 amendments halted the progress made in previous legislation with changes

to the financing of public housing. Changes to financing ended the old public housing
programs with the introduction of income mixing in housing projects. Public housing built
under Section 40, was now restricted to NeÞfoundland, Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia,

New Brunswick and Saskatchewan, while public housing under Section 43, was terminated,
except in the Northwest Territories (Oberlander 1992). Public housing under Section 44 was

terminated altogether

(ibid).

AJthough there was no longer a program entitled 'public

housing', public housing was still being built under the public non-profìt program, numbered

Section 56.1 of the NIIA, which was based on income mixing.

Section 56.1 was very different from previous public housing programs. Under
Section 56.1 only one-quarter ofthe units were to be reserved for low income households
(Sewell 1994). Not onJy was this progam unique with the introduction of income mixing but

it

also established new financing mechanisms.

The interest rate on the mortgage was set at 2 percent for a number
ofyears,

It

a.lso covered the difference between what

low income families could

afford (with rent set according to income) and the market rent charged

for the non-profit units. (Sewell 1994, 169).

This change in financing was important because with only one-quarter

ofthe units available

for low income households, there was a limit on the amount of money the government would
contributed to a particular project. The purpose of income mixing was two-fold, Firstly, it
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was aimed at alleviating the stigmatization and 'ghettoization' which developed in the large

public housing projects of the 1960s and early 1970s. Secondly, income mixing was
developed to help subsidize the housing project, thereby reducing the financial burden on tbe

government. Project subsidization was done with the creation of rent pools. By having
higher income tenants pay market rents and lower income tenants pay rents geared to income,

the financial burden was not so heavily weighted on the government to fully support the
project (CMHC 1990)

The elimination of the old public housing and the introduction of income mixing
signalled a move away Íìom targeted welfare to the expansion

ofthe welfare state and a ne\4/

social welfare orientated approach. The introduction of income mìxing meant that now the

provinces and the federal government were providing housing for a range of income groups
and not

just those in the most need.

3.4.2,6 Conclusions: Post World War

II

The post-war period in Canada was instrumental in the development of public housing

in Canada. The shifts in policy during this time, from the first public housing legislation in
1949 to the amendments to the

NHA in 1954,1964, 1973 and 1978, represented the changing

attitude of the role the govemrnent would play in the provision of housing. When comparing
the development of public housing in ca¡ada with its development in Britain during this time

period, the divergent govemmenf philosophies and policies become apparent.
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3.5 Phases in Housins Policv Drior to 1980

The previous four sections provided a comprehensive summary of the housing
legislation in Britain and Canada which was crucial to the development of public.housing in

both countries. This section will examine how public housing legislation in Britain

and

Canada may be categorized according to general trends which emerged during particular time

periods. Tables 3.5 and 3.6 provide a detailed examination ofthe phases in the evolution

of

housing policy in Britain and Canada. This will include an analysis ofhow these general
trends evolved to meet the changing housing needs ofthe country.

3.5.

I Britain
Since its i¡volvement in publìc housing, the role played by the British government has

been more comprehensive than its Canadian counterpart and more accurately represented a

social wellare approach to public housing. The first phase of housing policy identified in

Table 3 .5 is the pre-World War

I

period. This period was defrned by the Industrjal

Revolution, resulting in the movement of populations lrom rural to urban centres. As well,
the crowded, unsanitary, unhygienic ghettos emerging in the industrializing cities led to poor

living conditions. However, even with the establishment of the General Board of Health and
housing local authorities were not required to rectiû, the poor housing

conditions. Therefore

with proper legislation in place this first phase ofhousing policy resulted in little improvement
in housing conditions.
The second phase of British housing policy emerged during the first World

War. The

1919 Addison Act was the prìmary piece oflegislation during this phase. This act was also
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the first legislation to provide the financial assistance to local authorities, thereby helping to
increase the supply ofhousing and provide decent affordable accommodation for returning
veterans.
The next phase

post World War

II

ofBritish housing policy, identified in Table

3.

5, occurred during the

period and lasted until 1953. Housing policy at this time focused on

increasing the supply ofhousing which had been greatly depleted during the war.

Malpass and Murie (1990) identified th¡ee disti¡ct phases during the post World War

II

period:

1.

The first period lasted from 1945-53 and focused primarily on
increasing the quantity of dwellings and getting rid of slum areas;
The second phase identified, 1954-64, focuses on re-establishment of
the private sector to address the general needs housing and the local
authorities to focus on slum clearance;

The third phase, 1964-68, attempts to bring the private and public
sector on equal grounds. (ibid, 64).

Though these phases do not precisely coincide with Table 3.5, they provide an overview

of

changing government philosophy during the post-war period.
The fourth phase ofpolicy demonstrates the government's realization that neither the

public nor the private sector, working independently, would be able to supply housing that
is both a$ordable for tenants and profrtable for

builders. This fourth phase also set the stage

for the change in orientation from a social welfare to a market welfare approach introduced
in the 1980s
Bdtish housing policy in the final phase marks the beginning ofthe unravelling ofthe

welfare state. The economic recession of the 1980s, combined with the privatization of
council housing had prolound effects This period was characterised by fiscal restraint,
renewed reliance on the market, selling of the public housing stock and a decrease in the
construction ofcouncil housing. Local authoriry dwellings completed, decreased from 83,027

in 1980, to 16,422 by 1990 (Malpass

and

Murie 1990).

The changing housing legislation in Britain indicated how the government modified
and adapted its policies when economically necessary In some ways, these changes also
parallelled those occurring in Canada. During the 1970s, both countries came to realize that
slum clea¡ance a¡d urban renewal programs has not been successful ìn increasing the supply

ofhousing for low income people.
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Table 3.5 conlinue

Large projects

Local authority

Construct council
housing, increasing
role for third
sector

occupation

Increase owner

Privatization

Central

housing

Sell council

Increase supply

3

.5.2 Canada
Since its inception Canadian housing policy has reflected government philosophy, as

well as the economic and social conditions ofthe time. Canadian housing policy has always

been a more market-orientated, liberal world approach than in Britain however, distinct
phases have emerged. Table 3.6 outlines the various elements present during the different

time periods which were instrumental in shaping Canadian housing policy. Housing
legislation in canada was fi¡st established to address the lack of affordable housing. This was
done with the development of the Dominion Housing Act

in 1935 and the NHA in
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8. The

primary focus ofthe government at this time was to provide loans and grants to the private
sector to facilitate the building of housing.

In the second phase ofCanadian housing policy, public housing was established under

the 1949 NHA. This phase focused on rhe development ofinner city neighbourhoods with
large public housing projects. Housing policy still emphasised federal loans and grants to the

private sector.

By

),964 the third phase

of housing policy

emerged, which was similar

to

the

immediate post-war period. The direction the federal government continued to pursue was

indicative of their philosophy of leaving housing to market mechanisms Market welfare,
suburban development, supply support, grants and loans

to the private sector,

federal

leadership and the development of large projects were all present in the third and second
phases

ofhousing policy

as can been seen in Table 3 6.

The classification ofthese policy phases are similar to the ones developed by Bacher

(1994). AJthough Bacher uses shorter time periods, the general thrust ofthe policies remains
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the same. The phases identified by Bacher (1994) are outlined below

in 1954 and ends in 1964. This decade was
characterised by a booming private market and a slow growing third
sector. \4/hose basic goals were often subordinated to the big-city
boosterism associated with urban renewal;
The first begins

In the next decade, public housing encouraged by the 1964 NHA
amendments was rapidly constructed for low income families.
However, in the frantic pace to catch up with past unmet unit targets,
the high rise developments, marginal locations, insensitive designs,
and ghettoised accommodation associated with such projects caused
public housing to be brought to a halt in the 1970s;
The third shift was embodied in the NHA amendments of 1973. This
legislation, passed in response to demands for a "comprehensive"

rather than "social" housing policy, facilitated the transition from
building segregated public housing to support for non-profit and cooperative housing projects designed to be attractive to a wide range
of income groups. (Bacher 1.994, 212.)

Housing policy in the 1970s marked the fourth policy phase. The shift in emphasis

from market to social welfare signified that the government was now entering the housing
field at a variety of levels. The re-orientation toward a social wellare approach occurred due

to the failure ofthe old public housing programs and the failure ofthe market in not being
able to provide housing to low income people. This phase also marked the beginning
increased community development participation by the third

of

sector. To decrease the financial

burden at the federal level, the provincial and municipal governments agaín assumed a larger

role. The movement toward increased intervention and participation by the government was
similar to the mass building in Britain during the 1970s.

The onseT of the retrenchment of federal disentanglement from social housing
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represents the fifth stage of housing

policy. Retrenchment occurred in the form of spending

constraints, targeted intervention, fargeted subsidies and an increased emphasis on special
needs groups. The development of the core Need Model and the elimination of mixed
income in housing projects was crucia1 in ensuring that the limited government resources were

helping those in mosf need. The recession, coupled with an aging population, were factors
contributing to fiscal restraint a¡d reduced intervention. Many programs were cut, including

the co-operative housing progr¿rm and funds to build new social housing units in the early

1990s. Due to the fiscal restraint placed on the government, the thrust of housing policy
changed to a targeted intervention approach, ensuring that funds were allocated to the most

needy. This last phase in the evolution of housing policy brings us to the present situation
where social housing, which represents one service provided by the welfare state, is
targeted for dismantling.
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Table 3.6

Intervention
Participation

Iler¡elnnmenf

Social Reform
Safety Net

Baby Boom,
Demand for smaller
households

Prosperity
Inflation

Meeting the Needs
of the Baby Boom
t97t-1978

Targeted
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Spending
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Tarsetinø

Non-family
growth, Aging
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Weakening
Economy

1979-1985

Targeting to
the Needy

CMIIC.
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building/ finance
industry dev.

Federal leadership
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Chapter 4

DISMANTLING P{IBLIC HOUSING

4 I Introduction
The previous three chapters provided an overview of public housing regisration
in
Britain and canada prior to the r9gos. The pu¡pose ofthis chapter is to examine
how British
and canadian housing poricies, have become more convergent. Arthough
the

sim arities in

housing policy have arisen due in part, to changing economies, politicar philosophies
and
social ideals, two factors have been central in contributing to the changing
housing policies.

They are the election ofconservative governments and the subsequent
re-emergence ofthe

New Right philosophies. This chapter will focus on the policy and regislative
changes in
Britain and canada and establish how privatization and federal disentanglement
emerged in
both countries during the 1980s.
The British section

will examine the regisrative

and poricy changes introduced under

the Thatcher and Major governments. Specifically, probing the .Right To
Buy, (RTB)
legislation and subsequent regisration which made owner occupation
available for an
increasing number ofcouncil

tenants ln canada, federal disentanglement in public housing

has not, as yet, been as pronounced as in

Britain. with the erection of Brian Mulroney

and

the conservatives in 1984 however, there were important changes to housing
poricy. The
ca¡adian section will focus on those factors contributing to the change
in housing poricy and

the legislation which has led canada to its present situation with the
federar government
providing no money for the construction ofnew social housing
units.

4.2 Britain

The most important legislation to eve¡ affect council housing, other than the 1919
Addison Act which created it, was the 1980 Housing Act that ended council housing. The
1980 Housing Act ended council housing by introducing

the'Right to Buy' (RTB) legislation.

This legislation resulted in much of the council housing stock, particularly single family
dwellings, being sold to tenants. Although the RTB legislation was initially well-received,
enthusiasm wore off as sales declìned. Thus, subsequent legislation was introduced expanding

upon the terms and conditions ofthe RTB legislation, making owner occupation accessible

to

a greater number

The purpose

ofpeople.

ofthis section is to examine

the justification

for privatization in Britain

and the reasons it was so well received. This section will also include an overview of the

RTB legislation and subsequent legislation such as the 1984 Housing and Building control

Act, the 1986 Housing and Town Planning Act and the 1988 Housing Act, demonstrating

how they represented Thatcher's attempts to increase owner occupation and create

a

'property owning democracy'. The overall impact ofthe privatization of public housing in
Britain will also be explored.

4.2.1 The Justification for Privatization in Britain
The privatization of pubtic sector corporations introduced in the 1980s marked the
beginning of the unravelling of the British wellare state as it existed in the post-world war

II period. The privatization programs introduced

under the Thatcher governments and the

expansion ofmany programs introduced by her successor, John
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Major, were indicative ofthe

decreasing role ofgovemment within the public

sector. Although the privatization programs

were underway prior to the re-emergence ofthe New Right, the political philosophies

ofthe

New Right further influenced privatization.
The Thatcher government targeted several areas

ofthe welfare state for dismantling

however, the program specifically targeted for privatization, and the one having the greatest

direct impact was the privatization of council housing. The public housing system was
privatized for several reasons. Two main reasons were to create Thatcher's concept of 'a
property owning democracy' and to reduce public housing expenditure (Forrest and Murie
1991). Two other factors contributed to this shift in housing policy. The first was the Labour
Party's inability to satísry the needs ofcouncil tenants who wanted more rights and control
over their properties. The second was the increasing polarizatìon developing between owners
and renters @oling 1983), which contributed to the shift in housing policy and the movement

towards privatization. The conservative government saw the RTB as a method of rectifying
these situations and generating a large amount ofcash receipts.

Allowing tenants to purchase their council housing, was seen

as the best method

to

improve the poor physical condition and management system which had become so prevalent

in the last two decades. The poor condition of council housing was primarily a result of
government policy which had focused on quantity over quality during the post-World War

II period. The lack of iegular

housing mainfenance also contributed to the deteriorating

physical poor conditions by the 1980s. Had regular maintenance been carried out, then the

repair bill the Conservative government faced in 1980, may have been smaller and more
manageable.
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Privatization was also seen as a way to improve upon the management system

of

council housing which had become of concern among council tenants. A key factor when
examining the quality of management is to determine the level of government responsible.

The central government was responsible for the development of council housing policy
objectives, while the local authorities were responsible for the daily management and
allocation ofcouncil. The council housing management system

ofthe past was characterized

as being authoritarian, bureaucratic and paternalistic (Forrest and Murie 1991). This is
because

prior to the 1980 Housing Act, council tenants were not granted the same rights as

tenants in the private sector, particularly in terms

of security of tenure and rent control. The

1980 Housing Act resulted in geater legal rights for tenants

(ibid).

tenants is also indicative of the poor management system.

A study done by Minford et al. in

1987 found that

if

steps were taken

The immobility of council

to make regulation and allocation policies less stringent,

the unemploynent rate in Britain could be reduced by two percent (in Cole and Furbey 1994).

The lack ofmovement among council tenants demonstrates their inability to move according

to their employment requirements and the ineffectiveness ofthe council housing system in
providing housing where it is needed most.
Consequently, it was the combination

ofpoor materials, house design and restrictive

tenancy conditions which further enhanced tenants' dissatisfaction with the council housing
system and contributed

to its widespread unpopularity. The privatization

was seen as an attempt to addfess these issues.
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of

public housing

4.2.2 The 1980 Housing Act and The Right To Buy

The 1980 Housing Act represents the platform for the dismantling of the British
welfare state. The selling ofthe council housing stock was viewed by some as a radical shifl

in policy by the newly elected Conservative government. In reality, it more accurately
represented

a minor adjustment in the policy developed under the previous Labour

government.

