
THE ROLE OF HOMELESSNESS SERVICES IN 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM

Housing policy and housing rights have historically 
been the most retarded areas of the social security 
system (Torgersen, 1987). Since the 1990s, this 
situation has slowly changed. Homelessness has 
been recognized as a major global problem and the 
structural aspects such as dramatic changes in the 
labour market and weak social policies have been 
identified as the main underlying causes (Hopper, 
Susser & Conover, 1985; Burt, 1997; Loopstra, 2015). 
In countries with a well-developed welfare system, 
social policies based on the concepts of equal access 
to housing and ‘Housing First’ approach, have been 
gradually strengthened. Housing, as a fundamental 
human right, should be guaranteed to citizens by 
legislative acts whereas it should be realized through 
state political documents - strategy and action plans.

By studying successful strategy examples of different 
countries, the present brief seeks to review the 
measures against homelessness as well as their 
planning and implementation principles. We believe 
that only the analysis of established social security 
systems and their underpinnings can give an in-depth 
insight into these issues.  It is widely believed that the 
scale and causes of homelessness are closely related to 
the type of the social system established in the country. 
In particular, the poorer the social security systems 
and services and the weaker the state›s involvement 
in promoting welfare are, the higher is the rate of 
homelessness. In conditions  of an underdeveloped 
welfare system, homelessness is mainly driven 
by structural factors (lack of housing and labour 
market regulation, poorly developed social security 
services) that put the broader population at threat of 
homelessness, irreversibly magnifying the scales of the 
problem and complicating its settlement (Stephen & 
Fitzpatrick, 2007).

For different types of social security systems, various 
factors are considered to be main guarantors of 
citizen welfare. Based on the relationship between the 
state, the market and the family, as well as  the state›s 

responsibility to ensure the well-being of its citizens, to 
take care of poverty eradication and overall inequality 
reduction (Esping-Andersen, 2007), three main social 
security systems can be singled out - liberal, continental 
and social-democratic [1].

In a liberal system, state intervention in addressing 
the social needs of citizens is minimal. It is believed 
that citizens, through the labour market, should solve 
household welfare issues, ensure life risks, avoid income 
loss and poverty, get education or provide for health 
care on their own. The state only intervenes when 
citizens› attempts to secure their own income from the 
labour market bear no results. The given system mostly 
includes targeted social services that are responsive 
in nature. The main drawback of the liberal system 
lies in the rise of inequality. There is a big shift in the 
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უსახლკარობის წინააღმდეგ ბრძოლის 
ღონისძიებები - საერთაშორისო მიმოხილვა

წლების მანძილზე, უსახლკარობა არაღიარებულ 
პრობლემას წარმოადგენდა საქართველოში. ღია 
საზოგადოების ფონდის ეგიდით ჩატარებულმა 
კვლევებმა გამოავლინა, რომ უსახლკარობასთან 
ბრძოლის სისტემური ხედვის არარსებობის 
პირობებში, საცხოვრისის მუნიციპალური 
სერვისები სუსტ და ფრაგმენტულ ხასიათს 
ატარებს. 2019 წლის მაისში, ღია საზოგადოების 
ფონდმა საქართველოს 6 მუნიციპალიტეტისგან 
საცხოვრისის სერვისებისა და მოქალაქეთა 
მიმართვიანობის შესახებ ინფორმაცია 
გამოითხოვა. ამან შექმნა ბაზა პოლიტიკის 
დოკუმენტებისათვის, რომელიც უსახლკარობისა 
და საცხოვრისთან დაკავშირებულ საკითხებს 
მიმოიხილავს.

თინა ყიფშიძე ნოემბერი,2019, თბილისისერია #2,

მწირია სოციალური დაცვის სისტემა და სერვისები და 
რაც უფრო სუსტია სახელმწიფოს მონაწილეობა 
კეთილდღეობის სისტემების ხელშეწყობაში, მით უფრო 
მაღალია უსახლკარობის მასშტაბი. ნაკლებად 
განვითარებულ კეთილდღეობის სისტემაში 
უსახლკარობას ძირითადად სტრუტურული ფაქტორები  
(საბინაო და შრომის ბაზრის რეგულირების 
არარსებობა, სუსტად განვითარებული სოციალური 
დაცვის სერვისები) განაპირობებს, რომლებიც 
მიუსაფრობის საფრთხეს უქმნის მოსახლეობის ფართო 
ფენებს, შეუქცევადად ზრდის პრობლემის მასშტაბებს და 
ართულებს მათ მოგვარებას (Stephen & Fitzpatrick, 
2007). 

