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  15.	
  až	
  17.	
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  2014	
  	
  
Hotel	
  Sorea	
  Regia,	
  BraKslava	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

Konferenciu	
  podporil	
  Nadačný	
  fond	
  Slovenských	
  elektrární	
  v	
  Nadácii	
  Pon;s.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  	
  
	
  	
  
	
  	
  
	
  	
  
	
  





SCALE	
  OF	
  THE	
  PROBLEM	
  

•  Es0mates	
  vs.	
  counts	
  (provide	
  social	
  profiling)	
  vs.	
  
stats	
  of	
  providers	
  (cost	
  data)	
  
– Es0mates:	
  app.	
  30	
  thousand	
  countrywide	
  
– Count:	
  2014:	
  app.	
  10500	
  respondents,	
  but	
  ‚only’	
  
70-­‐80%	
  of	
  shelter	
  clients	
  responded	
  	
  

– Providers:	
  2014:	
  app.	
  10000	
  beds	
  



FEATURES	
  

•  Increase	
  since	
  2009	
  
•  More	
  urban	
  than	
  rural	
  problem	
  
•  Budapest	
  taking	
  up	
  app.	
  2/3	
  of	
  all	
  homeless	
  
•  More	
  men	
  than	
  women	
  
•  More	
  middle	
  aged	
  than	
  young/elderly	
  	
  
•  80%	
  are	
  single/divorsed	
  
•  Increasing	
  share	
  of	
  Roma	
  	
  
•  Rough	
  sleepers	
  app.	
  20-­‐40%	
  of	
  all	
  homeless	
  



HISTORICAL	
  DEVELOPMENT:	
  	
  
Homeless	
  provision	
  framed	
  by	
  decentralisa0on	
  

•  Transi0on	
  –	
  decentralisa0on	
  of	
  social	
  services:	
  local	
  government	
  
responsibility,	
  great	
  fragmenta0on,	
  variety	
  of	
  players	
  emerged	
  (service	
  
delivery	
  is	
  joined	
  ac0vity)	
  

•  Homelessness	
  provision:	
  neglected	
  field	
  („forbidden”	
  before	
  transi0on	
  –	
  
„uncovered”	
  homelessness	
  in	
  1989/90)	
  

•  Non-­‐governmental	
  players	
  established	
  service	
  provision	
  before	
  state/
regula0on/financing,	
  hence	
  the	
  state	
  is	
  not	
  „enabling”,	
  it	
  is	
  lagging	
  behind/
catching	
  up	
  

•  Today	
  app.	
  50%	
  of	
  all	
  providers	
  are	
  non-­‐profit,	
  financing	
  mixed	
  
•  Regional	
  dispari0es	
  (demand/supply	
  ques0ons,	
  ins0tu0onal	
  solu0ons	
  –	
  

coverage	
  of	
  costs)	
  

Metropolitan	
  Research	
  Ins0tute	
   4	
  



CONTEXT	
  
•  General	
  shortage	
  of	
  affordable	
  /	
  social	
  housing	
  

–  Low	
  share	
  within	
  the	
  housing	
  sector	
  
–  Low	
  turnover	
  /	
  lack	
  of	
  new	
  available	
  stock	
  

•  Decentralised	
  social	
  housing	
  policy	
  
•  Shortage	
  of	
  housing	
  subsidies/rent	
  allowance	
  schemes	
  	
  

–  Low	
  replacement	
  rate	
  	
  
–  Constrained	
  to	
  subsectors	
  

•  Generally	
  weak	
  rights	
  to	
  housing	
  



INSTITUTIONS	
  
•  Homeless	
  provision	
  containing	
  housing	
  services:	
  

–  Shelters	
  
–  Transitory	
  homes	
  
– Marginal	
  off-­‐mainstream	
  housing	
  services	
  
–  Temporary	
  housing	
  allowance	
  based	
  services	
  

•  Cri0que:	
  discon0nuity	
  of	
  services	
  –	
  the	
  typical	
  failure	
  of	
  
the	
  staircase	
  approach	
  	
  