This changing emphasis on housing represented only part ofa wider shift in
the balance olintellectual and political opinion'. (Walker 1982,9,in Doling
1983, 47 5 .)

The 1980 Housing Act, was very dífferent from previous housing legislation. The basic
premise

ofthe Act is best described in the following paragraph:

The right to buy is the right for the secure tenant ofa council dwelling-house
to buy his home after three years as a tenant; to buy alone or jointly with
members of his family hving with him; to buy at a discount from market value
ofbetween 33 percent and 50 percent depending on how long the tenant has
been a public sector tenant; the right to a 100 percent council mortgage; and
the right to defer completion ofthe purchase for up to two years from the
date on which the tenant claims to exercise the right to buy if the tenant's
mortgage entitlement is not 100 percent. (Liell 1981, 3.)

To put these points into context it is necessary to examine them more closely. Some council
housing was sold prior to the RTB however, sales were discretionary,

with the decision to sell

being left up to individual local authorities. The RTB legislation was different than previous
legislation, by setting parameters which were applicable to every tenant and local authority,
regardless ofwhether it was Labour or Conservative, thereby enabling a larger percentage
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of

tenants to purchase their council dwelling.
The RTB also resulted in many changes to council housing. One of the most important
was the change in the tenure

structure. lable 4.'l shows how the tenure structure in Britain

changed over a twenty year period, due in large part to the RTB. Britain changed from a
country made up

of predominantly

renters to one of increasing owner occupation. Another

important change was that tenants were now responsible for all maintenance on their home,

a reasonable expectation ofany home owner. In Britain, however, people often lived in
council housing for their entire life and had previously never been responsible for regular
house maintenance. This created an added economic burden on those people who previously

never had to pay for, or be responsible for, home maintenance.
The success ofthe 1980 Housing Act can be measured from several perspectives.

terms of increasing owner occupation and generating money from sales,

it

In

was fairly

successful. The number oldwellings sold under the Right to Buy from local autho¡ities, New

Towns and housing associations is shown in T able 4.2.

84

Table

4.I

Household Tenure, Great Britain, 1971-91
Year

Owner Occupied

Outright

Mortgage

Rented

With

or

Job Public Housing
Sector Ass

Unfumished Fumished

Business

19'71

1972

22
22
22

27

5

4

1974

n

19'75

22

1976
r9'77
1978
1979
1980

23

22
23

27
27
26
28
28
28
30
30
30

1981

.¿)

31

1982

24

19'73

,'l

l5
23

1983

35
37
38
39

1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

l)
24
25

41

1991

25

42

J

11

3

)¿

10

3

3

1J

10

3

4

34

9

3

33

8

t

34

7

2
,
2

4

34

8

2

3

34
34
32
32
29
28
26
26

3

3

aÀ

J

11

32

2

24

t2

J

31

1984

31

4

JJ

1985

Privately Rented

2

2
2
3

2
2
2

2
2
2
2
2

6

-t

6

2
2
2
2
2

6

2

2
2

40

2

¿+¿

2

24

2

z

2

') Á.

J

2

I

24

J

2

Sb¿rce; General Household Survey In Ilorslng in Brilain Mark Boleat and Bev Taylor, 3rd
ed. The Building Societies Association London 1993, 5.
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lable 4.2
Great Britain: Right to Buy sales
(number of dwellings)

Local
Authorities

Year
1979/80
1980/81

New
Towns

4,326

50'1

r981/82

124,266

1982/83
1983/84

192,8 r 8

3,160
3,882

126,40s

ì'ìqô

93,8 18

2,650

87,204

1,810

r,623
2,587

1984/85
1985/86
1986/87

987/88

93,331
116,537

1988/89

t'71,629

1989/90

t'74,594

1990191

104,3 58

1991192
1992/93

70,650
s8,899

r

4,493

)'t)a
1,3 13

1.158

Housing

Total

Associations

3
944
1,948
2,415

4,836
128,370
198,648
132,210

1,779
2,274
2,281
2,72s
4,t12

98,247
91,288
97,235
121,849
179,064

4,040
3,356

183,127
110,043

',ïo

Source: DoE, Housing and Construction Statistics, December 1993 euarterly.

The effects on tena¡ts also need to be examined. Home ownership become accessible

for a greater proportion olthe population, however there were still many who could not
afford to buy their home, even with discounts. As Table 4.3 shows, the number of dwellings

completed by local authorities decreased after 1980, this combined with the selting ofthe
existing public housing stock has resulted in a greatly reduced the supply of rental housing.
Additionally Table 4.3 shows that there has been a steady increase in the dwellings owned by
housìng associations as well as an increase in the percentage of stock since 1980. Bramley
(1992) notes that the social rented housing stock fell from thirty-one to tlventy-seven percent
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between 1981-1991.The increase in the number

of

dwellings completed by housing

associations between i989-1990 demonstrates the increased reliance on them as the primary

providers ofsocial housing in Britain. The success ofthe privatization campaign

ofthe

1980s

and the movement away from local authorities as the main providers of public housing is
evident by the increases in the number of housing associations.

The 1980 Housing Act will go down in history as one of the most important pieces
oflegislation ever passed by the Brìtish Parliament, marking the beginning end ofthe welfare
state with the inception

ofthe privatization ofthe council housing. The 1980 Housing Act

increased home ownership in Britain and moved the country towards Thatcher's ideal

of

creating a'property owning democracy' (Forrest and Murie 1991). The deep-rooted effects

ofthis legíslation however, on the availability of affordable rental housing in the future rnay
not be realised for some time.
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Table 4.3

Completions of Social Rented Dwellings in Britain

Local Authorities

Year

Tì.,,^tt:

o/^

Housinq Associations

nf Stn¡l:

1973

98.600

1974

118.724

44

1975

t47.572

1976

rìu¡Ã

¡

o/^

¡f ct¡oh

8.8 52

J.U

9.920

37

4'7.1

14.693

4.7

r47.236

467

15.770

50

1977

137.384

45.3

25 127

8.3

t978

107.968

38.6

)')

771

8l

1979

86. 188

353

17.83 5

7.3

1980

86.027

365

21.097

89

l98l

65.485

3

2.8

19.291

9.7

t982

37.27'7

2t.2

l3 137

75

1983

35.125

I7.6

16.

1984

33.995

t6.2

I6.6r3

79

985

27.217

13

.8

13.123

6t

1986

22.840

il.1

12.452

6.1

1987

20.1 5 I

94

11 1^A

5.7

1988

19 678

8.6

12.070

1989

17.465

84

t2.908

1990

1ÁA11

88

16.323

t

5
1

r36

Il
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Jozrce. Murie Alan and Hugo Priemus. 1994. social Rented Housing in Britain and the
Netherlands: Trends, Trajectories, and Divergence in Nethe¡lands -/ournal of Housing and
The Built Enviro menî 9:2.

4.2.3 The Expansion of Home Ownership under the Right to Buy
The 1980 Housing Act was the Conservative government's attempt to respond to the
housing needs of its citizens. The RTB legislation was seen as the means of doing this As
well

as

being politically motivated, it was an attempt to respond to the unpopularity ofcouncil

housing. AJthough the RTB enabled many people previously unable to afford home
ownership to become home owners, there were still those unable to afford to purchase their

councíl house. The belief of the government that home ownership would be possible for
everyone was "nurtured implicitly and explicitly by those whose interests are closely tied

economically and politically

to a higher level of home ownership" (Forrest, Murie

and

Williams 1990, 91). Although the govemment promoted home ownership on the premise that

it was for the people, the real reasons were for political self-gain.
T

able 4.4 shows home ownership increasing in the United Kingdom after the

introduction ofthe 1980 Housing Act. Additionally Table 4.4 demonstrates that by 1986,
after the 1984 Housing and Building Control Act was introduced sales continued to increase,
creatìng over sixty percent home ownership in England, Wales and Northern Ireland

in 1986

Bramley (1992) notes that home ownership reached sixty-seven percent by 1989, with
seventy-five percent in Wales and fony-nine percent in Scotland (Central Statistical Office
1991 in Bramley 1992,816). Although, the RTB was regarded as a positive move by the

many people, the RTB also resulted in negative repercussions.

One

negative effect

associated with the increase in home ownership were mortgage arrears. The number

of

people homeless in England, due to mortgage arrears or default was 2,000 in 1979, and
10,500

in 1987 (Forrest, Murie and Williams 1990),
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T able 4.4

Growth in Home Ownership, 1976-1986
(percentage of dwetlings)

1976

t98r

1986

Increase 7o
1lJnÁ e4.

ENGLANI)

56

59

65

9

WALES

59

63

68

9

SCOTLAND

J4

36

42

I

NORTHERN
IRXLAND

5l

<^

61

ì0

Source.

F

orrest, Ray, AIan Murie, and Peter Williams. 1990. Hone Ou,nership:

D tlfe r e n t i aÍ i o n a n d

Fr a gn

e

n

tat¡or¡. London. Unwin Hyman.

Although these numbers do not specifrcally refer to the number of mortgage arrears
in council housing they strongly indicate that mortgage payments have become increasingly
burdensome for a larger number of people. They a.lso indicate that although home ownership
was affordable at one time, many peoples circumstances change, whether social or economic,

thus making regular mortgage payments difÍìcult.

4.2.4 Expanding the RTB. The 1984 Housing and Building Control Act
The first legislation after the 1980 Housing Act to significantly affect the RTB was

the 1984 Housing and Building control Act, The institution of this Act demonstrates the
conservative govemment's continuing commitment to increase home ownership, divest itself

ofthe council housing stock and create a'property owning democracy' (Forrest

and

Murie

1991). The primary method to

increase home ownership was by decreasing the required

length ofresidency before a council tenant was eligible for a discount. Thereby, enabling

a

larger number of people to purchase under the RTB legislation.

Although the 1984 Housing and Building Control Act addresses a variety ofissues,
only certain parts relate to increasing home ownership. Aldridge's (1984), Housing Act 1980:
Amended 1984 describes the amendments in detail, however, only two amendments directly

relate to the RTB. Firstly, the act extend the RTB to more dwellings owned by county
councils and old people's dwelling, now making 50,000 new homes eligible under the RTB.
Secondly, the 1984 Act reduced the residence qualification period from three to two years,

making another 250,000 tenants eligible to purchase fheir dwelling under the RTB, as well
as giving 40,000 long term tenants, greater discounts. The amendments also addressed

tenants of charitable housing trusts and housing associations by making them eligible to
purchase another dwelling on equally favourable terms

(Aldridge I 984). Secure tenants, also

benefitted from the 1984 Act, by becoming eligible for a rebate ifthey made repairs on the
council dwelling they bought.
Amendments to the 1984 Act ìllustrated the Conservative governments ideology to
increase home ownership. By enabling more tenants

to purchase their council dwelling, they

helped to further boost the level council house sales. Thereby, reducing the housing stock

owned by the government and decreasing the financial burden ofcouncil housing.
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4.2.5 Selling More Homes: The 1986 Housing and Town Planning Act
The 1986 Housing and Plaming Act also had a significant influence on the RTB. The
establishment of this act emphasized the continuing importance of increasing home ownership

in Britain. Since council house sales had been declining since 1982, to the point that by 1986
they accounted for only halfthe number sold in 1982 (ibid), the government felt

it necessary

to introduce incentives to make home ownership accessible to more people. The 1986 Act
anempted to boost sales by increasing discounts and introducing measures facilitating sales

to sitting tenants and private developers (Malpass

and

Murie 1990). The influence this act

had on boosting sales oflocal authority housing is shown in Table

4.5. The 1986 Act did not

represent a major shift in policy but rather demonstrated the continued philosophy ofthe
Conservative government and influence of New fught philosophies.

Table 4.5
Sale

ofLocal Authority Houses

Total
42,285
)1\ 70'l

Year
1979
1982
1986
r988

101 ,066
I 76.5 18

Source. Ma|pass, Peter, and AIan Murie. 1990. Housìng Policy and Practice. 3rd edition
London: MacMillan Press Ltd., 93.
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4,2.6 Thatcher's Last Attempt: The i988 Housing Act
The 1988 Housing Act was the final piece oflegislation introduced under the Thatcher

government which addressed the

RTB. The 1988 Act

represented the most dramatic

commitment to increasing the sales of council housing and dilulging the government of its
council housing stock. There were several important components in this act:

it expanded the

RTB, laid out a clearly defined role for housing associations, introduced Tenants Choice,
Large-scale Volunfary Transfers and Housing Action Trusts.
The foundation for the 1988 Act was laid out in the government,s 1987 White paper,

Housing,-Thg-Govc¡¡¡tc¡tsÌ¡oposals. This White Paper outlined the Government,s lour
principal aims:

1
2.

To reverse the decline ofrented housing and to improve its quality;
To give council tenants the right to transfer to other landlords ifthey
chose to do so;

3.

To target money more accurately on the most acute problems;

4.

To continue to encourage the growth ofhome
ownership. (Parliament 1987).

These principal aims indicate the government's desire

to

alleviate itself

of

the

responsibility ofcouncil housing. When first introduced this act was seen as:

Potentially the most radical departure in housing policy since the end ofthe
first world war. tlltimately it could presage the end of council housing
altogether, and over the next few years it is likely to have at least as dramatic
an effect as the "right to buy" legislation of l98Os. (platt 19S8, 14.)
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Although this was the initial intent of the 1988 Housing Act, the desired impact and
the actual impact were very different. Historically, this act represented a shift in policy

rather than a continuance ofprevious housing legislation.

The new act was designed to effect fundamental changes in the structure and
processes of housing provision in Britain in the 1990s. (Malpass and Means
1994, 1.)

The 1988 Housing Act was di¡ected at increasing the private rented sector by helping

to stimulate the development of housing
While the 1974

AcT was instrumental

associations (Malpass and Means 1994).

in developing an increasingly active role for

housing associations by moving them into a public role, the 1988 Act moved them

into a more private one (ibid). The 1988 Act is
legislation. Local authorities were now regarded

seen as an enabling piece

as facilitators

of

of social housing,

while housing associations were to be the providers (ibid).

of
the housing system. The government's reason for expanding the role of
Under the i988 Housing Act, housing associations became an integral part

housing associations was to ensure the availability of social housing for low
income people. Housing associations are crucial To the success of the
Government's plans for rented housing. There is little real chance that a
revival olthe ordinary private renting, even with market rents. Associations
must play the major part. Only they have the capacity, the skills and the ability
to expand their housing stock. (Walentowicz 1990, 14.)

The government's desire for housing associations to

'fill

the gap' in the rental

accommodation market was clear. Questions however, must be raised as to housing
associations ability

to fulfil their new responsibility, McKee (1992,) has noted some
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problems arising from the expanding the role of housing associations

Housing associations may have to become larger or amalgamated to
play a more prominent role, As housing associations increase in size,
they will become more bureaucratised and more like their council
housing counterparts.

Although housing associations have a reputation for more "caring"
management, as they get larger, this may not be sustained.

staffcosts. Service
costs per dwellíng arc 680/o higher than local authorities (Coleman,
1991 in Mckee 1992),

Housing associations are characterised by higher

The affordability of housing associations units is eroding. Rents for
association lettings rose 6370 between the middle of 1988 and the end
of 1990 (Niner 1991 in McKee 1992)
Housing associations may become less involved in rehabilitation and
less effective as tools for neighbourhood revitalization because ofthe
greater risks in fixed level of grants Qlliner 1991 in McKee 1992).