სხვადასხვა ტიპის სოციალური დაცვის სისტემაში, 
მოქალაქის კეთილდღეობის მთავარ გარანტორად 
სხვადასხვა ფაქტორია მიჩნეული. სახელმწიფოს, 
ბაზრისა  და ოჯახის ურთიერთმიმართების საფუძველზე,  

სერია „საცხოვრისის პოლიტიკა საქართველოში“ N2

უსახლკარობის წინააღმდეგ 
ბრძოლის სერვისების ადგილი 
სოციალური დაცვის სისტემაში 
საბინაო პოლიტიკა და უფლება საცხოვრისზე 
ისტორიულად სოციალური დაცვის სისტემის ყველაზე 
ჩამორჩენილი სფერო იყო (Torgersen, 1987). 
1990-იანი წლებიდან ეს მდგომარეობა ნელნელა 
შეიცვალა და უსახლკარობა მნიშვნელოვან 
გლობალურ პრობლემად აღიარეს, ხოლო 
უსახლკარობის მთავარ მიზეზად სტრუქტურული 
ასპექტები - შრომის ბაზრის დრამატული 
ცვლილებები და სოციალური პოლიტიკის სისუსტე 
დასახელდა (Hopper,  Susser  &  Conover, 1985, 
Burt, 1997, Loopstra, 2015). კეთილდღეობის 
განვითარებული სისტემების მქონე სახელმწიფოებში 
თანდათან გაძლიერდა ისეთი სოციალური 
პოლიტიკა, რომელშიც საცხოვრისის მიმართ 
უფლებრივი მიდგომისა და საცხოვრისის უწინარესად 
გარანტირების (Housing First) კონცეფციებია 
მთავარი. საცხოვრისი, როგორც ადამიანის 
ფუნდამენტური უფლება, მოქალაქისათვის უმაღლესი 
საკანონმდებლო აქტების დონეზე უნდა იყოს 
გარანტირებული, ხოლო უფლების განხორციელება 
ქვეყნის პოლიტიკური ხედვის დოკუმენტის - 
სტრატეგიისა და სამოქმედო გეგმების საფუძველზე 
უნდა მოხდეს.

წინამდებარე ნაშრომის მიზანია, სხვადასხვა ქვეყნის 
წარმატებული სტრატეგიის მაგალითზე, მიმოიხილოს 
უსახლკარობის წინააღმდეგ ბრძოლის ღონისძიებები 
და მათი დაგეგმვისა და განხორციელების 
პრინციპები. აღნიშნული საკითხების სიღრმისეული 
გაგება კი მსოფლიოში დამკვიდრებული სოციალური 
დაცვის სისტემების და მათი საფუძვლების ანალიზის 
შედეგად წარმოგვიდგენია. გავრცელებული 
მოსაზრების თანახმად, უსახლკარობის მასშტაბი და 
მიზეზები მჭიდროდაა დაკავშირებული ქვეყნის 
სოციალური სისტემის ტიპთან.კერძოდ, რაც უფრო   
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workforce, the risk of unemployment, vulnerability to 
poverty and inequality is high (Esping-Andersen, 1990, 
2002; Esping-Andersen, & Myles, 2007) [2]. Within the 
liberal model, the problem of homelessness and lack 
of proper housing stands acute. Due to high rates of 
poverty and inequality, social exclusion of substantial 
part of the population and structural causes (economic 
crisis, weakness of the social system, etc.), countries 
with such a system are not much effective at coping 
with the problem of homelessness. The countries with 
a liberal system include the United States, Great Britain, 
Australia, Canada, Switzerland and New Zealand.

In the continental system, welfare services are based on 
social insurance funds [3], which are mandatory for all 
employed people. Insurance funds provide employees 
with basic social services - health, retirement, sickness 
insurance, unemployment assistance, or assistance 
for workplace injuries. Due to the peculiarities [4] 
formed at the stage of historical development, social 
vulnerability of women stands high in countries of such 
system. The problems include unpaid domestic labour, 
neglect for women›s specific needs, lack of services 
to combine motherhood and employment [5]. In the 
continental model, the scale of social assistance and 
services depends on the type of employment and the 
income amount [6].  As a result, unemployed people 
and citizens with unstable or low-paid jobs constitute 
a high risk group for poverty and homelessness (von 
Mahs, 2001). The countries with the continental system 
include Germany, Austria, Belgium, France and Italy.