LEGAL	
  BACKGROUND	
  

•  Fourth	
  Amendment	
  of	
  the	
  Cons0tu0on	
  2013	
  
•  Services	
  defined	
  by	
  the	
  Social	
  Act	
  of	
  1993:3	
  
•  Certain	
  condi0ons	
  defined	
  by	
  The	
  Social	
  Decree	
  
2001:1	
  



4th	
  Amendment	
  of	
  the	
  Cons0tu0on	
  

“for	
  the	
  protec+on	
  of	
  public	
  order,	
  public	
  safety,	
  
public	
  health	
  and	
  cultural	
  heritage	
  a	
  law	
  or	
  local	
  
decree	
  might	
  outlaw	
  occupying	
  public	
  space	
  for	
  
living	
  purposes”.	
  	
  
	
  
So	
  far,	
  more	
  of	
  a	
  theore0cal	
  possibility	
  than	
  a	
  real	
  threat	
  



4th	
  Amendment	
  of	
  the	
  Cons0tu0on	
  

•  S0ll,	
  Budapest	
  has	
  its	
  own	
  decree	
  of	
  public	
  places	
  
where	
  rough	
  sleeping	
  is	
  forbidden	
  

•  Police	
  randomly	
  ask	
  homeless	
  people	
  to	
  move	
  
from	
  these	
  „forbidden	
  zones”	
  

•  Those	
  who	
  refuse	
  are	
  escorted	
  to	
  a	
  special	
  
Government	
  Bureau	
  by	
  the	
  16-­‐member	
  
specialized	
  police	
  squad	
  and	
  usually	
  get	
  away	
  with	
  
a	
  warning	
  



4th	
  Amendment	
  of	
  the	
  Cons0tu0on	
  

Ar+cle	
  22	
  
•  (1)	
  Hungary	
  shall	
  strive	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  condi+ons	
  of	
  
housing	
  according	
  to	
  human	
  dignity	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  access	
  to	
  
public	
  services	
  for	
  all	
  its	
  ci+zens.	
  	
  

•  (2)	
  The	
  state	
  and	
  local	
  governments	
  shall,	
  among	
  others,	
  
endorse	
  the	
  crea+on	
  of	
  the	
  condi+ons	
  of	
  housing	
  
according	
  to	
  human	
  dignity	
  by	
  striving	
  to	
  provide	
  
accommoda+on	
  to	
  all	
  homeless	
  ci+zens.	
  	
  

Unfortunately,	
  these	
  ar0cles	
  are	
  not	
  respected.	
  



Social	
  Act	
  1993:3	
  

•  “Local	
  governments,	
  without	
  regards	
  to	
  their	
  
scope	
  of	
  authority	
  or	
  jurisdic+on,	
  are	
  obliged	
  to	
  
provide	
  people	
  in	
  need	
  with	
  temporary	
  financial	
  
assistance,	
  food	
  and	
  accommoda+on,	
  if	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  
these	
  endanger	
  the	
  safety	
  or	
  livelihood	
  of	
  the	
  
person	
  in	
  need.”	
  	
  



Social	
  Act	
  1993:3	
  

2	
  defini0ons	
  of	
  homelessness:	
  
•  Person	
  without	
  a	
  home,	
  sleeping	
  rough,	
  or	
  in	
  a	
  
place	
  not	
  fit	
  for	
  human	
  habita0on	
  

•  Person	
  without	
  a	
  legal	
  address,	
  or	
  with	
  an	
  address	
  
of	
  a	
  homeless	
  service	
  



Social	
  Act	
  1993:3	
  

	
  Basic	
  services	
  
–  Soup	
  kitchen	
  
–  Outreach	
  work	
  /	
  street	
  work	
  
–  Day	
  centres	
  
Specialized	
  services	
  
– Rehabilita0on	
  service	
  
– Night	
  shelter	
  
– Hostel	
  
– Home	
  for	
  the	
  elderly	
  homeless	
  



Social	
  Act	
  1993:3	
  

Services	
  for	
  the	
  homeless	
  can	
  be	
  operated	
  
– Directly	
  by	
  local	
  authori0es	
  
– NGO-­‐s	
  
– Churches	
  
	
  
	
  If	
  they	
  fit	
  the	
  regula0ons	
  defined	
  by	
  law	
  and	
  get	
  
accredited,	
  they	
  are	
  en0tled	
  to	
  norma0ve	
  state	
  
financing	
  

	
  



