
http://csp.sagepub.com

Critical Social Policy 

DOI: 10.1177/026101839801805701 
 1998; 18; 435 Critical Social Policy

David Cowan 
 Reforming the homelessness legislation

http://csp.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/18/57/435
 The online version of this article can be found at:

 Published by:

http://www.sagepublications.com

 can be found at:Critical Social Policy Additional services and information for 

 http://csp.sagepub.com/cgi/alerts Email Alerts:

 http://csp.sagepub.com/subscriptions Subscriptions:

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.navReprints: 

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.navPermissions: 

 http://csp.sagepub.com/cgi/content/refs/18/57/435
SAGE Journals Online and HighWire Press platforms):

 (this article cites 7 articles hosted on the Citations

 © 1998 Critical Social Policy Ltd. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 by guest on August 2, 2008 http://csp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://csp.sagepub.com/cgi/alerts
http://csp.sagepub.com/subscriptions
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.nav
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav
http://csp.sagepub.com/cgi/content/refs/18/57/435
http://csp.sagepub.com


435

Reforming the homelessness legislation

DAVID COWAN

University of Bristol

Abstract

This article seeks to provide an overview of the methodology adopted by
the Major government when it came to reforming welfare legislation. It
takes the seminal example of the processes used to reform the homeless-
ness legislation. It also argues that the Blair government’s first attempts
at correcting these reforms will not change their unfortunate substance.

Crowds of drunken, dirty, often abusive and sometimes violent men
must not be allowed to turn central areas of the capital into no-go zones
for ordinary citizens. The police must disperse them and prevent their
coming back once it was clear that accommodation was available.

Unfortunately, there was a persistent tendency in polite circles to con-
sider all the ’roofless’ as victims of middle-class society, rather than
middle-class society as victim of the ’roofless’. (Thatcher, 1993: 603-4)

The enduring success of Majorism was that, in pursuing Thatcherite
housing policies, the Conservative government was able to reform
housing law beyond that which Thatcher seemed able to manage. This
was most often achieved by presenting policies as having a far narrower
effect than they actually did. So, for example, the ’crackdown’ on trav-
ellers’ sites was often presented as only affecting people defined

through the apparently threatening ’new age’ terminology (see, for
example, Sandland, 1996). However, the excessive criminalization
affected all travellers. All asylum seekers were labelled ’bogus’ by some
sections of the media, even though clearly this was not so (see, for
example, Henderson and Gallagher, 1995). The seminal example of the
Conservative’s reforming methodology was the way they were able to
push through reforms to the homelessness legislation despite a wafer-
thin majority in Parliament and public unease as to the significant
number of people who are street homeless. This article seeks to provide
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an overview of this methodology and, in so doing, also provides a
classic example of the manipulation of folklore in order to extend social
exclusion.

The problem facing the Major government was similar to the one
it faced on all welfare issues-a mismatch between supply and
demand. By the mid-1990s, Ian Loveland was suggesting that reten-
tion of the homelessness legislation ’could plausibly be portrayed as an
exercise in legislative deceit’ (Loveland, 1995: 331). The stark problem
was that the homelessness legislation gave rise to rights to housing for
certain categories of person, but there was insufficient housing to meet
that need. The simple solution would have been to redress that balance
by providing more accommodation.

However, the cost-conscious Major government sought instead to
redress the balance by reducing the numbers of people entitled to
housing, in line with the more general movement towards social exclu-
sion. They did this by constructing the types of persons who, according
to their mantra, were so morally blameworthy that issues surrounding
supply could be forgotten. The whole reforming process was supposed
to concentrate on restricting these people’s access to housing. As
Garland suggests in the context of criminology, the Major government
Itrade[d] in images, archetypes and anxieties, rather than in careful
analyses and research findings’ (Garland, 1996: 461). So, in the latter
parts of 1993 and early 1994 (until the issue was forgotten), we were
often informed that ’single mothers got pregnant to get a council
house’ through the homelessness legislation. This was soundbite poli-
tics with an exclusionary message. The assumption was that, even if
one were to provide low-cost housing, the wrong or inappropriate
people would abuse the system to gain access to it. As the New Right
theorist, Charles Murray, put it, ’the system [had been] designed to be
exploited’ (Murray, 1994: 24). It was argued that a supposedly hetero-
geneous grouping of single mothers (described by Murray as ’the new
rabble’) were deliberately exploiting the system by becoming pregnant
to ’jump the housing queue’.