Access to private fìnance for housing associations needs to be
improved fhrough measures such as Treasury guarantees of loan
insurance (all of these points in McKee 1992, 6).

These points indicate that although the central government may saw housing
associations as the answer to socia.l rented housing in Britain, there

which needed to be addressed

if

housing associations were

were many

issues

to be the primary

providers of social housing.

By

1994, the impact

ofthe

1988 Housing Act on housing associations had

become evident. By 1994 housing associations were considered the main providers
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ofnew social housing in Britain. There are two main types of housing associations:
a few of the associations are very large while the majority are composed of small

associations. The 1993, statistics show that sixty percent of housing associations
owned 25 homes or less (Housing Corporation 1994, 1). The total number of selfcontained homes for rent owned by housing associations

in 1993 was 7i4,300 (ibid).

These figures indicate that the number and scope ofhousing associations has greatly

increased since the 1988 Housing Act was introduced.

4.2.6. 1 Tenants Choice and Large Scale Voluntary Transfers

The 1988 Housing Act saw the emergence of two new programs, Tenants
Choice and Housing Action Trusts. Both were developed to help local authorities
dispose of the more

dificult to sell council flats, often located in large public housing

projects. As the 1987 White Paper,

stares fhe aim

council tenants the right to transfer to other landlords

of the 1988 Act was "to give

ifthey

so wished,, (parliament

1987, 1).
Tenants' Choice enabled tenants to chose a new landlord for their council
estate other than thei¡ local authority. Up

until I 988 all public housing in Britain was

under the control ofthe local authority, which was responsible for the allocation and
management of the council estates. Tenants' Choice was aimed at improving the poor
senace that some tenants had been receiving from their local

authority. The purpose

in allowing tenants to choose their own landlords was to improve service and reduce
the local authority housing stock however, Tenants'Choice was not successful.
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By

the end of 1991, Tenants'Choice had not resulted in a transfer ofa single property
(Malpass and Means 1994.)
Large-scale voluntary transfers to housing associations were another program
introduced to help local authorities dispose

oftheir council housing stock. Voluntary

transfers were initiated by local authorities and first appeared in the 1985 Housing

Act.

They were then expanded upon in the 1988 Housing

large-sca1e voluntary transfers were

Act. For the most part,

not very successful, although some transfers did

take place. By 1991, large-scale voluntary translers had resulted
authorities transferring their entire housing stock
associations (see Table 4.4)

in

16 local

to the control of

housing

(ibid). Although not under direct government control,

housing assocìations do receive part ofthe funding from the Housing Corporation.
Table 4.6 shows that although some local authorities considered voluntary transfers,
the actual number who transfened properties
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to housing associations was very small.

Table 4 6
Local Authorities Actively Considering Voluntary Transfer
(at the end of 1991)

Local Authority

All Authorities
Considering Transfer
Percentage

No.
21
1.4
14
6
35

South East
South West
Eastern
Greater London
East Midlands
Yorks & Humberside
North West

33

22

22
10

Completed
Transfers
Percentase
8
50
2
13

No.

i

31

I

6

1

3

2

North
Total

63

t6

r00

t00

Source. Deparlment of the Environment database In Malpass, Peter Malpass and
Robin Means, eds 1993. Implententirtg Housing Policy. Buckingham, England. Open
University Press, 174.

4.2.6.2 Housing Action Trusts
Housing Action Trusts (HATs) were another new program introduced under

the 1988 Housing

Act

HATs were introduced to help improve the poor housing

conditions on council estates.

Housing Action trusts were intended to tackle the problems of rundown,
predominantly public sector housing by taking over responsibility for local
authority housing in designated areas. (Malpass and Murie 1994, 122.)

Simila¡ to other programs developed under the 1988 Housing Act, the impact of HATs was

minimal. One factor contributing to this was that the "policy designed must clearly be either
acceptable to the 'beneficiaries' or it must have the ability
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to enforce the legislation if it is not

acceptable" (Malpass and Means 1994,87). HATs failed in both of these respects, tenants
felt that transferring the control ofthe council estate to the control

ofa Housing Action Trust

would not guarantee an improvement in their estates. Another reason HATs failed was that
local authorities did not have the legislative power to force the transfer ofestates to HAT's.

Therefore most council estates decided to ¡emain under the control ofthe local authority.

4.2.7 Conclusions: Thatcherism 1980-1988
Thatcherism marked the end of government intervention in council housing, which
began in 1919 with the Addison Act and ended

with the 1980 Housing Act. Previous policy

phases focused on improving housing conditions and increasing the supply

ofhousing through

local authorities, private developers and housing associations. "Thatcherism", (i980-1988)

on the other hand, focused on decreasing government intervention in public housing and
increasing home ownership. The 1980 Housing Act was the primary means through which
these goals were to be accomplished This

Act represented the most radical departure from

state intervention in housing that Britain had ever experienced, marking the end

ofthe post-

war welfa¡e state. The 1980 Act was the first in a series legislation designed to increase home
ownership and decrease government responsibility for council housing.

4.3 Canada
Similar to Britain, the election ofa conservative government in Canada in 1984 had
a significant impact on the social programs and sewices provided by the federal government.

Like B¡itain, Canada's social housing programs were among the first to be targeted for
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retrencfunent. Although many factors contributed to the changing political philosophy of the

time, the election of the Conservative party in 1984 was a key reason for the changing
direction of federal government housing policies.

Although the pre-federal disentanglement housing policies in Britain.were very
different from ca¡ada's, the convergence ofhousing policy, once conservative governments
were elected, soon became evident. The changes to canadian social housing policy were not
based on legislation as they were in

Britain. Rather, there were policy developments which

were instrumental in changing the direction of federal government housing policy.

In

Canada, the turning point for social housíng emerged in large part due to the

consultation on housing. The consultation Paper on Housing (1985) was the first document
published by the conservative govenxnent to influence housing

policy. out of this document

emerged the FederaVProvincial-Territorial agreements which were instrumental in establishing
a greater role for the provinces and territories in housing. The desire by the government to
ensure that funds were directed

to those in the most need resulted ìn the development ofthe

Core Need Model in 1986. Then, in 1990, social housing in Canada began to change. It
started with the Evaluation ofthe Public Housing Program (1990). This evaluation was
instrumental in the government's decision

to cut funding for social housing.

Decreased

expenditure on social housing was soon followed by the elimination of funding for new social

housing units in 1993. This section will demonstrate the inter-relationship between these
policy developments and how together, they represented a very different direction for social
housing in Canada than the one pursued in the post-World War II period
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4,3,

I P¡e-Federal Disentanglement
Prior to federal disentanglement in Canada, public housing had seen few changes,

forming the secondary part of Canada's housing system (see Table 4.7). Home ownership,
on the other hand, had always been at the forefiont offederal government housing policy.
Although the federal govemment always had programs to address home ownership (primary

housing programs) and public housing (secondary housing programs) the percentage of
people sewed varied. In Table 4.7, Hulchanski (1992) identifies the t\ryo parts of Canada's

housing system as serving two different groups. Housing programs, established prior to
federal disentanglement, in the 1970s addressed the primary housing sector consisting mostly

of home owners, tenants at the higher end ofthe rental market and some social housing
residents (Hulchanski 1992). This emphasis on promoting home ownership was indicative

of the policy thrust that the federal government had always pursued. The programs
developed during this time were designed to stimulate home ownership. The Assisted Home

Ownership Program (AHOP) was designed to help moderate income households afford a
mortgage. The Registered Home Ownership Savings Plan allowed up to $10,000, if placed
in a Registered Savings Plan, to be used towards a down payment on a house. This money,

and the interest collected on

it

was exempt from income

tax.

introduced prior to the Conservative government coming to power
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These programs were

in 1984

and they indicate

Table 4.7
Canada's Two Tier Housing System

Primary Part

Secondary Part

most home owners-tenants at
the higher end of rental
market & some social
housing residents, about 80%
ofhouseholds

tenants at lower end ofthe
rental market, some rural &

impoverished homeowners,
some social housing
residents, aboú 20%o of
households

Social security welfare stateensures high living and
accumulation standards
over ups & downs of the
economic stvle

Social assistance welfare
state-ensure subsistence for
"deserving" poor, with our
competing with market
mechanism

Method of
Distributing
Benefifs

Universal benefits distributed
as entitlements-rights earned
by investors

Selective discretionary
benefits, distributed by
means testins & tareetins

Economic
Rationale

Ensure high & stable levels
of consumption &
accumulation (housing as a
key sector ofthe economv)

Meet basis housing needs of
some "truly needy," while
minimizing decommodifi cation effects of nrosrams

Political clout of middle class
& of house-building,
mortgage-financing & real
estate industries

A stop-&-go process of

Welfare State
Type and Logic

Political
Rationale

Federal government continues

Federal Role
Based on

Constitutional
Considerations

involvement no matter what
the constitutional arrangement;
economic & political
management issues are
more important factors

addressing housing needs,
depending on political
circumstances & strength of
the beneficiarv srouos

Likely only if federal
governmenf seeks to
enhance national unity by
strategy requiring higher
federal profile on certain
issues deemed to be of

a

national sisnificance
,Sa¡rrce, Hulchanski, David J. 1992 Trends in the Federal Role in

Housing and Urban Affairs
in Canada. In Papers Presenled at the Tri-Country Conference on Facing LIp tu Housing
and Urbon Issues. Washington: FannieMae,24.
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how the government has always been committed to promoting the primary part of the
housing system.
In the 1980s, housing programs began to take on a different role, having a more dual

focus. The programs were now aimed at promoting home ownership in the primary
secondary housing sectors. The introduction

of

and

the First+ime Buyers Program, Canada

Home Ownership Stimulation Program (CHOSP) and the Canada Mortgage Renewal Plan
ín 1981 and 1982 were geared to home owners. Rental housing was also addressed through
the creatron ofthe Canada Rental Supply Program. This program was aimed at promoting
investment in the high end of the private rental market, ie. condominiums. This time period
also saw an increase in the output of social

housing Although 1982 and 1983 saw

a increase

in the output of social housing this was only temporary (Hulchanski 1992). The housing
focus at this time remained multi-faceted with the federal government not yet ceasing its
commitment to the construction of new social housing

units. The primary goal of the federal

goverrunent was to ensure that the private market functioned efficiently. The major shifts in

housing policy did not occur until the Conservative government was elected in 1984.
The convergence ofhome ownership programs in Canada and Britain during the early

1980s emphasizes how both countries were moving toward a liberal world model of the
welfa¡e state.. The Canadian home ownership program which most accurately parallelled the

British privatization program was the Ca¡radia¡r Home Ownership Stimulation Plan (CHOSP)
because

it

reduced the cost of

bulng

a new

home. In Canada, CHOSP provided up to

$3,000 in cash for the purchase of a house, in Britain, discounts were provided based on the
length ofresidency in the council house. Although the British and Canadian housing policies
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were originally quite different in the manner in which they addressed home ownership and
public housing, the increased promotion ofhome ownership and decreased emphasis on public

housing is indicative ofa movement toward more convergent housing policies.

4.3.2The Turning Point for Social Housing in Canada

In

1985 a consultation on housing was carried out in canada. This consultation

resulted in the publication ofthe consultation paper on Housin=q (19g5). The questions
developed during this consultation se¡ved as the basis for the amendments to the NIIA in
I

986 and the emergence of federal disentanglement of social housing in Canada.

The NHA amendments in 1986 resulted in a shift in the emphasis of government
involvement in housing At this tìme significant changes to the

NHA took place, marking the

beginning of federal disentanglement. The most important change to emerge out of the
amendments

NllA

in 1986 were the Federal-Provincial/Territorial Agreements. Although new

conditions developed from this agreement one which remained the same, was the minimum
contribution required by the federal govemment for a housing project. The new amendments
ensured that the provinces would remain responsible for at least twenty-five percent

ofthe

total costs ofthe construction ofpublic housing projects with the federal government being
responsible for seventy-five percent

of

money

ofthe costs (carter 1993). This change in the allocation

for social hóusing was a

consequence

of the economic

recession and the

conservative government's philosophy of decreasing government involvement. A¡other
condition to emerge from the Federal-Provincial/Territorial Agreements was the targeting

of

federal social assistance to those in need, using the core Need Model. The core Need Model
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was established to address the housing issues

oflow income people

assistance targeted those people who needed it

most

and

to ensu¡e that federal

The major conditions

ofthis agreement,

listed in Table 4.8, makes evident the direction the federal government housing policies were

taking.

Table 4.8

Major Conditions of federal-Provincial/Territorial Agreements

o

All federal social housing assistance to

o

Mìnimum 25 percent contributions by province/territory to any social housing
program or program element that a province/territory delivers.

o
o

be targeted

to households in need.

Establishment of a Joint Planning and Monitoring Committee to develop an ongoing
three-year plan, by mutually agreed planning areas and client groupings, which
identifies the most cost-effective and appropriate social housing strategy.

Native involvement in the delivery of the Rural and Native Housing Program, the
Emergency Repair Program, the Urban Native Program and the rural component of
the Homeowner-Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program.

o

Acceptance ofexplicit native targets for the Rural and Native Housing Program, the
Emergency Repair Program, the Urban Native Program and the rural component ol
the Homeowner-Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program.

r

Continued access to the Non-Profit Program by private non-profits, based on
histo¡ical levels and on the use of a competitive process.

¡

Delivery of social housing assistance to families and seniors in proportion to their
relative shares ofcore housing need.

.

Adequate federal orjoint monitoring, program evaluation and operational audits.

.

Collection and timely transmission of all information required to ensure program
objectives and accountability are met.

o

Development and implementation of a program of public information and publicity
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that accurately reflects the respective roles and contributions of the two
(CMHC 19et,24)

The conditions

parties.

ofthis agreement indicated the government's commitment to help the needy

by re-establishing the sharing of responsibility of social housing between the federal and
provinc.iavteffitorial governments. According to CMHC, there were many benefits to this.

The I 986 Federal-ProvinciavTerritorial social housing agreements minimize
overlap and promote cost-effectiveness by separating the functions of each
party and precisely defining roles, while maintaining national standards and
objectives. (CMHC 1993, t6 )

The 1986 amendments were also important in that they abolished income-mixing,
which had been introduced in 1978 under Secion 56.I olthe

NHA

The abolition olincome-

mixing, combined with the targeting of households in need, represented the first major
commitment by the conservative government which ¡einforced their philosophy offederal
disentanglement and the development of a more targeted welfare approach.