Basic	
  services	
  

Outreach	
  work	
  
– Monitor	
  the	
  situa0on	
  of	
  people	
  sleeping	
  rough	
  
–  Ini0ate	
  services	
  for	
  them	
  
– Coordinated	
  by	
  regional	
  24-­‐hour	
  phone	
  lines	
  
Operate	
  at	
  least	
  6	
  hours	
  a	
  day	
  (work	
  days	
  only)	
  
6-­‐10	
  PM	
  during	
  the	
  winter	
  

(this	
  is	
  an	
  excep0on:	
  contracts	
  for	
  a	
  fix	
  dura0on,	
  by	
  
compe00on,	
  based	
  on	
  geographical	
  needs)	
  	
  



Basic	
  services	
  
Day	
  Centres	
  (Social	
  Decree	
  2001:1)	
  
•  open	
  at	
  least	
  for	
  six	
  hours	
  a	
  day	
  
•  Free	
  0me	
  ac0vi0es	
  
•  Opportunity	
  to	
  rest	
  
•  Shower	
  
•  Wash	
  clothes	
  
•  Social	
  work	
  –	
  advisor	
  
Obliga0on	
  for	
  local	
  authori0es	
  30	
  000+	
  



Specialized	
  services	
  

Night	
  shelters	
  (Social	
  Decree	
  2001:1)	
  
•  open	
  at	
  least	
  for	
  14	
  hours	
  a	
  day	
  (night)	
  
•  Rooms	
  with	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  20	
  beds	
  
•  A	
  professional	
  person	
  on	
  duty	
  all	
  the	
  0me	
  
•  A	
  social	
  worker	
  available	
  at	
  least	
  4	
  hours	
  a	
  day	
  
•  Are	
  free	
  of	
  charge	
  
Obliga0on	
  for	
  local	
  authori0es	
  50	
  000+	
  
	
  



Specialized	
  services	
  

Hostels	
  (Social	
  Decree	
  2001:1)	
  
•  open	
  at	
  least	
  for	
  16	
  hours	
  a	
  day	
  (night)	
  
•  Rooms	
  with	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  15	
  beds	
  
•  A	
  professional	
  person	
  on	
  duty	
  all	
  the	
  0me	
  
•  A	
  social	
  worker	
  available	
  at	
  least	
  6	
  hours	
  a	
  day,	
  
providing	
  personalized	
  care	
  

•  Should	
  ask	
  for	
  a	
  fee	
  from	
  users	
  
Obliga0on	
  for	
  local	
  authori0es	
  50	
  000+	
  
	
  



Specialized	
  services	
  

Homes	
  for	
  the	
  elderly	
  homeless	
  (Social	
  Decree	
  
2001:1)	
  

•  Health	
  +	
  social	
  care	
  for	
  elderly	
  homeless	
  people	
  
Not	
  obligatory	
  for	
  any	
  local	
  authority	
  
	
  
Transi@ory	
  homes	
  for	
  families	
  –	
  regulated	
  under	
  
the	
  Child	
  Prote0on	
  Act	
  

	
  
	
  



Budapest	
  

•  Day	
  centers	
  –	
  obliga0on	
  of	
  districts	
  

•  Shelters	
  +	
  hostels	
  –	
  obliga0on	
  of	
  Budapest	
  







Specialized	
  services	
  

Rehab	
  Hostels	
  (Social	
  Decree	
  2001:1)	
  
•  Aim:	
  help	
  people	
  back	
  to	
  independent	
  living,	
  help	
  
restore	
  employability,	
  housing	
  skills,	
  stc.	
  