Crucial to the success of Major’s reforming, so-called radical, poli-
cies was the ability to present them as con.ren.ru.r.l Major was ’the man of
the people’. Fowler puts it this way:

In so far as the Press ... interests coincide with those of government, it

has political motives for conveying approval of a stable, familiar ide-
ology. Articulating the ideology of consensus is a crucial practice in the
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Press’s management of its relations with government and capital, on the
one hand, and with individual readers, on the other. And this is a

linguistic practice ... Consensus assumes that, for a given grouping of

people, it is a matter of fact that the interests of the population are undi-
vided, held in common; and that the whole population acknowledges
this ’fact’ by subscribing to a certain set of beliefs.... (Fowler, 1991: 49;
original emphasis)

It was unclear which body-government or media-began the process
of labelling homeless people in this way (see further Cohen and Young,
1973; Golding and Middleton, 1982). The Housing Minister at that
time, Sir George Young, always denied that he had made the connec-
tion. On the other hand, John Redwood, then Secretary of State for
Wales, made a speech in early July 1993 in which he explicitly made
the connection. From that point, the reforms were described by refer-
ence to the apparent ’fact’ that females became pregnant to gain access
to housing.

Hall et al. (1978: 57-60) describe a process of news selection and
reproduction of the primary definers, regarded as people in powerful pos-
itions, who provide primary interpretations which ’set the limit for all
subsequent discussion by framing what the problem iS,.2 If the primary
definers are also the people who will be expected to provide a reaction
to the news stories, then one might anticipate a high degree of
manipulation. Nevertheless, the newspaper will also provide its ’own
version of the language of the public to whom it is principally
addressed’ (Hall et al., 1978: 61). This connection may also have been
made in the homelessness context because the real ’story [wals very
complicated’ (Grender, 1996). However, it also served the purpose of
appealing to the supposed prejudice of the reader. In other words, the
link made by Redwood became the focal point for all subsequent media
reporting. Evidence of the linguistic practice (or political semiotics)
can be gleaned from the fact that accurate reports of the government’s
proposals would often be introduced by inaccurate headlines and by-
lines.

The reforms to the homelessness legislation, brought into effect in
the dying embers of the Major government, in fact contained a much
broader appeal to exclusion, affecting all homeless applicants not just
single mothers. The reforms actually involved denial (that people were
homeless), deterrence (from defining oneself as homeless)3 and privatiz-
ation (in order to provide a steady supply of takers for the inadequate
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private sector). Much of this was already evident in the old homeless-
ness legislation. Indeed, negative judicial interpretations had probably
already reached the point which the government adopted in early 1994
(see Cowan, 1997a). However, having created the demand for reform,
the Conservatives were happy to satisfy it; more so, it seemed, because
the judiciary were generally not to be trusted.4

The first section of this article provides scene-setting material
about the homelessness legislation, its aims and the critiques provided
during Thatcher’s term of office. The second section draws themes out
of the Major government’s review of that legislation in 1994. The third
section provides a critique of these themes from a socio-legal perspec-
tive. The fourth section analyses the way in which the media were
initially manipulated into adopting the government’s position. It is
argued that the media then treated that position as their own, devel-
oping it and regarding it as the absolute truth. The point which I wish
to stress is that the government’s plans affected a far broader selection
of people than media reporting suggested. In retrospect, that

(mis)reporting can be viewed as a result of the success of the ’back to
basics’ campaign as opposed to its supposed failure. This is not to

suggest that opposition to the proposals was not vocal but, because it
rarely received column inches, it lacked the force of ’consensus’.

Instead, the government’s views were presented as consensus by the
media as well as themselves. In this way, the government were effec-

tively able to stifle the vocal opposition and push through their legis-
lation relatively unamended.

The final section contrasts this approach with that adopted by the
Blair government. The response of the new government, swept into

power amidst a wave of optimism, has been swift. However, it remains
unclear whether it will be effective, for much of the Conservative’s
exclusionary housing policy and legislation (as well as the demolition
of local government) remains the crucial context of the implemen-
tation of the homelessness legislation.

Background

The homelessness legislation was first given its modern guise in a 1977
statute, and was subsequently amended slightly in the Housing Act
1985 (the ’1985 Act’) and 1986. This legislation was not about pro-
viding accommodation to all homeless people. It was far less
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ambitious. Essentially, local authority housing departments were
required to satisfy themselves that any person who applied for housing
as a homeless person was indeed homeless, had a priority need and was
not intentionally homeless. Only those people who satisfied the rel-
evant tests, graphically described by Watchman and Robson (1981) as
’obstacles’, were entitled to ’suitable accommodation’.5 5

These discretionary tests generally involved relevant officers

making moral judgments, not about a person’s housing need, but
about why that person became homeless in the first place. A person
would be found intentionally homeless, and thus out of the obstacle
race, if they deliberately did, or failed to do, anything the likely result
of which was that they would be forced to leave accommodation which
was available for their occupation and which it would have been rea-
sonable for them to continue to occupy (s. 60, 1985 Act). The defi-
nition of homelessness required a similar judgment: ’A person shall not
be treated as having accommodation unless it is accommodation which
it would be reasonable for [that person) to continue to occupy’ (s.
58(2A), 1985 Act). A person could be literally on the streets but the
local authority would be under no duty to house that person.