4.3.2.'l The Core Need Model
As mentioned previously, the core Need Model was developed to target government
assistance to households in

need The understanding ofthe core Need Model is essential

when examining the evolution of federal disentanglement in canada. The core Housing Need

Model "identifies those households unable to obtain market housing that is in adequate
condition, of suitable size and, at the same time, affordable" (CMHC 199r,
needs rndicators did attempt to measure adequacy,
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r)

Housing

suitability and affordability however, what

was unique about the core Need Model was it incorporated these tkee measures into one
model

(cMHC 1991). using two

steps the

core Need Model is able to assess whether or not

households were in one of these three situations (adequacy, size or affordability) out of
necessity or voluntarily. Firstly, housing conditions a¡e evaluated against adequacy, suitability

and affordability. secondly, households are fested to identiry those that do not have the
means to acquire rental housing meeting all norms (ibid, 6) (see Figure

ofthe core Need Model

1). The development

and the subsequent targeting of federal assistance to those people

who needed it most clearly indicated the government's effort to assist low income people.
Table 4.9 shows the number ofpeople calculated as being in core need
The development ofthe core Need Model represented the second major commitment
undertaken by the Conservative government to ensure that the diminishing financial resources

were allocated to those in most need. Measuring adequacy, suitability and affordability,
helped to ensure that only the very poor received government assistance.
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Figure

I

Core Housing Need Model
Stand¡rds Applied for:
STEP 1

Test for Actual Housing Conditions
Assessed âgai¡st Norm

Houling No¡ms

Households wilh Housing
M€eting Nonn St¿ndards
Households with Houiint
FallinB Below Standàrds

STEP 2

Means Test Household Ability to
Afford Shelier Meeting Hôusin8 Norms

Households Able to Afford
Shelter Meeting Norm
Standårds

Households Unable to Afford Shetter
Meeti¡g Norñ Standards
In Core Need

-

Sorr¡cc: CMHC
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Table 4.9
Households in Core Housing Need, By Urban/Rural Area, 1988
(estimafes in 000 's)

URBAN

Incidence
Prov.
Nfld.

16

P.E.I.

3

N.S

35

NB.
Que.
Ont.
Man.
Sask.
Alta

25
331

356
52
32
97

B.C

Canada

t68
1,116

Sozr¿¿: CMHC.

#

Share

15.2
20.8
1.1.9

14

11

0.3

3

3.1

13

1/.O

¿2

16

29.7

29
¿o

4
12.3
17.5
14.7
14.1
17 .3
148
16

19

46
29

l3

81

13

15.

RIJRAL
Incidence

7

13

1

144

1000

3
12.5
11 9
17.1
8.4
7.3
9.8
10.8
10.1
9.9
10.i

Share

19

l99L Core Housing Need in C.anada Ottawa. CMHC,

7.6
2.1

9.0

1l l
20.1
t

8.l
4.9
9.0
9.0

90
100 0
14.

4.3.3 The New Social Housing Sysrem
Amendments to the NHA in 1986 resulted in several program changes through which

the social housing objectives were pursued. Prior to federal disentanglement, in the early
1980s, CMHC's social housing objective was pursued through three programs: Non-profit
and co-operative Housing, Public Housing and Rural and Native

Housing. In l9g6 however,

CMHC ceased to built any new housing under the former publìc housing programs. The
housing constructed under the old public housing programs became part of cMHC's
management

portfolio. In 1986, cMHC created several new programs through which their

social housing objective was pursued Public housing was now built under the new Non-

profit program and was now referred to as social housing. These new programs included:
109

Non-Profit Housing Programs (which includes both public and private non-profits and cooperatives), urban Native Non-profit Housing programs, Rent Supplement, Residential
Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP), Rural and Narive Housing Emergency Repair
Program, Housing for Indians on Reserves, and property Administration

(cMHc 19g6). The

development and targeting ofprograms to address specific housing issues demonstrated the
govemment's desire to direct money to where it was most needed.

In

19g6 the government

was still providing funding for new social housing however, the decrease in funding indicated
that the govemment was no longer willing to pursue mixed income housing developed under

Section

56.

1

.

Amendments

to the NFIA in 1986 marked the beginning of a stronger

movement towards federal disentanglement in the social housing sector.

4.3 4 Fed,eral Disentanglement Expanded

The early 1990s marked the beginning of a significant movement away from
government intervention in the provision olsocial housing. The government conducted an

evaluation ofthe public housing program, terminated the co-operative housing program,
decreased funds lor social housing and subsequently eliminated money

for new social housing,

all of which facilitated the process offederal disentanglement.
The first major undertaking,
housing policy was The Evaluation

i¡ the

1990s, to significantly influence the direction social

ofthe public Housins program (1990). This evaluation

was undertaken to determine the condition ofthe existing public housing

stock. This program

evaluation examined the existing public housing program and not the policy aspects ofthe

pro$am. The six areas the program evaluation examined were,

( 1)

the characteristics of fhe

stock, (2) public housing clients, (3) the physical condition ofrhe srock, (4) the quality

ofthe

stoch (5) the quality of life in public housing and (6) the managemenf ofthe public housing

program. The conclusions reached in this evaluation provided the basis for the elimination
of funding for new social housing units in 1993. The governments primary justification for
this was not that a majority ofthe stock was still in good condition. Thus, the government

did not wish to construct large amounts of new housing. other important conclusions
reached supporting federal disentanglement in social housing were indicated in the Evaluation

ofthe Public Housing Program (1990):

CHARACTERISTICS OF TITE STOCK

.

Most of the public housing units are less than twenty years old.

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF THE STOCK

.

Although the public housing stock is in good condition overall, repair and
replacement actions are valued at $350 million are required.

QUALITY OF LIFE IN PUBLIC HOUSING

.
¡

clients have improved their living conditions as a ¡esult of the move to their
public housing unit.
Problems with crime do not appear to be a feature ofpublic housing per se,
but rather are reflective of the dl,namics of crime prevailìng in the community
at large (e.g related to low-incomes, large cities, etc.)

MANAGEMENT OF PTIBLIC HOUSING

o

Since day+o-day administration

ofthe portfolio rests with the provinces and
territories, CMHC had not played an active role in the management of the
stock. (CMHC, 1990, 54.)
H1

The role CMHC pursued in the past, which was the delivery of new units, did not
reflect the current project and property management thrust ofthe program (CMHC 1990)
The Evaluation of rhe Public Housing Program: Summary Report (1990) determined that

cMHC

should play a more active role in the management of the stock, which would best be

accomplished by guiding the evolution ofthe program and by monitoring its performance

(CMHC 1990). Since cMHC had ceased to construct public housing as of 19g5 under
sections 40,43 and 44 of the

NHd

and had primarily become a manager of this stock, a

comprehensive property management program seemed necessary. The evaluation of the

public housing program in 1990 marked an important step towards the justification for the
elimination of money for the construction of new social housing Additionally the high quality

of the stock and the relative

happiness

ofthe clients were influential in the government's

decision that there was not an immediate need for the construction of new social housing
units.

The decreased commitment

to

social housing and the establishment

of

home

ownership programs indicated that the federal govemment was committed fo home ownership
and the primary part of the housing system. This commitment was further reinforced

with the

introduction of the Home Buyers'Plan, which reduced the required down payment on a
house from ten percent

to five percent. The Home Buyer's plan also allowed

a purchaser

to

use up to $20,000 in a tax-sheltered retirement savings plan as part of a down payment

(Hulchanski 1992). Similar

to the British

government, the canadian conservative

govemment established home ownership programs which made home ownership accessible

to

a greater

proportion of Iower income people.
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This philosophical stance of decreased government intervention, adopted by the
Canadian government, parallelled the actions taken by the Thatcher's Conservative
govemment in 1980 and was indicative of the i¡fluence of New Right philosophies on politics

in Canada. The 1980s witnessed

many steps towards federal disentanglement. The

consultation on housing, the development ofthe core need model, the evaluation

ofthe public

housing program and the establishment of generous home buying programs were strong
indicators that federal housing policy was changing. The establishment of these programs
demonstrated the government's commitment to reducing public expenditure and targeting
assistance to those people in the most need.

This decreased commitment by the government as providers of social housing is
supported when examining the output of social housing construction. The decline in the
construction of public housing between 1980-1987 is shown in Table 4.10

Table 4. l0
Public Housing Portfolio by Year of Completion

Project Age
Prc-1,964

t964-1969
1970-1974
1975-19'79
1980- 1 987

All

Projects
Per Cent

Number
86

371
1,330
1,784
1,230
4.801

Units

Number

1.8

8,83 3

7.7

21,155
77,383
64,867
27,454
)^< Áo)

27.7
37.2
25.6
100.0

Per Cent
4.3
13.3

376
31.5
TJ.J

I00 0

Source. CMFIC. 1988. Project Characteristic Data Base, Program Evaluation Division. In
EvaluaÍion oJ lhe PubÌic Housing¡ Program Ottawa. CMHC, 15,Table2.5.

r

l3

Table 4. 10 shows that there were 37 ,4r3 fewer homes built between l ggo- 19g7 than between

1975-1979. This demonstrates the weakening ofthe federal governments commitment
as the

primary provider of social housing.
These changes

to social housing poricy,

as yet did not reflect a direct attack a

movement toward a targeted welfare housing system. The changes did not reflect a
direct

attack on the social housing system but rather were indicative of the changing political,
economic and sociological factors afecting \.velfare states as a whole, not only in canada,
but
also in Britain, Sweden and the United States.

4.3 .5 The

Eljmination of Expenditure on New Social Housing

The first changes to expenditure on social housing were announced in the r990 federal

budget. The government stated that, arthough expenditures on social housing had grown in
recent years, they were now limiting the funds committed

units. This decision was influenced, i¡ part,

as a result

to constructing new social housing

ofthe ' l99o Expenditure control plan'

announced in the 1990 budget. This plan stated that new social housing commitments
would

no longer continue to grow at the previous rate. New commitments for social housing
would

be scaled back by fifteen percent in 1990-91 and lggl-g2 (Dept. of Finance 1990).
This
fiÍÌeen percent reduction was introduced with the intent of saving

$

I6 million in 1990-91, and

$35 million in 1991-92 (ibid). These reductions were originally scheduled until the end of
1992 however, the 1991 federal budget extended this constraint through

to 1995-96 (Dept.

ofFinance 1992) (see Appendix 3)
The cuts to the social housing program in the r990s were significant, representing
the
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first time actual expenditures for new social housing units were scaled back. Additionally,
these cuts signalled a further step towards the goal of federal disentanglement which the
government had been pursuing for the past decade.
The impact of decreased govemment expenditure for social housing construction was
that new social housing construction was cut

28).

These changes were indicative

ÍÌom 12,400 to 8,000 units (Hulchanski 1992,

of the economic situation of the country and the

government in power.

This change has much to do with the philosophical differences between the
two parties. The Liberal government offered some stímulus to both parts of
the housing system; the Conservatives only one. (ibid, 28.)

The most predominant changes to social housing were announced in the 1993 federal budget.

For first time, the federal goverrìment stated that it would no longer support funding for new
social housing commitments @ept. Finance 1993), however, this did not mean that the need

for adequate, suitable (referring to uncrowded) and affordable housing for low income people,
as determined by the

core need model, ended. In 1991, the core Need Model identified L6

million households in canada as being in core need (carter 1993) The percentage ofpeople

in core need was particularly evident in the renter segment ofthe population, identifling
seventy-three percent ofrenter households in core need

(ibid). The high percentage ofpeople

in core need clearly demonstrated that a large segment

ofthe renter population presently did

not live in adequate housing. Thus, due to the federal government's termination of funding
for new social housing, affordable housing became the responsibility ofother organizations,
in cooperation wìth provincial and municipal governments.

H5

Social housing was rapidly becoming a smaller portion of the federal government

budget. The cap on the money the federal government would commit to social housing and

the eventual elimination of financing for new social housing (excluding those programs
assisting the elderly, victims of violence and on-reserve housing), will have a significant
impact on the availability ofaffordable rental housing in the future.

4.3. 6 C anada Conclusions

Public housing legislation in canada has undergone a number ofchanges since

it was

fìrst established under the NILA in 1949. AJthough first introduced in 1949, significant
amendments were not made to public housing legislation

until 1964,

since then many changes

have occurred. The financing mechanisms, the government body responsible for public
housing, the title public housing was constructed under, whether public or non-profit housing,
have all been altered

rhe expenditure cuts in recent years have established social housing

a service for those unable to affo¡d market rents. The elimìnation of funding for
construction

of new social housing in

1993

a

as

the

significant step towards the federal

disentanglement from social housing. Although there is no single factor which is the catalyst

for federal disentanglement in canada, there are two factors influential in the development

of

federal disentanglement. Firstly, the fiscal restraints facing governments has affected nearly

all government departments and c¡own corporations, with CMHC being no exception.
secondl¡ the government in power, whether liberal or conservative, has never developed

a

housing policy committed to providing housing for low income people. Thus, the public
housing system has been easier to dismantle because it was never viewed âs an essential
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component ofthe welfare state.
Ajthough public housing legislation was established to provide housing for low income
people, the number ofunits constructed was never significant enough to

fulfil the low income

housing needs. The govemment always pursued a policy promoting home ownership, rather
than one which provides housing for low income people. Although home ownership is often

preferred over renting, it is not necessarily the best option for everyone. Even with the
development ofa variety ofhome ownership programs, there are still those who are unable

to afford home ownershìp. At certain times home ownership may be affordable to low
income people but this does not mean they will have the resources to continue mortgage
payments for the nexl 20 years or be able to afford regular maintenance on their homes.
home owners a¡e unable to keep up mortgage payments, then the house

If

will be repossessed

by the bank.

To ensure canadians are housed in decent affordable accommodation

housing

programs must be developed which meet a variety of housing needs in municipalities across

the country. The federal government no longer has the economic resources to be the sole

provider of housing for low income families. Thus, the development of new housing
initiatives by different organizations may be the only answer in creating housing which is
affordable for tenants and the government.
Although there may be increased awareness ofthe difficulties confronting low income
people when searching for decent affordable housing, the current ideology ofreducing the

deficit and having a fiscally responsible government has hindered the establishment of
national housing policy which addresses low income housing needs.
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4.4 Divergent to Convergent Housinq policies
The changes to the British council housing system in the past fifteen years were more
dramatic than those occurring in canada. Federal disentanglement in Britain took the form

of privatization of council housing. The canadian government

has not yet gone

to such

extreme measures, primarily because the governments involvement in the provision of public

housing has never been as great. The changing emphasis of social housing programs, the
continued decrease in money for social housing since the mid-19g0s and the elimination

of

money for new social housing units in 1993 parallels the British government,s objective
to
remove itselffrom the responsibility ofproviding housing for low income people
The changes to public housing poricy in Britain and in canada during the past fifteen

years were influenced by political philosophy, by tenants' desire to have more power
over

where they live and the economic recession of the 19g0s. More importantly, the changes
signify a changing attitude toward the welfare state. Social housing forms one component

ofthe post-war welfare state which has been targeted for retrenchment in Britain and canada
changing social housing policy is having, and wili confinue to have, a larger impact in both
countries than increasing owner occupation, decreasing social housing construction
and the

declining social housing programs.
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Chapter

5

IMPLICATIONS AND CONSEQIIENCES OF CHANGES

IN PLtsLIC HOUSING POLICY

5 I Introduction
Shifts in British and canadian public housing poricies have resulted
in significant
changes in the socio-economic circumstances

ofthe people who rive in pubric housing In

Britain, changes to housing poricy have contributed to public housing
being occupied by
increasingly disadvantaged households. Arthough canadian pubric
housing has arways
served a more needy client group than in Britain, there are indicators
that public housing in
Canada

will continue to serve an increasingly impoverished clientele.
The previous chapters in this thesis have examined how public
housing, as one

component ofthe welfare state, is being dismantled in Britain
and canada. This chapter

will examine some of the repercussions of these policy changes. while
the

changes

occurring within British and canadian public housing have been
slightry different, both
have been characterized by decreasìng public housing
expenditure, and government
disentanglement lorm pubric housing. In order to decrease
public expenditure in Britain,

the public housing stock was sord to tenants, thereby reducing
the financial responsibility

ofthe government. In Canada, housing policy also focused on reducing
government
expenditure by decreasing funding for new social housing
units. Although the canadian
government has not, as yet, sold its public housing
stock to tenants, the announcement in

the 1996 Federal Budget that the federal government would
transfer the administration of

the federal public housing stock to the provinces implies a movement towards a system

of

privatization. AJthough this is not as drastic a step as the one taken by the British
government the convergence ofhousing policies with both governments divesting
themselves

ofthe direct responsibility ofpublic housing is one which cannot

be ignored.