•  Organize	
  apercare	
  with	
  other	
  stake	
  holders	
  
Not	
  obligatory	
  for	
  any	
  local	
  authority	
  
	
  





FUNDING	
  
Total:	
  app.	
  30	
  million	
  €	
  
Outreach:	
  20	
  700	
  €	
  /service	
  /year	
  	
  
Day	
  centre:	
  €	
  656/user/year	
  (only	
  workdays),	
  a	
  max.	
  of	
  150%	
  if	
  

overused	
  
Hostel:	
  €	
  1	
  490/user/year	
  (only	
  for	
  occupied	
  beds)	
  
Shelter:	
  €	
  1	
  490/user/year	
  
	
  
70%	
  of	
  all	
  resources	
  go	
  on	
  staff	
  costs	
  
Appr.	
  60-­‐70%	
  of	
  real	
  costs	
  are	
  covered	
  
Churches	
  get	
  1.685	
  0mes	
  the	
  above	
  sums	
  
Un0l	
  2013,	
  app.	
  22	
  million	
  €	
  (5	
  billion	
  HUF)	
  EU	
  funded	
  calls	
  





2010/11	
  DATA	
  ON	
  COSTS	
  
•  Outreach	
  work:	
  €	
  26/user/month	
  	
  
•  Shelter	
  €	
  130/user/month.	
  
•  Budapest	
  spends	
  much	
  less	
  on	
  a	
  bed	
  in	
  a	
  shelter	
  than	
  if	
  they	
  offered	
  a	
  housing	
  

benefit	
  to	
  the	
  person	
  (€	
  32/month	
  as	
  opposed	
  to	
  €	
  83/month).	
  	
  
•  The	
  City	
  spends	
  €	
  67/month	
  on	
  subsidizing	
  the	
  housing	
  of	
  homeless	
  people	
  in	
  

workers’	
  hostels.	
  
•  A	
  homeless	
  person	
  on	
  average	
  spends	
  €	
  23/month	
  on	
  hostel	
  fees,	
  €	
  67	
  on	
  

workers’	
  hostel	
  and	
  €	
  167	
  on	
  ren0ng	
  an	
  apartment.	
  

•  The	
  cheapest	
  solu0on	
  overall	
  for	
  the	
  City	
  and	
  the	
  homeless	
  person	
  is	
  the	
  
workers’	
  hostel	
  (€	
  133/month),	
  then	
  comes	
  the	
  homeless	
  service	
  (€	
  187/month,	
  
including	
  public	
  funding),	
  and	
  the	
  most	
  expensive	
  form	
  of	
  housing	
  is	
  rental	
  (€	
  
250).	
  	
  	
  







Problems	
  

•  No	
  homelessness	
  or	
  housing	
  strategy,	
  linle	
  or	
  no	
  
preven0on	
  

•  No	
  ways	
  out	
  of	
  staircase	
  system	
  
•  “financial	
  assistance	
  can	
  be	
  provided	
  [from	
  the	
  
na0onal	
  budget]	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  housing	
  of	
  
homeless	
  people	
  leaving	
  temporary	
  
accommoda0on	
  facili0es”.	
  Budget	
  Act,	
  2013	
  –	
  not	
  
applied	
  



Problems	
  

Reintegra0on	
  for	
  people	
  with	
  a	
  low	
  income	
  not	
  
possible	
  due	
  to	
  lack	
  of	
  affordable	
  housing	
  

No	
  mid	
  –	
  or	
  long	
  term	
  reintegra0on	
  plans	
  (only	
  
short-­‐term	
  projects)	
  	
  	
  

	
  
Deficiencies	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  financing:	
  street	
  work	
  and	
  
non-­‐ins0tu0onal	
  services	
  s/a	
  help	
  desks,	
  
weekend-­‐opera0on	
  of	
  day-­‐care	
  ins0tu0ons	
  (!)	
  is	
  
heavily	
  hit	
  by	
  lack	
  of	
  norma0ve	
  financing	
  

	
  



Problems	
  

Ar+cle	
  22,	
  Cons+tu+on	
  
•  (1)	
  Hungary	
  shall	
  strive	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  condi+ons	
  of	
  
housing	
  according	
  to	
  human	
  dignity	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  access	
  to	
  
public	
  services	
  for	
  all	
  its	
  ci+zens.	
  	
  

•  (2)	
  The	
  state	
  and	
  local	
  governments	
  shall,	
  among	
  others,	
  
endorse	
  the	
  crea+on	
  of	
  the	
  condi+ons	
  of	
  housing	
  
according	
  to	
  human	
  dignity	
  by	
  striving	
  to	
  provide	
  
accommoda+on	
  to	
  all	
  homeless	
  ci+zens.	
  	