Furthermore, judgments about reasonableness were explicitly
related to the issue of supply of available accommodation in the area of
the authority. If the traditional divide in welfare legislation has been
between the deserving and the undeserving, the distinction made in the
homelessness legislation (in retrospect) was between the most deserving
and the less deserving. For as the stock of available accommodation
began to dwindle, fewer people were able to jump the obstacles.
Ironically, this meant that the declining numbers accepted as homeless
after 1992 was an indication only of the scarcity of available accommo-
dation (not, as was often claimed, the success of the government’s
housing policies).

Despite this stringency, it remained baffling that the legislation
avoided wholesale reform during the Thatcherite 1980s and the first
term of Major’s government. The Thatcher administration subjected
the legislation to two separate reviews (only one of which was pub-
lished). 6 It was widely rumoured that the government intended to
scrap the legislation in its second review (Hoath, 1990a,b; Dwelly,
1990). However, that review made the following comments:

(Tlhe majority of households who get help through the ’homelessness’ route are
people with a genuine urgent requirement for housing, who would expect to receive
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a high priority in any needs-based system of housing allocation.... In theory, a
case can be argued for repealing the special ’homelessness’ legislation,
since this can lead to a misleading impression that homelessness is a dis-
tinct housing phenomenon, separate from the generality of housing prob-
lems.... [T]he government recognise that there remains a need for the
’long stop’ mechanism of the homelessness legislation to help people who
are in urgent need, and cannot resolve their housing problems for them-
selves. T’hey believe that the legislation has done the job that Parliament intended
of it, and therefore they do not propose changes to the statutory framework. (DoE,
1989; paras 45(b), 46, 47; emphasis added)

These comments were hardly a ringing endorsement, but they seemed
to reflect an unhappy adoption of the belief that the homelessness legis-
lation catered for those who most needed housing.

Reforming the homelessness legislation-the rationales7

The Department of the Environment’s (DoE) Consultation Paper,
issued on 21 January 1994, presented a total contrast with the bland
assertions of apparent success in the 1989 review. So, the 1994
Consultation Paper made proposals for reform to:

[Elnsure fairer access to all parts of the rented housing sector. These
include measures to prevent homelessness, to remove the distorting effect that
the present provisions have on the allocation of housing, and to ensure that sub-
sidised housing is equally available to all who genuinely need it, particularly
couples seeking to establish a good home in zuhich to start and raise a family.
(DoE, 1994a: para. 3.1-emphasis added)

It followed that the rationale for reforming the homelessness legis-
lation appeared to involve three separate strands. First, the homeless-
ness legislation had a distorting effect on housing allocation. This was
substantiated by arguing that the number of homelessness applications
had increased to the extent that ’in some areas-particularly in parts
of London-it is almost impossible for any applicant ever to be re-
housed from the waiting list’ (DoE, 1994a: para. 2.6). Furthermore,
homeless applicants were housed on average 0.5 of a year quicker than
applicants who waited on that list (para. 2.6). Thus, the government
argued that there was a ’perverse incentive’ for people to have them-
selves declared homeless (para. 2.8) because that legislation was a &dquo;fast
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track&dquo; into social housing’ (para. 2.9) and not a ’safety net’, which was
what the government believed it should be (para. 1.1). It was therefore
’unfair’ (para. 1.1). The queue jumping argument was defined in terms
of cause-the homelessness legislation was a ’fast track’-and effect-
more people wanted to be found homeless.

The second strand was that accommodation was not being allo-
cated according to ’genuine need’ or ’real housing needs’ (para. 2.4). A
marker was put down in the opening paragraphs of the Consultation
Paper with the suggestion that ’establishing a home-particularly as a
place to raise a family-is a matter for which married couples want to feel
personally responsible’ (para. 1.2-emphasis added). The suggestion was
that the most genuine needs belonged to those people who were
married or wished to marry in order to start a family. Instead, non-
genuine single females became pregnant and in this way were able to
take advantage of the perverse incentives offered by the homelessness
legislation, which says ’more about demand than about need’ (para.
2.5).

The third strand was slightly more subliminally placed in the
Consultation Paper but concerned reducing the numbers of homeless-
ness applications (see, for example, the way this was linked into the
queue jumping rationale above). I suggest that this was the dominant
rationale-the other two can be rejected fairly simply as I will show in
the subsequent section. It was hardly surprising that this was domi-
nant because even the DoE statements recognized that the context of
the whole process was the rationing of supply. Indeed, the
Consultation Paper attempted to justify this rationing by referring to
the environmental crisis which would ensue as a result of building new
homes: ’future generations may not thank us if we continue to devote
scarce natural resources to producing ever more dwellings’ (para. 2.3).