Decreasing government expenditure, through privatization, is the most predominant issue

emerging. Issues present in public and even private sector which have become more
pronounced since the un¡avelling of public housing policy began include, polarization
between tenures, the marginalization of certain groups and the residualization. However,

what has happened is that these processes have become more prominent due, in large part,

to changing government policy.
Polarization between owners and renters, whether in the public or private sector,
has always existed however, the degree to which polarization existed in Britain and

canada has increased. This is particularly true in Britain due to the

RTB. social polariz-

ation refers to:

the process by which people become segregated into classes or ethnic
groups. It implies that the proportion ofthe population at the two extremes
ofthe class continuum (in this case owners and renters) increases or the
proportion ofthe population at one point only on the continuum increases.
(Goodall 1987, 437.)

This increase in social polarization is central to understanding the increase in the
marginalization ofcertain groups and the subsequent residualization ofthe public housing
sector.
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According to Forrest and Murie (1991), marginalization explains "why the
direction of change, in public housing (ie the residualization processes), has been possible"

(ibid, 178). These changes in public housing policy developed

as a result

ofthe changing

political, economic and social conditions ofthe 1980s. Specifrcally these changes include
a movement

toward a more liberal world welfare approach, an increased awareness of

fiscal responsibility, and a realization that government social services and programs would

not be able to address a variety

of problems.

Marginalization will be examined in terms

ofwhether or not marginal groups, ie., female heads ofhouseholds, have become
marginalized due to the changes in public housing policy.
Residualization is becoming increasingly impoftant with the decrease in the
construction of public housing in Britain and Canada. Forrest and Murie (1991) define
residualization as:

the process whereby public housing moves towards a position in which it
provides only a'safety net'for those who for reasons ofpoverty, age or
infirmity cannot obtain suitable accommodation in the private sector. It
also most certainly involves lowering the status and increasing the stigma
attached to public housing. (ibid, 174.)

Cole and Furbey (1994) further state that residualization refers to "the changing social
composition ofconsumers in the public sector" (ibid, 83). Although referring to public
housing tenants in Britain, the processes ofpolarization, marginalization and
residualization are also present within the Canadian social housing sector
The purpose ofthis chapter is to explore the degree to which polarization,
marginalization and residualization have developed in Britain and Canada since
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privatization and federal disentanglement policies were introduced. These processes have
not occurred to the same degree in each country, but by examining the convergence of
policies in both countries and the effect ofthese policíes in Britain, we may be able
to
determine how these processes will develop in Canada.

5.2 Britain: The Impacts olPrivatization
The privatization ofcouncil housing in Britain had several immediate and apparent
consequences! most notably the increase in owner occupation (see Table

4.1)

Although

not all aspects ofthe policy changes were immediately apparent the increases in
polarization, marginalization and residualization process in the aftermath ofthe
privatization campaign will play an important role in the future of public housing in

Britain. These processes do not exist in isolation, they all form part ofa complex and
important process occurring in the British public housing sector. Examìning statistical
data which supports the beliefthat council is occupied by an increasingly impoverished

clientele will strengthen the relationship between the decline in public housing and the
processes of polarization, marginalization and residualization.

5.2.

I

The Polarization of Council Housing in Britain

The increase in the sociar porarization between tenures is a concept which has
become more predominant as a resurt of the

RTB. social porarization forms an intricate

part ofthe marginalization and residualization process which have also been
enhanced due

to the RTB. Socìal polarization examines the changes between the two main tenures,
t22

(public renting and owner occupation). Speci{ically, focusing on the increase in the social
and economic gap between renters and owners. The importance of examining the changes

in the polarization oftenure is that "polarization makes it clear that these changes (in local

authority housing) are but one aspect of more general changes in tenure patterns"
(Robinson and O'Sullivan 1983, 116), whereas marginalization and residualization are
products ofthe changes in tenure patterns.
One

ofthe most important factors contributing to the increase in polarization has

been the increased emphasis on home ownership. The promotion of home ownership

through the RTB and the subsequent rise in home ownerhisp throughout the United
Kingdom has contributed to increased differentiation not only between tenures but also
between regions (see Table 5.1).
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Table 5 I

Growth in Home Ownership, 1976-7986
(percentage of dwellings)
1.976

1981

1986

Increase

o%

1976-1986

United Kingdom

54

57

63

9

North

46

49
57

56

10

Yorkshire & Humberside 54
East Midlands
57
East Angli
56
South East
Greater London
Rest of South East

47

South West
West Midland
North West

61

60

63

9

68
67

i1
11

59
50
65

65
56

l0

71

l0

65
59

9

58

61

70
64
66

8

55

55
61

62

9

8

ENGLAND
WALES
SCOTLAND

56
59

59

65

9

63
JO

68
42

9

34

NORTHERNIRELAND

51

54

61

8
1

Source: Central Statistical Offrce. 1989. In Forrest, Ray, Alan Murie, and peter Williams
1990 Home Owrtership; Drfferentiotion and Í'ragnentatior¡ London.Unwin Hyman,20.

For example, "the highest level ofsales have occurred in England rather than Scotland, in
the south rather that the north and in shire districts rather that metropolitan areas" (Forrest

Murie and Williams 1990, 187). This statement, along with the data provided in Table

5.l, supports the idea that polarizafion is present
regions within the United Kingdom.
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between tenures and between dìfferent

5.2.2 The Marginalization of the Disadvantaged
The marginalization process examines why changes have occurred within the

public housing sector. As this issue was examined in Chapter Four with the changes in
legislation, this section will focus on the increase or decrease of marginal groups, for
example, the marginalization female heads of households into public housing. Additionally

marginalization will examine how these changes have contributed to the widening gap
between owners and renters. The increase in the rate of marginalization cannot be solely

attributed to the changes in public housing policy in the past ten years, other factors, such
as the "decline in private renting, the uneven impact

ofthe recessions,

and the transform-

atjon ofthe labour market" (Forrest and Murie 1991, 83), have also contributed to
marginalization.

The marginalised poor have always tended to be in the worst housing in
each tenure and to have greatest difficulty in negotiating access to and
through the housing market. (Ibid, 82.)

The increased marginalization and the subsequent residualization ofcouncil housing are

intertwined. The increase in marginalization (ie. the changes in public housing policy) has
contributed to council housing becoming an increasingly residual form ofhousing for the

poor. Prior fo the residualization ofcouncil housing, it was considered to be housing of
high quality and status, occupied by the skilled working class (ibid, 78). The high quality

ofcouncil housing was "a product ofboth political struggle and strategic necessity" (ibid).
For example, the "Homes for Heroes" campaign and the Tudor Walters Report were
influential in the construction ofgood quality state housing however, in recent years many
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factors contributed to the deteriorating quality ofcouncil housing.

The residualization ofthe state housing sector is a product ofthe
diminished necessity of living labour and the exclusion ofa substantial
minority from the labour market. That minority, representative of spent or
surplus labour power, is disproportionately accommodated by the state
housing sector, whilst the employed majority is increasingly in owner
occupation. (Ibid, 78.)

This statement clearly depicts the inter-relationship between marginalization and

residualization. The impoverished have become increasingly disadvantaged due to
changing political, economic, and sociological factors and have increasingly become
tenants in the poorest quality public housing.

Two methods of determining whether or not disadvantaged groups are being
increasingly housed in public housing is to determine the socio-economic status and
income quintile of public housing tenants. The increase in the percentage ofcouncil
tenants in the lowest income quintile, living in public housing rose from seventeen to

twenty-eight percent between 1980-1988 (Forrest and Murie 1990, 25). This rise in low
income people living in public housing contributes to the notion that those with the least
economic means are housed in council housing
Measuring the socio-economic status ofheads ofhouseholds may also help
determine whether the disadvantaged are being increasingly housed in public housing. The
changes in economic status ofcouncil tenants becomes apparent when examining the

tenure and marital status of female heads of households in 198?. T able 5.2 examines the
tenure status of female heads ofhouseholds in 1987. This table shows that female heads

t26

ofhouseholds, who often tend to be the economically disadvantaged, are seldom owner
occupiers and most often renters from the local authority Table 5.2 shows that ofall the
people surveyed living in the different types of accommodation, eleven percent ofthose
renting from the local authority or New Town were divorced or separated females.
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o/"

7o

7o

ób¿rze.- Forrest and Murie 1990-

Total

furnished

Rented privately

unfurnished

Rented privately

l0

0

I
6

23

t0

NIL

Rented from

NIL

t3

0

Rented from
L.A./New Town 7o

H.AlCo-oo "/"

7

NIL
4

3

6

Single

Rented rvith job
or business o/n

t/o

Owner occupied

with mortgaee

0

Owner occupied
owned outrishtY"

Married
Divorced/

128

6

4

)
t3

I

25

30

42

46

tl

)t
24

39

10299

204

444

235

2643

259

4059

I
9

24s5

No.

Total

32

All Females

t1

I

4

3

Senarated

2l

4

I

23

Widowed

Tenure ofFemale Heads ofHouseholds- Great Britain 1987

Table 5.2

Table 5.3 then examines the housing situation of women by looking at the marital status
females heads ofhouseholds and the type of accommodation they occupy. Table 5.3
shows that, ìn 1987, of all the types of marital status among women, whether married,
single, widowed or divorced, nearly fifty percent of divorced/separated women lived in

accommodation rented from the local authority or New Town. The numbers were only

five, thirty and forty-one percent for married, single and widowed women respectively.
These percenfages indicate that separated women are more likely to live in

accommodation rented from the local authority.
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Murie 1990, 10, Table 5a & 5b

s7t

).*

Sample No.

.Tozrca.' Forrest and

0

I

'l

Rented privately
furnished

130

1368

8

I

NIL

Rented privately
unfurnished

4l
4

30

I

5

NIL

Rented from
II.A. or co-on

5

Rented from
L.A./ New Town

t

4

,)

lt
NIL

42

z4

l0

Rented with job,
or husiness

Owner occupied,
with mortsase

Owner occupied,
owned outrisht

"/"

Widowed

Single

Married

572

I

6

4

49

I

25

l3

Divorced/
Separated %o

2537

,

7

4

40

I

l3

31

All Females

Marital Status of Female Heads of Households, Great Britain 1987

Table 5.3

10299

t

4

,

26

3

39

24

Total

Tables 5.4 and 5.5 examines the changes in the socio-economic group ofheads

of

households between 1977-1987. These tables show that there was an increase in
percentage of semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers living in local authority housing

between 1977 -1987 . Tables 5.4 and 5.5 also show that economically inactive heads

of

households, rentìng from local authorities, increased from thirty-nine percent in 1977 to

fifty-five percent in 1987 (Forest and Murie 1990, 19).
Thus, when examining a combination of socio-economic factors, it becomes
evident that the marginal groups have now become increasingly housed ìn local authority
housing.
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l0
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Unskillcd manuel

Economically inlcfivc
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1

t

8

32

33
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3t3
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zIt

26
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39

5
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9
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Sb¿¡ze: OPCS General Household Survey in Forrest and Murie IggO,lg, Table I I

Total no. suncvcd

'l

Scmi-sldllcd mânual
.t ncrsonnl ¡c¡vico

olvn âccount non-

Skillcd manual &

iunior non-m¡¡ual

l5

l3

P¡ofcssional

.t

Economically
Àcfivc Hca¡ls

Ouúright

Orvncr Occupiers

o¡<

50

{

l0

20

t{t

5

privafc

nishcd

Unfur-

Socio Economic Group of Heads of Households. Great Britain 1977

Iable 5.4

Fur-

334

23

4

l6

t6

2'l

l.l

nishcd

I t62s

32

I
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26

t4

l5

Tofâl

&

lt
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3973

6

)71

{
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20

l2
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1987

0/o

Ncrr Torrn

\ryith job/
Business
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2536
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6
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20

6
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co-(lp
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8

l6

l2

5
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H,A.
lrrivâfc

Renfori
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Sbz¡z¿: OPCS General Household Survey in Forrest and Murie 1990, 19, Table I I

Tofål no- surlcv..l

Economically Inacfivc
Hcads
65

8

{

Scmi-skillcd manual
& ncrson¡l scrvicc

llnsl¡ilk'¡l mqnngl

30

t2

l9
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1987 0Á

88

1987V.

Orvncrs

Skillcd manual &
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Infcrmc¡liafc &
iunior non-m¡nual

Pn¡fessional

Economicall¡' Acfive

Mortgagors

Outrighl

Orvncr Occu¡icrs
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58

3

7

t.t

9

9

198't "/.

Driv¡tc

nishcd

Unfur-

Socio Economic Group of Heads of Households: Great Britain 19g7

Table 5.5

Fur-

t6¡

7

7

l3

l9

2I

198't

o

nished

99t9

36

I

t2

l9

Totâl

5.2.3 Council Housing - The Last Option?
The increased rate of residualization within public housing is perhaps the most

notable process which has emerged since privatization was introduced. Although the
"residualization process is not tenure specific, it is the council housing sector where
residualizing forces find their most concentrated expression" (Forrest and Murie 19g3,

464). Residualization

is not a narrowly defined issue, but rather a comprehensive concept

having signifrcant repercussions. Forrest and Murie (1990) say that residualization ,'is the
perceived shift in the size and scope ofthe sector towards provision for households who
have insufficient effective demand to compete in the private market" (ibid,

l)

.

Residualization in council housing is not a new phenomenon, but has been developing
since the mid-1970's (Forrest and

Murie 1991, 73) however, the pace of its acceleration in

the past decade is new. Residualization is described as a "two-fold process which has
been occurring for the past frfty or sixty years" (Malpass and Murie 1990; in Cole and

Furbey 1994, 5). These two processes include the increased rate ofhome ownership and
the fact that unsold council housing has come to represent housing for those unable to

afford any other type olhousing, such as the poor, the elderly or the unemployed (ibid).
The main factor contributing to an accelerated rate of residualization in council
housing was the establishmenr of the RTB legislation under the l9g0 Housing

Act.

The

1980 Housing Act enabled council tenants to purchase their dwellings, resulting in the

better quality dwellings, located in better areas ofthe cities being sold first. The seling
the better dwellings meant that the undesirable dwellings remained in the public sector.
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For example, those people unable to buy their council dwelling were often left to rent the
less desirable dwellings, such as flats located in poorer areas

ofthe cities, which had

proved to be unselllable. Those people in good economic standing, living in sellable
dwellings, bought their dwellings, contributing to the residualization ofcouncil housing,
and further stigmatising

Murie i 991,

it

as

a'salety net' for the economically disadvantaged (Forrest and

174).