A Social-democratic system is characterized by a 
universalist approach and a wide range of social rights 
for citizens. The stated purpose of such a social policy 
is to ensure equal social protection for all citizens. 
The uniqueness [7] of the model lies in the shift of 
the welfare responsibility that has traditionally been 
in the realm of the family, to the state. In countries 
with such a system, the state commits itself to taking 
care of children, the elderly, the sick and needy 
family members and directs the bulk of budgetary 
spending on relevant social services to fulfil this goal. 
Social policy planning follows the labour market 
development; staff hiring, dismissal and payroll 
policy issues are tightly regulated; intensive care 
is taken of employee qualification and sustainable 
professional development (Esping-Andersen, 1990, 
2002; Esping-Andersen, & Myles, 2007). Due to low 
level of inequality and poverty, countries with such a 
system are characterized by low homelessness rates 
(McFate et.al., 1995; Jantti & Danziger, 2000; Smeeding, 
2005; Jacques & Noël, 2018). People are protected 
against the negative impact of radical social and 
economic changes by robust social security system, 
with homelessness being an issue for just minorities 
(FEANTSA, 2007a; Stephens and Fitzpatrick, 2007). The 
social-democratic system operates in Sweden, Norway, 
Denmark, the Netherlands and Finland.

A strong social welfare system is a guarantee for a 
long-term and sustainable solution to the problem of 
homelessness, obliging the state to enhance peoples› 
living conditions and to define effective, needs-
oriented housing services that in the long run, will 
serve as a solid basis for eliminating inequality and 
homelessness.

1. THE STRATEGY TO COMBAT HOMELESSNESS

Planning and development of a strategy to combat 
homelessness is an essential part of the country›s social 
policy. Beyond the ideological and political declarations 
of the state, homelessness policy and the types of 
integrated services are related to the recognition and 
protection of human rights standards. It is no longer a 
matter of debate among social science researchers that 
the impact of poverty and inequality can be tackled by 
incorporating effective, human rights-based services 
into strategy documents and providing for their 
implementation.

Most of the countries currently base their homelessness 
elimination strategies on a ‘Housing First’ approach, 
which envisages providing beneficiaries with 
immediate and unconditional housing based on 
their individual needs. Coping with various types of 
addiction, starting a job and meeting other conditions 
no longer represent preconditions for housing. By 
this principle, a beneficiary should be provided 
with housing regardless of addiction, social or other 
needs (Aubry, Bernad & Greenwood 2018), on the 
condition of settling these problems immediately upon 
accommodation.

In the strategy development process, it is of utmost 
importance to consider multidimensional nature of 
homelessness and the diversity of homeless groups 
(Minnery & Greenhalgh, 2007; FEANTSA, 2010a, 2010b). 
Homelessness elimination strategy should be built 
upon a clear definition of the homelessness concept 
and an in-depth analysis of its drivers.

1.1 Definition of a homeless person

For purposes of homelessness elimination strategy 
and action plan, it is crucial to define homelessness, 
since it is the clearly defined concept that allows the 
state to determine what types of homeless needs the 
appropriate services should be based upon. Currently, 
there is no universal definition of homelessness 
that would be shared by different countries. As the 
definition changes, so does the range of groups 
considered as homeless by the state. The notion of 
homelessness in Germany is based on the lack of access 
to legal dimension of housing (Busch-Geertsema 
& Fitzpatrick, 2008). In UK, a person who does not 
have access to  legal, physical or social dimensions of 
housing (Housing Act 1996, Section VII) is considered 
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homeless; People at high risk of losing their asylum are 
also considered homeless. The definition of a homeless 
person also bears a broad sense in Finland. In addition 
to recognizing legal, social and physical dimensions 
of homelessness, the Finnish model also incorporates 
its covert forms. For example, by the Finnish model, 
a person or family, living with a relative or friend or 
having no guaranteed housing is considered homeless. 
The rate of homelessness in Finland dropped by 35% 
from 2008 to 2015 (World Economic Forum; “How 
Finland is Tackling Homelessness” Apr, 2019), which 
was driven right by the fact of having strategy-defined 
services based on multiple forms of homelessness 
(Pleace, 2017; Pleace & Knutagård, 2016).