  



Panerns	
  for	
  housing	
  pathways	
  out	
  of	
  
homelessness	
  

•  Several	
  na0onally	
  or	
  EU	
  funded	
  programs	
  for	
  a	
  small	
  
frac0on	
  of	
  homeless	
  –	
  typically	
  involving	
  the	
  private	
  
rental	
  sector	
  

•  Via	
  the	
  social	
  housing	
  sector	
  –	
  but	
  „risky	
  group”,	
  and	
  
due	
  to	
  decentralised	
  housing	
  policy,	
  only	
  few	
  
municipali0es	
  apply	
  this	
  approach	
  

•  Housing	
  lead	
  EU	
  funded	
  pilot	
  projects:	
  the	
  costs	
  for	
  
one	
  year:	
  €	
  3670/client	
  (see	
  content	
  later)	
  



Programs	
  under	
  the	
  loop	
  
– Examina0on	
  of	
  3	
  on-­‐going	
  short-­‐term	
  housing-­‐led	
  
programs	
  in	
  Budapest	
  

– Reseach	
  methodology:	
  
•  Interviews	
  with	
  program	
  staff	
  
•  Focus	
  group	
  discussions	
  with	
  par0cipants	
  (Program	
  1)	
  
•  Interviews	
  with	
  par0cipants	
  (on-­‐going)	
  













Changes	
  aper	
  12	
  months	
  
•  Generally	
  bener	
  health	
  	
  
•  Ability	
  to	
  maintain	
  a	
  household	
  
•  Program	
  2:	
  more	
  par0cipants	
  gezng	
  social	
  
benefits	
  and	
  public	
  work	
  

•  Increase	
  of	
  income	
  aper	
  being	
  housed	
  
•  General	
  op0mism	
  aper	
  being	
  housed	
  (Program	
  1	
  
esp)	
  



Lessons	
  learnt	
  
•  1	
  year	
  of	
  support	
  is	
  not	
  sufficient	
  for	
  most	
  people	
  to	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  

sustain	
  housing	
  
•  Stable	
  sufficient	
  income	
  is	
  a	
  must	
  (though	
  not	
  enough	
  in	
  itself)	
  
•  Income	
  from	
  work	
  is	
  very	
  vulnerable	
  for	
  this	
  popula0on	
  
•  Availability	
  of	
  specialized	
  help	
  might	
  not	
  be	
  enough	
  –	
  help	
  should	
  

go	
  to	
  one’s	
  home	
  
•  Flexible	
  work	
  hours	
  for	
  staff	
  is	
  needed	
  













Dissimilari0es	
  with	
  HF	
  models	
  
•  Guiding	
  principle:	
  household	
  should	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  finance	
  the	
  

maintenance	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  dwelling	
  (as	
  opposed	
  to	
  individually	
  
tailored	
  services)	
  

•  Floa0ng	
  support:	
  very	
  arbitary	
  whether	
  taken	
  up	
  
•  Availability	
  of	
  case	
  workers:	
  fewer	
  home	
  visits,	
  other times based	
  

in	
  an	
  office	
  (where	
  addi0onal	
  services	
  are	
  also	
  poten0ally	
  available)	
  
•  Short-­‐term	
  programs	
  
•  Clients	
  get	
  mainstreamed	
  nearly	
  immediately	
  (by	
  a	
  system	
  that	
  

made	
  them	
  stay	
  homeless	
  for	
  many	
  years)	
  



Lessons	
  learnt	
  

•  HU	
  examples:	
  cannot	
  tackle	
  structural	
  deficiencies	
  but	
  
can	
  effec0vely	
  strengthen	
  individual	
  pathways	
  into	
  
housing	
  

•  Star0ng	
  point:	
  housing	
  serving	
  the	
  smoother	
  recovery	
  of	
  
clients	
  vs.	
  housing	
  for	
  rough	
  sleepers	
  

•  Pressure	
  on	
  clients	
  and	
  providers	
  vs.	
  the	
  project	
  cycle	
  vs.	
  
sustainable	
  and	
  flexible	
  support,	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  needed	
  

•  Target	
  group:	
  individuals	
  vs.	
  couples	
  