Even prior to the establishment ofthe 1980 Housing Act, academics believed that

privatization would further contribute to the residualization of council housing thus,
making it a form ofhousing for the poor, and in effect creating a "poor law,, housing

(Murie 1977,46). Prior to the selling of council housing, Murie (1977) noted that.

the evidence about council house buyers and the properties which a¡e sold
offers a long term prospect ofcouncil housing dominated by the poor and
elderly poor, living in difficult to let (and to sell) blocks offlats and short
life properties (ibid, 49 )

This statement indicates that, even with the discounts available, many council tenants

would still not have the frnancial resources or desire to purchase their dwellings. The
issue ofhome ownership affordability, even with discounts, and saleability

offlats in the

large council properties, was raised by both conservative and labour party members

(Murie 1977). Schifferes (1979) indicated three reasons why Labour and some
conservative councils were opposed to unrestricted sales under the RTB. First, the sales

of dwellings that were in short supply and high demand, such as smaller one bedroom
units and larger units, would lead to a shortage in the supply ofthese dwellings for rent.
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Secondly, the sale of dwellings in areas where replacement would be difficult, for example,

dwellings sold would not necessarily be replaced by the same type of dwelling, would
create a shortage of dwellings. Although the elderly would not be excluded from the

RTB, the selling of units for the elderly, which are already in high demand, would decrease
the supply ofunits available for relet. Thirdly, the sale ofblocks offlats would create
management difficulties (Schifferes 1979,

184) Though written prior to the RTB,

Schífferes raised some important issues which have come to form the fundamental basis

for the accele¡ation ofpolarization, marginalization and residualization within council
housing.
There is no single measure fo determine the degree of residualization in council

housing however, Forrest and Murie (1991) have examined five elements which assist in
determining the degree to which residualization has taken place.

1

The size ofthe public sector.

2

The quality ofthe public sector.

3

The characteristics ofthe tenants

4

The nature of policy.

5

Means testing (Ibid, 74).

Although these five topic areas are not exclusive measurements ofthe residualization
process, by delineating measurement to these subject areas the degree and direction

of

change can be more accurately accessed.

The changing size ofpublic sector housing does not provide clear evidence that the
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residualization process has occurred. The selling ofthe public sector housing stock and
the decline in new public sector building shown in Tables 3.4 and 4.2 demonstrate that
significant changes in the size ofthe public sector housing stock have emerged. This
change in the size

ofthe stock

has occurred primarily for

two reasons. The first is the

decrease in the number ofhomes built and, secondly, the selling

ofthe stock,

as a result

of

the'Right to Buy'. Table 3.4 shows that the dwellings completed by local authorities,
declined f¡om 103,300 in1974fo 1,800in 1993 (DoE, 1993) The decline inrhe ourput

oflocal authority dwellings

has become particularly evident since the conservatives came

to power in 1979 Between 19'74 and,1978, 580,200 local authority dwellings were completed. While only 273,500 dwellings were corhpleted under the Conservative
government between 1979-1984 (ibid). Another factor to address when examining the
size

ofthe public housing sector is to determine the number of dwellings sold under the

RTB.

Table 4.2 shows that the sales of dwellings, under the RTB, was considerably

greater than dwellings being constructed by local authorities. In 1992-93, 5g,g99
dwellings were sold under the RTB, while only 1,800 were constructed

(ibid)

The

cumulative sales by local authorities under the RTB in Great Britain, between April 1979
and Dec. 1993 amounts

to 1,444,813 dwellings (ibid). Combining the decrease in local

authority building with the sales of local authority dwellings under the RTB, the declining
commitment by the central government as the main provider and producer ofpublic
housing becomes apparent.
Measuring the quality of the public housing stock is primary when determining the
degree of residu alizatton in council housing. Different time periods saw varying standards
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emerge in the construction of council housing. Housing constructed under the guidelines

of the Tudor Walters Report of 1918 were of high quality however, housing built during
the post-war period was produced for the purpose ofincreasing supply and not necessarily
the quality ofthe housing. Post-war houses were erected quickly and cheaply, and
although they helped to meet the need for housing they were built with little consideration

for durability. The ramifications ofthis cheap construction became apparent by the

19gOs.

In the thirty-five years from 1945 local authorities failed to invest in repair
and modernisation ofthe existing stock and favoured new construction in
response to central government priorities. (Cole and Furbey 1994, 102.)

The immense scope and cost

ofthe repair ofthe council housing sector was a major factor

contributing to the Conservative government's desire to sell offthe public housing. prewar and post-war housing required signifrcant repairs. Post-war housing repairs alone
amounted to about 115,000 million (Cole and Furbey 1994) The poor quality ofthe

public housing and its deterioration implied that some degree of residualization had
developed by the 1980s Forrest and Murie (1991) however, point out that measuring the

quality of public housing is only signifrcant when comparing it to the relative qualìty of
housing in Britain as a whole (ibid, 75).
Measuring the changing characteristics of public housing tenants may help
determine whether or not residualization is underway in public housing. The changing
socio-economic status ofpublic housing tenants are measured by examining factors such
as the

martial status ofhead ofhouseholds, incomes ofhead ofthe household and whether

the head ofthe household is economicallv active.
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Examining the marital status ofheads ofhouseholds indicates how the socioeconomic status ofpublic housing tenants has been changing and whether or not
¡esidualization is occurring. Examining the increase in the number of female-headed
households living in local authority housing is important because female-headed
households are often the poorest. Table 5.6 shows the tenure ofhouseholds by marital
status ofhead ofhousehold. Demonstrating that nineteen percent of single women and

twenty-seven percent of divorced/separated women, are owners with a mortgage, while
the numbers for single men who are owners with a mortgage is thirty+hree percent and

forty-one percent for divorced/separated men with a mortgage. The situation is quite
different when examining the tenants oflocal authority housing The percentage ofsingle
or divorced/separated men living in local authority,ôlew town housing is twenty and
twenty-eight percent respectively (General Household Suwey 1986; OpCS 1989; in
clapham, Kemp and smith i990, 72). The percentages for women are higher, with thirtythree percent of single women and forty-eight percent of divorced/separated women living
in council housing (ibid). These statistics indicate that women, who are already a marginal

group, are being housed in local authority housing. The nature ofhousing policy itselfis
the fourth factor identified by Forrest and Murie (1991) as contributing to the
residualization process As Forrest and Murie (1991) note, however, these changes in

policy cannot be examined in isolation from the changes occurring in public housing.

The decline in private renting, the financial advantages attached to home
ownership and increasing social polarization associated with recent sociar,
economic and demographic changes have contributed to the residualization
process. (Forrest and Murie 1990,2)
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All ofthese factors, combined with the privatization programs, have contributed to
an increased rate ol residualization.
Means testing is the frfth component

ofthe residualization process and is

used to ensure that the only those people who truly need assistance are receiving

help

Means testing emerged in Britain and Canada as a method of ensuring that

decreasing government funds were allocated to people in the most need. Means

testing is carried out by measuring several criteria to determine whether tenants are

truly in need of government assistance Criteria, such as income, employment and
other socio-economic characteristics oftenants, must be examined in order for
means testing

to be carried out (Forrest and Murie 1991)

These five points help to determine whether or not residualization has

taken place however, to measure the degree of residualization in council housing,

it

is also necessary to examine the socio-economic group ofheads ofhouseholds.

Tables 5.4 and 5.5 also demonstrate the changes in socio-economic groups living
in different types of accommodation over a ten year period. They show that the
percentage ofpeople working in the professional and managerial occupations as

well

as the intermediate

andjunior non- manual occupations living in council

housing has declined between 1977-l9gi. When examining a combination

of

factors, the evidence is clear that residualization in the public hosuing sector has
increased in the past decade.

Measuring the increase of economically inactive people living in council
housing helps determine the degree of residualization. Table 5.7 shows that the
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percentage of economically active heads ofhouseholds living in local authority
rented housing declined

Table 5.7
Percentage of Households in each Tenure by Economic Activity of Head (EAH)
and Number ofEarners 1978 and 1987.

L.A

Alt
tenures

Privately
rented

rented

Owner Occupier

unfurnished with

Owned
mortqase out-risht

% households
with EAH

r9l8

70
60

60

25

32

35

56

39
52

1978

75

1987
% households
with 1 earner

65

68
44

61
48

98
94

56
42

1918

30
29

3l

),¿.

31

28

l6

NA

33

.¿.

34
28

26

l)

13

NA

54
49

l0

11

4

13

8

8

4

NA

12

6

1987
% households

56
44

38

97
92

47
34

with no earners
1978
1987

44
58

% households 1
or more earners

1987

% households
with 2 earners
1978
1987
% households

)

20

l3

3

or more earners

1978
1987

Source: Housing and Construction Statistics; in Forrest and Murie 1990, Table 9,
16.
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by twenty-two percent between

19i'I

and 1987 (Housing

& construction Statistics

in Forrest and Murie 1990) The percentage of economically active heads declined

by only five percent for home owners with a mortgage and thirteen percent for
out-right owners. These dramatic changes cannot be solely attributed to the shifts
in housing policy however, these changes to housing policy have "exacerbated
rather than ameliorated the housing positions ofthe marginal poor in Britain,'
(Forrest and Murie 1991, 84). Another indication that public housing is occupied
by the least economically established is shown in Appendix 4, which shows the
occupation of people living in various types of accommodation. Of all public
housing tenants surveyed, the occupational groups most highly represented in
public housing were catering, cleaning, hairdressing & other personal service with

twenty-one percent; clerical & related at twelve percent, processing, making,
repairing, and related (metal

& electrical) with

eleven percent; and processing,

making, repairing and related (excluding metal & electrical) with ten percent
(Forest and Murie 1990, 24). These statistics support the idea that council
housing is becoming increasingly occupied by those with the least economic
means.

Forrest and Murie (1990) have noted other elements contributing to the
increased rate of residualization, including the decline in private renting, the

financial advantages ofhome ownership, and the increase in social polarization

(ibid,

2)

There is no single measure to determine the degree to which
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residualization has taken place within public housing, nor is there one factor
causing the residualization process to occur. By examining the changing socio-

economic status ofcouncil tenants we are able to determine that council housing
today is occupied by people of lower socio-economic status than it was twenty
years ago.

5.2.4 Conclusions
The impacts of Thatcher's privatization program were much greater than

creating a nation ofhome owners. Processes such as polarization, marginalization
and residualization have come to play an important role in the housing system due

to the privatization ofcouncil housing. There has been an increase in polarization
between owners and renters and between areas within the country and cities, as
those with the least economic means are unable to afford home

ownership The

marginalization ofdisadvantage people has also increased as a result ofchanging
public housing policy, resu)ting in people of lower socio-economic status living in
the worst housing which has predominantly become council housing.
Residualization within the council housing sector is one ofthe most notable
processes emerging as a result of privatization. Council housing has become an

increasingly residual from ofhousing for those unable to afford home ownership.
The overall impact of these processes is listed in Table
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Table 5.8
Changes in the Characteristics of Council Tenants

¡ Decline in economically

.

¡
¡

.

active heads ofhousehold
Decline in multiple earner households
Decline in higher income households
Declining in level of car ownership
Declining family housing role

.
.
.
.

Increase
Increase
Increase
Increase
households

r

in
in
in
in

households with no earners
unskilled manual workers
non-married households
female headed households and single elderly

Increasing role in housing persons under 25

o Declining dwelling stock and new build
o Aging dwelling stock
¡ Declining proportion of3/4 bedroom houses in stock

and

in

new build

r Increasing proportion offlats and small houses
e Increasing proportion oflettings to

homeless people.

Source: F orest and Murie 1991

These process have always been present in the British housing system however, this

section has shown that the processes olpolarization, marginalization and residualization
have been accelerated since the privatization of council housing

5.3 Canada: The Impacts ofFederal Disentanqlcloeol

Although the processes ofpolarizatíon, marginalization and residualization may
not be as prominent in canada as they are in Britain, they do exist. The difference in the
degree

oftheir development is due primarily to the vast

size

ofthe council housing stock

in Britain compared to canada's relatively small social housing stock. Due to the relative145

ly small size of canada's public housing stock there has been little research done
specifrcally addressing polarization, marginalization and residualization. Thus, the lack
data available on public housing means that this section

of

will also include data on the

changes occurring between owners and renters in the prìvate sector as well as the public.

when examining polarization, marginalizarîon and residualization within public
housing in canada, they form more ofan innate part ofthe housing system than in Britain.
This is due to the public housing system in canada serving a more needy group than
council housing in Britain. The changes to social housing policy in the mid-eighties have
been a key factor in altering the socio-economic compositìon

ofthe public housing

tenants.

5

3 I Polarization in Canada. Widening the Gap between Owners

and Renters

The increase in the rate at which polarization between owners and renters, is

occurring in canada is becoming an important issue. This is due, in part, to the housing
system in canada being a market commodity, while in Britain,

it is characterised

as a

public commodity.
In Canada, the majority ofthe housing stock is privately owned (nìnety_five
percent), with only about six percent being non-market housing, amounting
fo
approximately 600,000 units (Pomeroy forthcoming,

r).

This small amount of non-market

housing is important when examining polarization between tenures because it indicates
that non-market housing in canada already forms a marginar component ofthe housing

sector. Thus, an examination ofthe increase in polarizafion indicates the degree to wh.ich
146

it

already exists between owners and renters.

Two factors contributing to the polarization between housing tenures are that
"Canadian housing policy has relied on market forces', (Hulchanski 198g, 33), as well as

the "ad hoc crisis management orientation of housing policy" (ibid,

46)

This reactive,

liberal world nature ofhousing policy pursued by the federal govemment has contributed

to tenure polarization (ibid, 33). Iftenure polarization is to be effectively addressed, then
federal housing policies need to be proactive and address future issues so that the
affordable housing needs can be met.
As Selby (1985) has noted, the lack ofa rental poricy in canada is due primarily to

four factors:

1.
2.
3.
4.

The reliance on the private sector for housing supply and housing program
delivery.
The focus on home ownership as the desirable tenure option.
The beliefthat severe housing problems are temporary aberrations rather
than manifestations of fundamental long-term problems.
The view that housing is largely a local matter with problems best left to
municipalities and provinces to sort out. (Selby 19g5, 212 in Hulchanski

1988,33.)

These factors indicate that the lack ofan affordable rental housing policy addressing low income

housing needs has contributed to tenure polarization in Canada.
The lack ofrental policy, and the promotion ofdevelopment practices have contributed to
an increase in tenure

polarization. One ofthe most visible development practices contributing to

polarization is the loss of¡ental units when they are converted to condominiums. This is
because
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those units previously available for rent have been sold, thus decreasing the supply ofrental
accommodation in canada However, new regulations have been developed, preventing the
conversion ofexisting apartment buildings into condominiums. Hulchanski (1988) argues that the
decrease in the supply

ofprivate rental units, caused by development practices, are unlikely to be

¡eversed.