1.2 Study and Data Collection on the Causes of 
Homelessness

Study of the causes behind the problem of 
homelessness is another important topic that 
needs to be considered in the course of the strategy 
planning. As the Federation of National Organizations 
Working with the Homeless (FEANTSA) points out, 
settlement of the homelessness problem requires 
a comprehensive research to identify its underlying 
causes. As the experience demonstrates, dramatic 
changes in the labour market, mass unemployment, 
poverty, inequality, and lack of welfare policies are 
the main structural reasons which, in some cases, lead 
to homelessness among certain groups due to their  
high vulnerability (poor health, lack of education and 
qualifications, social and housing problems) to such 
circumstances (FEANTSA, 2010a) [9]. In addition, the 
risk of homelessness may be related to the inability to 
pay for rent, family conflicts, living in poor conditions, 
inability to satisfy material and non-material needs, etc. 
(FEANTSA, 2010a). Accordingly, such data should be 
collected each year in the context of specific countries, 
as it will allow to identify risk groups and to analyze 
the causes of homelessness instead of assessing it as 
an individual and deviant problem (O›Sullivan, 2008; 
Busch-Geertsema et al., 2010; Lee et al., 2010).

2. HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION SERVICES

Homelessness is a multifaceted problem. There is no 
one particular service that would eliminate the threat 
of homelessness. Consequently, after having identified 
the causes of homelessness, it is necessary to develop 
a variety of preventive services, tailored to the needs 
of homeless people (Culhane, Metraux, & Byrne, 2011). 
Modern approach to elimination of homelessness 
focuses on its prevention (FEANTSA, 2010a, 2010b). The 
prevention-centred social model entails identification 
of homelessness risks and development of community-
based services. Accordingly, the purpose of this model 
is to maintain and stabilize existing living space and to 
ensure proper re-socialization of a person that is yet 
at risk of homelessness (Culhane, Metraux, & Byrne, 

2011). Prevention-centred intervention not only covers 
the services aimed at preventing homelessness, but 
also largely entails the active involvement of already 
existing social services in the homelessness strategy. 
Often, homelessness prevention services are part of the 
social protection system against poverty or domestic 
violence. This is particularly important to prevent 
exclusion of homeless people from available social 
services. For example, the main function of the Child 
Welfare Agency in Germany is to provide for proper 
physical, social and emotional development of the 
adolescent and to provide the necessary family space. 
In the event when the family itself is unable to provide 
proper environment for adolescent development due 
to lack of financial resources, the Agency will step in 
to provide appropriate financial aid to the family, to 
promote stable employment of the family member and 
to prevent potential juvenile homelessness (Busch-
Geertsema & Fitzpatrick 2007).

Best practices for homelessness prevention include 
four types of interventions: primary intervention, early 
intervention, crisis intervention and long-term support 
systems to prevent recurrent homelessness (Minnery & 
Greenhalgh, 2007; Busch-Geertsema & Fitzpatrick 2007; 
Busch-Geertsema et al. 2010). Experts also identify 
three tiers of prevention: primary, secondary and post-
crisis (tertiary) (Busch-Geertsema & Fitzpatrick 2007; 
Culhane, Metraux, & Byrne, 2011)

Primary prevention – it includes primary intervention 
measures and policies aimed at reducing the general 
risk of homelessness in the population. At this level, 
the main goal is insurance against life risks, including 
labour market regulation, development of effective 
welfare systems, housing policy planning and more. 
Successful primary prevention implies existence 
of a broad welfare system that effectively protects 
citizens from unforeseen life events. Such welfare 
system ensures that the beneficiary›s social and living 
conditions are maintained for the period necessary to 
stabilize the economic or health situation.

Secondary prevention includes early intervention 
measures specifically targeting the ones at high risk 
of homelessness, such as low-income workers, people 
leaving institutions, or being in a crisis situation 
(potential eviction, divorce, loss of employment) that 
may lead to their homelessness in the future. Targeted 
prevention services are mostly used at this stage and 
are provided to the relevant target groups;

Tertiary/post-crisis prevention includes crisis 
intervention and long-term support measures for 
people left homeless. In this sense, it may be regarded 
as being more reactive rather than preventive. In 
some countries, such as Germany and England, such 
measures are referred to as “accommodation”. At this 
stage, prevention is aimed at ending homelessness and 
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preventing its recurrence. Just as with the secondary 
prevention, targeted homelessness services may 
be applied at this level as well to address recurrent 
homelessness risk.

In addition to developing people’s capacity to live 
independently, to take care of home and themselves, 
homelessness prevention services include appropriate 
social and economic support systems to protect people 
from homelessness caused by the inability to meet 
material or mental needs. Targeted preventive services 
also include addressing the needs of groups that 
will be soon leaving various institutions (psychiatric 
institutions, prisons, youth social systems) (Pleace & 
Knutagård, 2016). At the example of Finland, Britain 
and Germany, the following are the most common 
homelessness prevention services (Busch-Geertsema 
& Fitzpatrick, 2008; Pleace & Knutagård, 2016; Pleace, 
2017):

Intensive housing counselling – it implies selection of 
an appropriate service (including housing service) out 
of existing ones by the municipal employee - housing 
adviser and offering it to the person facing the need; it 
also embraces all types of consultations to ensure that 
the lessee has full information about his/her rights and 
responsibilities and knows which agency to apply to for 
assistance in case of danger to lose the housing;

Rent payment schemes – the service is aimed at 
increasing access to private housing, developing 
a flexible schedule and structure of rent payment 
between the homeowner and tenant with the 
involvement of a municipal representative; in case of 
failure on the part of the tenant and the homeowner to 
reach an agreement, assisting with collection of funds 
required for renting the apartment, or providing such 
funds from the municipal budget.

Family dispute mediation - these programs are 
designed to prevent juvenile homelessness by 
regulating parent-child relations. The program aims 
to prevent eviction of young people from their homes 
and to enhance youth access to family resources. Such 
services are run by the appropriate social agency. In the 
event of tension between family members, the agency 
designates a qualified social worker for mediation, 
whose function is to properly discuss disputable issues 
with the involvement of all family members and to 
make the right decision in the best interests for all. The 
mediation seeks to ensure that an underage or juvenile 
family member, who cannot afford to live on his/her 
own yet, does not lose access to home. Meanwhile, 
the agency controls proper access to material and 
housing resources and maintenance of a safe living 
environment for junior members;

Family dispute mediation – assistance to victims 
of domestic violence - covers a wide range of 

interventions. For the most part, these are security 
measures that allow the victim to stay in the current 
living place as a result of restraining the abusive 
partner. In cases where this cannot be done, the victim 
of domestic violence may request temporary housing 
from the local authority until the situation rectifies. The 
given service also aims to support victims of domestic 
violence in finding long-term and new accommodation. 
The service is often administered within the framework 
of state programs for women’s assistance, counselling 
and support;

Leasing support - means assisting a vulnerable 
tenant to maintain the current lease relationship. The 
measures covered by this service vary by extent of the 
beneficiary’s needs and may include informing citizens 
about the way to apply for financial assistance and 
social services to ensure proper implementation of 
bureaucratic procedures; analyzing revenues, expenses 
and expected social aid to maintain citizens stable 
financial position; if necessary, arranging a living place 
with furniture, rendering healthcare and other services. 
The services are run by the relevant local authority and 
specifically assigned officer [10].

Other special measures against homelessness - 
targeted individual interventions in the form of health 
care, vocational training programs and social activities 
for integration. While the above-listed services are 
administered by local municipalities, in many cases 
they enjoy financial support of the central government. 
(Busch-Geertsema & Fitzpatrick 2007, Pleace & 
Knutagård, 2016; Pleace, 2017).

All of the above-listed services are mostly provided 
at the secondary prevention level and are aimed at 
avoiding homelessness. However, intensive housing 
counselling, rent deposit payment, leasehold support 
or other special measures are also actively used to 
prevent recurrent homelessness for the groups that 
have already experienced such problem.

Primary prevention services are no less crucial to 
preventing homelessness. The existence of a social 
welfare-oriented social security system, regulation 
of the labour market in a way allowing employed 
citizens to lead a decent life and increased access to 
housing are critical measures to effective prevention 
of homelessness and eradication of poverty in general. 
(Stephens & Fitzpatrick, 2007). 