The post-war demand for home ownership and the creation ofa new form of
ownership, condominiums, which essentially permits higher income tenants to own
what would otherwise be rental apartments and townhouses, has helped to create a
socio-tenurial polarization ofthe country. Gbid, 75.)

The increase in polarization in Canada is most evident when examining home ownership
among different income quintiles. Between 196i and 1996, the percentage ofhome owners in the
lowest income quintile fell from sixty{wo

to

thirty-eight percent (statistics canada 19g7 in

Hulchanski 1988, 7). Polarization is also occurring within higher income quintiles. In the highest
income quintile, the percentage ofhome owners increased from seventy-tkee to eighty-six
percent between 1967-1986 (ibid). comparing home ownership rates between high and low
income quintiles makes us increasingly aware of the disparity between high and low income
group's ability to purchase housing. This disparity also indicates that the home ownership
programs, such as the canadian Home ownership Stimulation plan, which developed during the

early 1980s, did little to increase home ownership among lower income groups. The increase in
home ownership among higher income households and the decrease among lower income
households implies that the gap between rich and poor is increasing, and is therefore contributing

to increased polarization between tenures. Housing polarization between tenures will become
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increasingly signifrcant with the decline in private renting as well as the decline in new investment

for social housing (Hulchanski 1988,22).
Polarization in Canada also becomes evident when examining home ownership
and rental
rates within each income quintile. The changes in home ownership rates
between the lowest and
highest income quintiles berween, 196"/ and,1981 are significant. Table 5.9
indicates that home

ownership among the lowest income quintile declined by nineteen percent between
1967

-lg|l,

while home ownership was more affordable for those households in the middle, fourth
and highest
income quintiles within the same period, increasing by four, eleven and ten percent,
respectively.

Table 5 9
Changes in Home Ownership Rate, Canada 1967
(as % ofhouseholds owning their units)

Income
intile
Lowest
Second

quintile
quintile
Middle quintile
Fourth quintile
Highest quintile
Total

to l9g1

1973

t9'77

1981

50
54
58

47

43

53

52

63

63

+4

'70

73

75

+tl

73

81

+10

lt.l

82
64

85

63

63

+l

196'7

62
56
59
64

1967-81
-19
-J

,sozrce: Statistics canada 1983, Hulchanski, David J. 1993. New Forms of
owning and Renting.
rn Horsc, Home and contntumty: progress in Housing canadian r915-19g6 to's: editeo
uy
J.Miron, Ottawa. CMHC, Table 4. L

The increasing number ofrenters in the lower income quintiles also demonstrates
that polarization
is

present Table 5.9 shows

renters between 1967-81

.

a decrease by five percent

ofhigher income households who were

The percentage ofpeople in the lowest quintile who were renters

149

increased by eleven percent over the same period

Table 5. 10
Number ofRenter Households. Canada 1967 to
fncome
ile
Lowest
Second
Middle
Fourth quintile
Highest
Total

l98l

1967

t973

1977

t98r

20

27
25

31

+11

26
20

+2

¿J

29
26
20

14

-6
-5

quintile
quintile
quintile

24
22

quintile

19

16

t5

14

t0

10

t00

100

100

9

t967-81

1

100

.lozrce: Statistics canada I 983; Hulchanski, David J. 1993. New Forms of owning and Renting.
rnHouse, Honte ond contnlunity: Progress itt Housing canadicut I9J5-19g6.1993 edited by
J.Miron,Ottawar CMHC, Table 4.2.

Tables 5 9 and 5.10 demonstrate that those with the least economic means are being housed in the
rental housing sector, supporting the idea that the marginal poor are becoming residualized. The

notion that the rental sector houses the poorest people is supported by the fact that twenty-five
percent ofthe rental sector was in core need in

l99l (carter 1993, 29)

The high percentage

of

core need people in rental housing indicates that the rental sector is becoming a residual form

of

housing for the disadvantaged.

carter (1993) has also noted the change in home ownership rates between different
income quintiles between 1978- I 990. Figure 2 shows that the ability to afford home ownership
has increased only slightly

for those people with the highest incomes, while home ownership

among the lowest income quintiles has steadily decreased over the 12 year period, from

approximately forty-five percent in I978 to about twenty-two percent by 1990 (see Figure 2).
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The decreased affordability of home ownership among lower income quintiles is also reflected
in
the number ofrenters in core needs, about

l.l6

million in 1991 (carter 1993) The decrease in

home ownership among lower income quintiles further contributes to polarization in
Canada, by
widening the gap between owners and renters.
Due to the size ofthe public housing stock and the nature ofcanadian housing policy
tenure polarization has always been a central component ofhousing in Canada.

changing government policies ofthe past decade however, have contributed to an increase in
polarization between renters and owners in different income quintiles as seen in Tables 5.9
and

5l0
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Figure 2:

Home Ownership Rates by Income Group: Canada 1978-1990
Percant

lrctaârcæ. Ergso ñtseo

Low€st Qulntll€ Second

Qulnllle Mlddl€ Qulntlle Foulh Qulntlle Hlghosl Qulntll€

SouÌce: Statistics Canada, Family Expendihrr.e Sur-vey in Car.ter 1993
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.3 .2

Marginalization of the Marginal Groups
The degree to which marginalization has occurred in Canada, in comparison to Britain, is

low. This

is particularly true when looking at the groups ofpeople public housing serves. The

purpose ofthis section is to demonstrate that the changes which have occurred in federal
government housing policy in the mid-1980s have resulted in an increase in the marginal poor
and
disadvantaged living in public and private rental housing. Determining the effects

ofthe policy

will be done by looking at the affordability problems faced by renrers, the abolition of income
mixing and the changing economic trends.

In canada, public housing was developed with the intent ofserving people ìn need.
Therefore, when exploring the issue of marginalization in canadian public housing, we are most
often referring to the people with the least economic means The marginalization of lower income
groups and, in particular, renters in core need, has emerged as an important issue which must
be
addressed. The best wayto determine whether low income groups are being marginalized into

poor quality housing is to examine the affordability problems faced by renters, because renters
most often experience problems of adequate condition, suitable size and affordability. Table 5.11
shows that renters in the lowest income quintile are the ones paying more than twenty-five

percent oftheir income on rent This is significant in fhat a number ofthese households
are aìso
identifred as being in core need (ie., there present accommodation is not meeting the standards
for
adequate condition, suitable size and affordability).
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Table 5 1 I
A-ffordability Problems among Renter Households,Metropolitan A¡eas: Ontario lg72-Igg3
(as o/o of all renter households in income quintile)
Household

income

Renters spending more than
250% of income on shelter

1972 1976
quintile 87
93
Second quintile 53
53
Middle quintile 17
16
Fourth quintile
3
Highest quintile 0
Mean
32
JI
quintile
Lowest

1

1

Renters in

Core Need

1983

1972

93

46

1976

1983

86

93

90

15

40

t9
1

15

I

I

5

0

0

2

0

0

20

25

0
0
22

Source. Arnold 1986; Streich, Patricia A. 1993 The Affordability of Housing in post-war
canada. Housittg Honre and conmunity, Progress itt Housing Canodian lgií-19g6. lgg3.
edited by J Miron, Ottawa: CMHC, Table 259 1

Table 5.11 shows that between 1972-1983 the percentage ofrenters in core need, in the lowest
income quintile, increased from eighty-six to ninety percent in ontario. In contrast, Table
also shows that people in the second and middle income quintiles have been paying less

income on

rent

5.ll

oftheir

The percentage of people in the two highest income quintiles spending more than

twenty-five percent oftheir income on renf has increased. This increase in the fourth and highest
income quintiles is primarily due to people's choices ofthe type and locatíon oftheir dwelling.
These statistics indicate that, even prior to the conservative government coming to power in
1984, there was a growing phenomena of low income renters being marginalized into housing

which did not meet their needs.
While not all changes to federal government housing policy can be elaborated on in this
chapter, there are those which emphasize the marginalization of lower income people into rental

154

housing. One ofthe changes to housing policy in 1986 resulted in an increase in the number of
units available for low income people. This change in policy meanf that in non-profit and cooperative housing projects, sixty to seventy-five percent ofthe units now had to be allocated to
people in core need, where previously only twenty-five percent had been allocated to those in core
need (Sewell 1994,

173) The re-orienfation ofhousing policy facilitated the marginalization of

lower income people into public housing and further established non-profit and co-operative
housing agencies as the providers ofhousing for low income people. These changes in housing

policy meant that all government sponsored housing programs, the old public housing programs
(sections 40,43 and 44) and the non-profrt and co-operative programs were now designed for
people in core housing need only.
As in Britain, there were external factors affecting the direction olcanadian housing

policy in the 1980s which will continue to affect housing in the 1990s. Hulchanski (1988) outlines
three economic trends which will affect housing in the 1990s.

The decline in Real Family Incomes. Average real incomes of Canadian
families fell by 6 percent between I980 and 1984.

More Low income Single Parent Families. Over the period 1966-19g6 the
number of single parent lamilies rose 130 percent while husband wife
parenfs increased by onJy 42 percent.
The Aging Population. The population aged 65 and over is the fastest
growing age group and almost half(47 percent) ofunattached elderly
Canadians live in poverty (Canadian National Council of Welfare l9ï7a jn
Hulchanski 1988,7.)

These economic trends make

it

apparent that canadian housing policy in the 1990s must be

proactive and address specific issues by pursuing solutions to affordable housing problems.
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The increased rate of marginalization in the Canadian public housing secto¡ has resulted,

not only from changing federal government policies, but also ÍÌom the exlernal factors mentioned
above, resulting in the present situation ofpeople in the lorvest income quintiles being renters in

core need.

5.3.3 Residualization: The Decline of the Rental Sector
As with marginalization, residualization has not occurred in Canada to the same degree as

it

has in

Britain. Due to the fact that canadian public housing

has ahvays catered

to

a more

economically marginal group than in Britain.

In the Canadian context, the residualization process more accurately refers to the increase
in the number of low income people who are renters in the public housing sector when examining residualization in Canada, the economic inability ofpeople in the lo.çvest income quintile to

afford home orvnership, (even with home orvnership programs), has not changed in the last two
decades. Tables 5. l0 and

5. 1 1 .

demonstrate the inability of low income groups to become home

orvners. These tables also show that it is the lorvest ìncome people rvho are unable to afford
home ownership and that these people are in core need, occupying dwellings which lack one of
the three components ofcore need: adequacy, suitability or affordability. Although the data in
Tables 5.10 and 5.1l refers to the private rental sector, they show the difficulty people rvithin the
lowest income quintiles have in obtaining either home ownership or decent accommodation.
The prominence of lorv income people in the rental sector, both private and public has
been documented by lVlurdie

(1994) when

examining the Metropolitan Toronto Housing

Authority (N{TllA), l\4urdie addressed trvo prime issues. The first rvas the increase in the number
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oflong term tenants in low income housing. The second was the domination ofpublic housing by
one parent families and families on welfare. Murdie (1994) stated that "public housing tenants

were older than the general populafion (trventy-six percent of public housing tenants were 65
years ofage and over compared with ten percent ofthe general population"

(ibid,297). Murdie

further noted that there were more one-parent households living in housing provided by the
N4THA, trventy-four percent compared with ten percent for renters in general Tenants of IVITHA
also had incomes which were forty percent ofaverage renter incomes.2 Evidence that public

housing has become a residual from ofhousing for loi.v income people is evident from examining
the change in the primary source of income. In 1970 fifty-seven percent oftenants in MTHA
received their primary source of income from employment, lvhile

in 1989 only eighteen percent

received their primary source of income fiom employment (ibid). pomeroy (1994, and

forthcoming) also argues that the incidence ofpeople in the public housing sector on social
assistance has increased from eighteen percent

in 1982 to thirty-three percent in 19gg (pomeroy,

forthcoming)
AJthough this data is not as comprehensive as the data provided on residualization

of

council housing in Britain, shown in Tables 5.l2 and 5.13 it does demonstrate that public housing

in Toronto is being occupied by an increasingly marginal group ofpeople. Between June 30,
I

982 and April 7, 1995, the percentage of employed tenants living in housing provided by MTHA

declined from thirty-four to trventy-six percent (I\4THA, l9B2- 1995) At the same time, the
percentage ofpeopie on general welfare increased from ten to trventy-ttvo percent over the same

period.
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Table 5.12
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Table 5.13
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33

22

26.5V.

lO0"/"

Pomeroy (forthcoming) further notes there is a lack ofliterature specifically referring to
residualization of public housing in Canada and that there is no data available for the trends
occurring in the 1990s. Based on the limited data sources and similar experiences occurring in

Britain there are strong indicators that the residualization process will become increasingly
important to public and private rental housing in canada (Pomeroy forthcoming, 10). The lack of
secondary sources on residualization in Canada has also been noted by lVlurdie (1994), who draws

trvo primary conclusions from his research.

There has been a shiÍì from a relatively high percentage oflarge familyorientated households in 1970 to a higher proportion of elderly in 1989.
There has been a change in the source of income from employment income
to various forms ofsocial assistance. (Ibid,298.)

From the data collected Murdie has concluded that

The MTHA projects have become increasingly unlike the rest of Toronto,
and a home for the most impoverished in society - one parent families,
mostly female led, low income households that are not keeping up with
income increases in the rest of society, the unemployed, fhose who are
unable to r.vork or have given up looking for work, and a relatively large
number of visible minorities, particularly black who entered Canada in the
1970's (Murdie 1994, 319.)

Due to a shortage ofliterature and statistical data available on the changing socioeconomic characteristics ofpublic housing tenants in Canada, the information presented here does

not definitely establish that the rafe of residualization in Canada will increase. These statistics
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establish however, that residualization, along with polarization and marginalization, are present

within the canadian housing system, even though they have not yet developed to the degree they
have in B¡itain.

5.3.4 Conclusions
The presence ofpolarization, marginalization and residualization in the Canadian housing
system are different than in

Britain. This is primarily due to the different groups.rvhich public

housing serves Nevertheless, the changes to government housing policies in the mid-eighties
have had a signifrcant impact on the processes ofpolarization, marginalization and residualization.

In terms ofpolarization, the increase is most notable u'hen examining the widening gap between
those able to afford home ownership and those unable to afford it.
The marginalization process is the least evident in canada due to the canadian public

housing system always serving a more needy clientele than council housing in

Britain The

development ofthe core need model and the elimination of funding for new social housing
horvever, rvill contribute to an increasingly marginal group living in canadian public housing.
Due to the lack of data and literature available on residualization in Canada there can be
no frrm conclusions reached in this section. AJthough limited, the data supports the jdea that
publíc housing in Canada is increasingly being occupied by those relying on government assistance
and other forms of income rather than employment as their primary source of income.
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5.5 Conclusions

Polarization, marginalization, and residualization have come to play an increasingly
important role in the public housing systems in Brifain and Canada since the changes to public
housing policy occurred in the 1980's. In Britain polarization has cont¡ibuted to a widening gap
between those able to purchase their council house and those unable to afford purchase.