3.  HOMELESSNESS RESPONSE SERVICES

Modern strategies and services for responding to 
homelessness are based on recognition of citizen’s right 
to adequate housing and the concept of guaranteeing 
stable housing. In addition, response services should 
be implemented through the assistance systems that 
ensure stable accommodation (FEANTSA, 2010a, 2019).
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Provision of a shelter to beneficiaries is the most 
common type of homelessness response services. 
Shelter is the earliest service to combat homelessness 
(Anderson, 1923) [11]. However, modern systems do 
not regard it as an effective tool for addressing the 
problem given the high risk of institutionalization it 
involves (Sahlin, 2005). Big shelters and temporary 
collective housing facilities trigger particular 
criticism, though the need for such shelters used 
to be explained by having large numbers of people 
deprived of the roof over their heads (FEANTSA, 
2007). By the modern approach to housing policy, 
shelters should be replaced by small-size temporary 
housing facilities and comfortable, isolated private 
living spaces (Busch-Geertsema & Sahlin, 2017). 
Nevertheless, temporary housing facilities, shelters 
and similar response services are still available in most 
developed countries. Along with the transition to the 
‘Housing First’ approach, modern strategies are aimed 
at accommodating homeless people in temporary 
shelters for minimum length of time and replacing 
temporary accommodation with regular residential 
housing (Edgar, 2009).

The following are the most common response services 
(Edgar, 2009):

Emergency facilities - shelters specifically designed to 
meet urgent needs of a person deprived of a dwelling 
place. Such shelters may also offer outpatient services. 
The shelters may be run by local authorities or other 
organizations hired by the latter;

Temporary housing - temporary hostels, transitional 
housing - before providing regular housing. The 
given facility may accommodate homeless victims of 
domestic violence, provide first aid services before 
moving to a regular dwelling place;

Non-residential services for homeless or for people 
with prior experience of homelessness - includes day 
centres where homeless people or people with similar 
experiences can access information and food. They 
are often run and funded by religious and charitable 
institutions.

Social housing - a long-term housing with the rent 
payment being below the market prices. It is often 
administered by the relevant local government council;

Housing vouchers - low income families/people can 
receive and use the voucher to pay for their rent. It is 
up to the family to search for an appropriate house. The 
service is run by the Municipal Public Housing Agency 
(Housing.gov; Benefits Vouchers Program).

Regular housing – providing a homeless person or 
family with regular, isolated housing.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR POLICY PLANNING

To ensure effective planning and implementation of 
appropriate homelessness services:

•   It is necessary to develop a state vision - strategy and 
action plan to combat homelessness;

•   The strategy and action plan should be built upon 
a clear definition of homelessness, in compliance 
with the international standards, and an in-depth 
study and analysis of its driving causes. The definition 
should embrace all possible forms of homelessness.

•   In-depth research and analysis of the homelessness 
causes should be conducted on a regular basis.

•   Both central and local authorities should be involved 
in the process of planning and implementing 
the homelessness strategy and related services; 
The homelessness strategy should incorporate 
homelessness prevention measures;

•   The homelessness prevention services should be 
planned in light of existing international practices 
and systems of homelessness prevention, tailored to 
specific needs of homeless people;

•   The homelessness strategy should incorporate 
homelessness response services. Response services 
should be based on the right to adequate housing 
and should comply with the ‘Housing First’ approach;

•   Homeless support services should continue until their 
full reintegration.



Issue: Housing Policy in Georgia, N2  November , 2019, Tbilisi

EVICTION STANDARDS AND THE BEST PRACTICE

REFERENCES 

1. The opinion of an influential welfare researcher Esping-Andersen (1990,2007); The existing typology, of course does not exclude the 
existence of distinctive systems beyond the European counties. Especially, considering that the majority of countries exercise mixed social 
security systems. Despite this, while discussing the social security system at the level of principles, considering such typology allows a better 
analysis. 

2. For example, according to the World Bank data, the classic representative of this system, the United States has the highest inequality rate 
compared with the North American and European developed countries (Gini-41.5, 2016). Similarly, according to the recent OECD data, the 
highest rate of poverty is registered in two main representatives of liberal systems among the developed countries of Western Europe and 
America – USA and UK. 

3. In this system different job (profession) insurance funds operate, where the employer and the employee both contribute. The payment for 
the employee is done by the state.

4. As historically before the second half of the 20th century female employment was minimal, such services were available for women 
only in case they had a spouse. Accordingly, such systems are based on the logic of a male-maintainer, when the family welfare and the 
availability of services for other members were provided by an employed male. 

5. Single mothers are particularly vulnerable in such systems, as the services ensuring additional employment are not sufficiently developed 
(Esping-Andersen, 1990, 2002, Esping-Adnersen, & Myles, 2007). 

6. For instance, in Germany, which is the classic representative of this system, conventionally, public servants have especially high social 
benefits – the state has historically been generous towards them (Esping-Andersen, 1990). 

7. Defamiliarization policy – the state to share the responsibilities for the welfare of the family member.

8. FEANTSA explains the purposefulness of data collection in the following manner:

a) determine the number of homeless – the purpose is to identify the scale of urgent needs;

b) create the demographic profile for the homeless – in order to plan the relevant services, since the needs of different groups are not 
similar;

c) estimate annual number of expected homelessness – in order to estimate the number of the beneficiaries of transitional and supportive 
services, in advance;

d) produce complex information database for homelessness prevention – in order to prevent homelessness by identifying the risk-groups 
and evaluating the information about them.

9. Finland started collecting and analyzing the data since 1987 and the strategy initiated in 2008 was based on this information.

10. In UK the specially designated staff is working on these issues – Tenancy Sustainment Officers

11. The asylum has been in existence since the 19th century. 

 

Anderson, I. (2010). Services for homeless people in Europe: Supporting pathways out of homelessness. Homelessness research in Europe. 
Festschrift for Bill Edgar and Joe Doherty, 41-63

Anderson, I., Baptista, I., Wolf, J., Edgar, B., Sapounakis, A. and Schoibl, H. (2005b) The Changing Role of Service Provision: Services for 
Homeless People and Inter- Agency Working (Brussels: FEANTSA).

Aubry, T., Bernad, R., & Greenwood, R. (2018). “A Multi-Country Study of the Fidelity of Housing First Programmes”: Introduction. European 
Journal of Homelessness_ Volume, 12(3).

Benjaminsen, L., Dyb, E., & O’Sullivan, E. (2009). The governance of homelessness in liberal and social democratic welfare regimes: national 
strategies and models of intervention. European Journal of Homelessness, 3.



Issue: Housing Policy in Georgia, N2  November , 2019, Tbilisi

EVICTION STANDARDS AND THE BEST PRACTICE

Burt R.M (1997). Causes of the Growth of Homelessness During the 1980s, Housing Policy Debate, 2: 169-203

Burt, M. A., Pearson, C., & Montgomery, E. (2005). Strategies for preventing homelessness. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.

Busch-Geertsema, V., & Fitzpatrick, S. (2008). Effective homelessness prevention? Explaining reductions in homelessness in Germany an

Busch-Geertsema, V., & Sahlin, I. (2007). The role of hostels and temporary accommodation. European Journal of Homelessness _ Volume.

Busch-Geertsema, V., Edgar, W., O’Sullivan, E., & Pleace, N. (2010). Homelessness and homeless policies in Europe: Lessons from research. 
Brussels: FEANTSA

Culhane, D. P., Metraux, S., & Byrne, T. (2011). A prevention-centered approach to homelessness assistance: A paradigm shift?. Housing Policy 
Debate, 21(2), 295-315.

Edgar, B. (2009). European review of statistics on homelessness. Brussels: FEANTSA

Esping Anderden G (1990). The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Princeton University Press;

Esping-Anderson, G. (2002). Towards a post-industrial gender contract. The Future of Work and Social Protection: The Dynamics of Change 
and the Protection of Workers. P. Auer and B. Gazier. Geneva. International Institute for Labour Studies, 109.

Esping-Anderson, G., & Myles, J. (2007). The Welfare State and Redistribution, unpublished paper.

FEANTSA (2007) Criminalisation of People Who Are Homeless, Homeless in Europe. The Magazine of FEANTSA (2010b). Ending 
homelessness: A handbook for policy makers.

FEANTSA (2019). The Fourth Overview of Housing Exclusion in Europe 2019 Feantsa summer.