Polarization has also contributed to a greater disparity between the number ofowner occupiers
and renters in different regions in the country. Home ownership for those with high incomes has
become more affordable than it was ten years ago and has become less affordable for those in the

lowest income quintile.
Given that public housing in Britain and Canada served different groups, there is difficulty
in comparing the degree of marginalization in each country. This thesis has demonstrated that,
although British public housing originally did not serve the most marginal groups changes to
public housing policy in the past fifteen years have resulted in an increase in the number

of

marginal groups living in council housing. Marginalization in canada has always been more
prominent that in Britajn due to the groups that public housing serves, changes to public housing

policy in the 1990s will also result in an increasingly marginal group in public housing.
The increase in the residualization of public housing in Britain has been one ofthe most
signifrcant effects of privatization. The decrease in economically active heads ofhouseholds and
the increase in lower income people living in public housing supports the notion ofthe
residualization ofcouncil housing. In canada, the research carried out by Murdie (1994) and
Pomeroy (1994, forthcoming) also supports the beliefthat residualization is occuring in the
Canadian public housing s¡rstem.
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study based on the statistics canada Household Income Facilities and Equipment (HIFE)
microdata sets lor 1972, 1976 and 1986.
For a more complete examination of the findings refer to Murdie, Robert. "social
Polarization and Public Housing in canada: A case Study of the Metropolitan Toronto
Housing Authority." in The chan-eing canadian Metropolis: A public policy perspective.
Institute of Governmental Studies Press University of California, Berleley 1994.
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Chapter 6

THE END OF PUBLIC HOUSING?

The purpose ofthis thesis was to provide a critical analysis, explanation and evaluation

of

how public housing, as one service provided by the welfare state, was targeted for dismantling in
Britain and canada between 1980-1995. This was done by exploring four themes:

(l)

the

classìfication ofthe Swedish, British, canadian and American welfare states, using Esping
Andersen's welfare worlds model, (2) the political influence of the New Right and other economic
and sociological factors which contributed to the uffavelling

ofthe welfare states; (3) the

retrenchment ofthe public housing systems ín canada and Britain, and (4) the repercussions

of

these retrenchment policies.

Whìle Chapter One provided an overview of the thesis Chapter Two demonstrated that

not all welfare states provide the same level of social services and programs. chapter Two
demonstrated that, according to Esping-Andersen's welfare worlds model, the type of welfare
state a country is classified as depends on the program being used in the classifrcation. EspingAndersen's welfare worlds model differentiates between the various types of welfare worlds. The

welfare worlds model identifies Sweden as belonging to the social democratic world. The social
democratic world is based primarily on prevention and the provision ofbenefits on a universal
scale to its citizens. The liberal model, on the other hand, focuses on private production and

means-tested public assistance, and is reactive rather than proactive in nature. According to

Esping-Andersen's classifrcation system, Britain, canada and the united states belong to the
liberal world.
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The unravelling

ofthe welfare state which emerged in all four countries occurred due to

a

combination offactors. Olsen (1996) has categorized these into three primary groups: political,
economic and sociological factors. The degree to which these factors contributed to the
retrenchment of the welfare state varies in each country. As outlined in Chapter Two, the shift to
the right in the political spectrum has been the most notable and well documented factor

contributing to the demise ofthe welfare state. The defeat of the Social Democratic Party in
Sweden in 1991, the election of the Conservative government in Britain

in

1979, the election

of

the Conservafive government in Canada in 1984, and the election ofthe Republican party to

power in the United States in 1980 were the catalysts for the unravelling ofthe welfare state in
each country. The general fiscal crisis facing governments, and the shift in the balance ofpower,
away from the labour movement facilited the unravelling

ofthe social programs and services, once

considered a fundamental part of the welfare state. Chapter Two laid the foundation for the

welfare state today, by establishing that the restructuring ofthe welfare state is not an anomaly,
but rather a phenomena which has been occurring in many welfare states.
Examining the historical evolution of public housing in Britain and Canada provided a
clear analysis ofthe development of public housing in each country. Thus, the convergence

of

public housing polices towards a non-interventionist perspective, in both nations, becomes clear

with the analysis ofthe legislation and policies developed which promoted privatization in Britain
and federal disentanglement in Canada.
The historical evolution ofpublic housing presented in Chapter Th¡ee laid the foundation

for examining the covergence of public housing in Britain and Canada. Chapter Four focused on
how the right-wing governments of Britain and Canada have restructured their public housing
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programs in the past fifteen years. Although Britain and Canada are classified as belonging to the

liberal model, the retrenchment ofpublic housing in both contributed to a movement to the right

ofthe political spectrum, further away from the social democratic world. The first

step towards

the dismantling of the welfare state in Britain emerged with the introduction of the 1980 Housing

Act under the conservative Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher. The frrst attack on the public
housing system in Canada came in 1986 with the elimination of mixed income public housing
projects, the Federal-Provincial/Territorial agreements and the development ofthe Core Need

Model. These

steps taken by the British and Canadian governments shortly after the election

of

right-wing conservative governments were indicative ofthe direction the governments would
pursue for the next fifteen years.
These initial developments represented the first in a series oflegislation and policy

developments which focused on decreasing government responsibility for housing low income
people, either through privatization or by increasing the responsibility ofother levels

of

government and non-governmental organizations The decreased government commitment
resulted in more reliance on private production and means-tested public assistance programs,
placing Britain and Canada firmly within the liberal world.
The privatizafion of public housing in Britain had the obvious consequence ofincreasing
the rate ofhome ownership in Britain (see Table 4

l)

and decreasing the availability ofrental

housing for low income people. Although the privatization of the public housing in canada has

not yet occurred, there were significant repercussions emerging from the policy developments in
the 1980s. The most notable was the decrease in money allocated for social housing, resulting in
a decrease in the const¡uction

ofunits and an eventual decline in the supply of social rented
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housing. This decline is the most prominent issue to emerge out ofthe retrenchment ofthe
public housing systems in Britain and Canada. Chapter Five pointed out however, that the decline
in the construction ofsocial rented housing and the increase in home ownership are not the only
issues

to emerge out ofthe privatization program in Britaìn and federal disentanglement in

Canada.

The repercussions ofthe dismantling of the welfare states is something that may not be

fully realized for sometime to come. The elimination of funding for public housing in Britain and
canada will have significant repercussions. As presented in chapter Five the processes

of

polarization, marginalizafion and residualization are issues which will play an increasingly
important role in the development of government housing policy in the future. The acceleration
of these processes and their repercussions on public housing in Brìtain and, to a lesser extent in
canada, cannot be ignored. The increasing polarization between owners and renters, and the
rising proportion of disadvantage people living in public housing combined with the subsequent
decline in the supply ofpublic housing have all become issues at the forefront ofpublic housing
policy,

ln the future the degree to which governments will allow this decline in public housing to
occur must be addressed.

will

and renters in core need?

Will legislation be developed to ensure that once the administration of

governments intervene to bridge the gap between home owners

the social housing stock is transferred to the provinces that this housing will remain as social
housing stock and not be privatized as has been done in Britain?

will

programs be developed to

ensure that the economically disadvantage are housed in housing meeting all

ofthe core Need

Model requirements of adequacy, suitability and affordability? Will steps be taken to ensure that
r67

the remaining public housing stock does not detedorate to a condition similar to the public
housing ghettos ofrhe United States?.
This thesis has demonstrated that the changes occurring to the British and canadian

welfare states will have an important impact on the availability affordable rental housing. The
retrenchment ofthe British and Canadian pubtic housing programs are not anomalies but form a
smaller component ofthe general restructuring that is occu(ing in many countries due to
changing political, economic and sociological factors.
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Appendix

1

Table I
The Development of British Public Housine policy
Pre World War

1848 Public

I

(Pre 1919)

Heath Act. Established the general Board ofHealth and enabled local boards to

be set up,

1868 Artisan's and Labourers's Dwelling Act (Torrens Act). Authorities

given the power to
demolish individual unfrt houses. No compensation for owners and no municipal
rebuilding.

1890

Housing of the Working Classes Act. Consolidated and amended earlier legislation.
Part I dealt with areas ofunfit and insanitary housing and rebuilding powers. Part II dealt
with individual unft houses. Part III dealt with local authority powers to build housing for
general needs.

World War I to World War

l9l5

II

(1919-1944)

rncrease of Rent and Mortgâges Interest Act
interest rates at their August 1914levels.

(war restrictions).

Fixed rents and

1919 Housing and Town Planning Act, (Addison Act)

1923

Ho*sing Act (chamberlain Act). Introduced a new subsidy with fixed Exchequer
liability and not mandatory rate contribution. Intended mainly to stimulafe private builders.
Withdrawn in 1929

1921

Housing (Finance Provisions) Act (wheatly Act). Introduced
with mandatory rate contribution. Withdrawn 1933.

1930

Housing Act (Greenwood Act). Intended to promote slumclearance, new subsidy
calculated on the number of people rehoused from clearance areas. permitted local
authorities to operate rent rebates.

1935

Housing Act' New subsidies to help with the relief of overcrowding. Local authorities
required to operate one Housing Revenue Account, and permitted to pool rent and
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a new, higher subsidy

subsidies.

Post World War

II

(1945-1979)

1954 Housing Repairs and Rent Act,

Restarted slum clearance and encouraged private sector
improvement. Introduced 1 2 point standard' for improvement

1955

Policy shift

1969 Housing Act.

Raised level of improvement grants and introduced 'general improvement

areas'

1974

Housing Act. Introduced Housing Action Areas and expanded the role ofthe Housing
Corporation.

Thatcherism ( 1980- 1992)

1980 Housing Act. Introduced 'Right to Buy', Tenants

Charter and New Housing Subsidy

System Changes to Rent Act.

1984 Housing and Building Control Act. Extended

and

tightened'Right to Buy'.

Extended 'Right to Buy' discounts, but Lords, amendment
excluded dwelling suitable for the elderly. Facilitated block sales ofestates.

1986 Housing and Planning Act.

1988 Housing Act. Deregulation ofprivate renting New

frnancial arrangements for housing
associations Tenants Choice and Housing Action Trusts introduced.

Jb¡¡rce: Forrest and Murie 1990
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Appendix 2
Table I
The Development of Canadian Public Housing Policy

1935 Dominion

Housing Act (DHA) was introduced. Under the DHA, a $10 million fund was
established to help prospective builders and home owners secure
Loans were
provided jointly by the federal government and authorized lenders. Replaced by the NHA
in 1938

loans.

1938 National Housing Act (NIIA). Marked the beginning of a greater federal role in
housing. Primary intent was to stimulate housing production and employment. A direct
federal role in the provision ofhousing for low-income households was created.
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Wartime Housing Limited (WHL) was established It was a crown corporation whose
mandate was to construct, purchase, rent and manage rental housing for war workers in
areas experiencing housing shortages absorbed and dismantled by CMHC in 1948.

1946 Centrâl Mortgage

and Housing Corporation (CMHC) was established. Canada's
national housing agency, renamed Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 1979.
CMHC is the crown corporation responsible for administering housing legislation, such as

the

NIIA.

1954 Feder¿l/Provincial Public Housing Program

was introduced under NHA Section 40.
The program stipulates that the capital costs and operating losses ìncurred by the creation
of public housing projects be shared on a 7 5o/o-25Yo basis between the federal and
provincial government. CMHC assumes responsibility for approving, planning and
designing these projects.

1956 Montreal's first public housing project

(Jeanne Mance) was approved.
public
Vancouver's first
housing project (Strathcona) was developed.

[96,]

Urban Renewal and Public housing Programs were expanded under NHA Section 35.

171

1965 FederavProvincial Public lrousing Program

under NHASection 40 was expanded in
the prairie provinces to include housing for indigenous persons.

1968 Hellyer Task Force was established.
Federal government imposed a moratorium on all new urban renewal approvals and on the
development of large public housing projects.

1969 Public Housing Program

under

NHA Sections 43

and,44 was introduced.

1973 Assisted Home-Ownership Program (AHOP) was introduced.
Neighbourhood Improvement Program (NIP) was introduced.
Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAp)was introduced.

Nonprofit and Cooperative Ilousing Programs under
was introduced

NllA

Sections 15 1 and 34 lg

More unilateral federal and provincial measures began in place ofjoint cost-shared federalprovincial activities.

Urban Renewal Program was terminated.

1974 Multiple Unit Residentiâl Building (MURB)

scheme

was introduced.

Registered Home Ownership Savings PIan (RIIOSp) was introduced.

Rural and Native Housing (RNII) Programs were introduced.
British Columbia became the first province to deal with the loss of rental units resulting
from condominium conversions by amending its legislation to give municipalities the
ability to stop the conversion of rental units.

1978

Non-profit and cooperative Irousing programs under NHA Section 56.1 were
int¡oduced.

AIIOP, ARP, NHA Sections, 15.1,34.18, 40,42 and NIp were terminated.
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1982 Canadian Home-Ownership Stimulafion plan (CHOSP) was introduced.
MURB was terminated.

f983 NIIA

Section 56.1 evaluation was produced.

CHOSP, CHRP and CMRP were terminated.

1985 Federal Consultation "Paper

on Housing" was published.

198ó Federal-Provincial/Territorial Agreements. New Federal,/Provincial

cost-sharing and

delivery arrangement for social housing was introduced.

Income Mixing in Federal Social Housing programs ended and was replaced by
specific targeting to only the most needy households.

1992 Co-operative housing program

1993 Elimination offudning for

wâs terminâted

new social housing

Source; Miron 1994
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Appendix

Table I

3

History of Reductions to CMHC's Budget, 1984-1993

November 1984

Economic Sfatement The Nov. Federal Budget reduced Non-profit and
RNH subsidy units, eliminated Non-profit RRAP & reduced Research
budget. The impact over the 7 year period covering 85/96-91192 was
$127 8 m

Budget The Feb. Federal Budget reduced Rental RRAp, Research &
Communication. The impact over the 7 year period covering g5/g691/92 was $80.3 m
Bud=set The April Federal Budget eliminated Rental RRAp
coverins 87188-91192 was S 146 m

February 1990

Budget The April Federal Budget reduced new commitmenfsby

15%o,

across the board reduction and reduced the research budget. The impact
covering 89190-9'\192 was $54.8 m

Februara

l99l

Februarv 1992

Budget The Feb. Federal Budget continued the l5%o across the board
reduction to new commitments, reduced Operating Budget, Research
and imposed various efficiency measures. The impact over the 1 year
iod covering 91192 was $54.8 m.
Bud=eet The Feb. Federal Budget terminated the Coop-ILM program,
imposed CAP to Social Housing new commitments to limit new delivery
to a $70 m Cap in 1992 and $45 m thereafter, reduced by 3% the NonSalary Personnel Reduction, imposed various effrciency measures, &
continued the reduction in Research & Communications. The impact

over the 5 year period covering 92193-96197 was $664.8 m
December 2,
1992

Economic and Financial Statement The Dec. Economic Statement
imposed a CAP to Social Housing new commitments to limit new
delivery to a $41 m Cap in 1993 and $37 m in 1994 onward,s, a2year
wage freeze & further reduced the Research budget. The impact over the
5 year period is included in the April 1993 Budset below

April 26, 1993

Budget The April Federal Budget eliminated the new Social Housing
Commitments in I99.1 onwards except for On-Reserve programs and
again reduced the Research budget The impact over the 5 year period
including the 1992 December Economic Statement and 1993 Federal
/94-97/98) was $600 miliion
Source; CMLIC, in Carter, Kastes and patterson 1994
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