FEANTSA, U. (2005). ETHOS–European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion.

Fitzpatrick, S., & Stephens, M. (2007). An International review of homelessness and social housing policy. London: Department for 
Communities and Local GovernmentHopper K, Susser E & Conover S (1985). Economies of Makeshift: Deindustrialization and Homelessness 
In New York, Urban Anthropology and Studies of Cultural Systems and World Economic Development, 14: 182-229;

Jacques, O., & Noël, A. (2018). The case for welfare state universalism, or the lasting relevance of the paradox of redistribution. Journal of 
European Social Policy, 28(1), 70-85.

Jäntti, M., & Danziger, S. (2000). Income poverty in advanced countries. Handbook of income distribution, 1, 309-378.

World Economic Forum. “How Finland is tackling homelessness”. Apr. 2019. Link: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/04/how-finland-is-
tackling- homelessness?utm_source=Facebook%20Videos&utm_medium=Facebook%20Videos&utm_campaign=Facebook%20Video%20
Blogs&fbclid=IwAR2935Mb2L4vij OfWJV0t-UIGveY28O4p3dq9-2zPgcFxwmF8xNilYtlQtQ

Housing.gov; Benefits Vouchers Program https://www.benefits.gov/benefit/710

Korpi, W., & Palme, J. (1998). The paradox of redistribution and strategies of equality: Welfare state institutions, inequality, and poverty in the 
Western countries. American sociological review, 661-687.

Lee, B. A., Tyler, K. A., & Wright, J. D. (2010). The new homelessness revisited. Annual review of sociology, 36, 501-521.

Loopstra R et al (2015). The impact of economic downturns and budget cuts on homelessness claim rates across 323 local authorities in 
England, 2004-12, Oxford University Press;

McFate, K., Lawson, R., & Wilson, W. J. (Eds.). (1995). Poverty, inequality, and the future of social policy: Western states in the new world order. 
Russell Sage Foundation.

O’Sullivan, E. (2008). Sustainable solutions to homelessness: The Irish case. European Journal of Homelessness, 2.

Pleace, N. (2017). The Action Plan for Preventing Homelessness in Finland 2016-2019: The Culmination of an Integrated Strategy to End 
Homelessness?. European Journal of Homelessness.

Pleace, N., & Bretherton, J. (2013). The case for Housing First in the European Union: A critical evaluation of concerns about effectiveness. 
European Journal of Homelessness, 7(2).



Issue: Housing Policy in Georgia, N2  November , 2019, Tbilisi

EVICTION STANDARDS AND THE BEST PRACTICE

Pleace, N., Knutagård, M., Culhane, D. P., & Granfelt, R. (2016). The Strategic Response to Homelessness in Finland: Exploring Innovation and 
Coordination within a National Plan to Reduce and Prevent Homelessness. Exploring effective systems responses to homelessness, 426-442.

Sahlin, I. (2005) The Staircase of Transition: Survival through Failure, Innovation 18(2), pp.115–35

Shinn, M., Baumohl, J., & Hopper, K. (2001). The prevention of homelessness revisited. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 1(1), 95-127.

Smeeding, T. M. (2005). Public policy, economic inequality, and poverty: The United States in comparative perspective. Social Science 
Quarterly, 86, 955-983.

Stephens, M., & Fitzpatrick, S. (2007). Welfare regimes, housing systems and homelessness: how are they linked. European Journal of 
Homelessness, 1(1), 201-211.

Stephens, M., Fitzpatrick, S., Elsinga, M., van Steen, G., & Chzhen, Y. (2010). Study on housing exclusion: Welfare policies, housing provision 
and labor markets. Brussels: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities

Tainio, H., & Fredriksson, P. (2009). The Finnish homelessness strategy: from a ‘staircase’model to a ‘housing first’approach to tackling long-
term homelessness. European Journal of Homelessness, 3.

Torgersen U (1987). Housing: the Wobbly Pillar under the Welfare State, Scandinavian Housing and Planning Research, 4: 116-126.

Tsemberis, S. (2010). Housing First: ending homelessness, promoting recovery and reducing costs. How to house the homeless, 37-56.

Von Mahs, J. (2001). Globalization, welfare state restructuring, and urban homelessness in Germany and the United States. Urban Geography, 
22(5), 457-481.