All families, of whatever type, and all single people were to be
equally affected by these suggestions. Single mothers were no more
penalized than others and it followed that the second rationale was, in
fact, irrelevant. While the reasonable preference was to be taken away
from the statutory homeless, there was no sign that they would not
still effectively receive this preference. That is, the proposals did not
answer the point made in the 1989 Review that on any needs-based
system of housing allocation, the homeless would be expected to

receive a high priority. Therefore, these proposals were just extremely
crude methods of reducing demand for housing.

There were two reasons why such a reduction would benefit the
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government. First, they could argue that the number of homeless
people had actually been reduced by their reforms. This would have
been because the definition of homelessness had been narrowed to
include only roofless people (and not those having no accommodation
which it would have been reasonable to continue to occupy); increasing
the breadth of intentional homelessness; ensuring that no person from
abroad would be entitled to housing; finally, and crucially, by
removing the local authorities’ duties to provide accommodation
where other suitable accommodation (in the private sector) was avail-
able. Thus, the proposals could plausibly be portrayed as providing a
steady market for the private sector rental market. In other words, the
method of collating the homelessness statistics was being manipulated
by these proposals.

Second, the obvious reduction in the numbers of applicants success-
fully accessing public sector accommodation would provide further
reasons for reducing public sector grants. Indeed, the ’other suitable
accommodation’ proposal would have made private sector ’fodder’ out of
most homeless people. Homeless people would have been directed to the
private sector to take accommodation rather than offered accommo-
dation in the public sector. Therefore, there was some justification to the
belief that homelessness was being privatized by the government.

Attacking the folklore: single mothers and queue jumpers

There remained a need for the government to legitimize their planned
proposals both before and after publication of the Consultation Paper.
They were able successfully to do this by constructing folk devil status
around supposedly heterogeneous groups of ’single mothers’ and

’queue jumpers’. There was also an explicit linking of these two
elements in the suggestion that single females became pregnant in the
first place to gain access to council housing. As I have already argued,
the specific proposals in the Consultation Paper affected all homeless
people, not just single mothers, and their real purpose was reducing
demand for public sector housing, not to curb the practice of queue
jumping. However, the government, as primary definers of their own
policies, were able to manipulate the media so as to present a partial
picture. In this part, it will be argued that these justifications can be
reduced to anecdotal folklore. In the next section, I outline how this
folklore became manipulated by the media to (mis)represent the law.
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Single mothers

Young’s speech to the Conservative party conference in 1993 was part
of the fervour aroused by the ’back to basics’ message of that confer-
ence. This was a slightly different way of phrasing Thatcher’s ideal of
a return to ’Victorian values’. The ’back to basics’ message was that the
causes of single motherhood should be stamped out. All homeless
people were to be penalized as a consequence of the fecklessness of this
group.

Single motherhood was presented as a genus. It was assumed that all
single mothers wished to abuse the system. In other words, they were
feckless with a purpose. Single mothers were generally portrayed as
being at the lower end of the wage scale. Indeed, one would be forgiven
for believing that single motherhood only occurred within the lower
wage groups. A further important element was the concentration on
motherhood and not fatherhood. Generally, although not completely,
deprecatory newspaper commentary would refer to single mothers,
whereas more positive commentary would refer to single parents. This
genus was also meant to appeal to the popular perception that single
mothers were largely teenagers themselves, and so there was an

implicit connection not only with youth but also more general welfare
abuse which is assumed to be done by young people.

Nevertheless, it is possible to attack this ideology at its roots.

There was no genus of single motherhood. Females became single
mothers for a variety of reasons; for example, one of the results of
’domestic’ violence or divorce would undoubtedly be the creation of a
single parent family with a mother at its head. It would be a rare event
for such people to be portrayed in the same way as the ’feckless

teenager’ (see the views in Clarke, 1993: 258-9).
Second, there was no evidence, other than purely anecdotal folk-

lore, that females became pregnant to abuse the system. Indeed, all the
evidence hinted at the opposite conclusion. Soon after publication of
the government’s Consultation Paper, the Institute of Housing (a body
not noted for its radicalism or opposition to the government) issued an
immediate rebuttal of the proposition based upon a survey of local
authorities (IoH, 1994). A longitudinal study of the reasons why
people make housing tenure decisions also provided a rebuttal of the
government’s proposition (Ermisch, 1996). Finally, a study based on
census information found that a significant proportion of teenage
single mothers actually lived with their parents and so, of these, it
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could not be said that they became pregnant to obtain local authority
housing; furthermore, a larger proportion were economically inactive
or unemployed and thus would naturally require some form of state
assistance (Green and Hansbro, 1995: ch. 8).

The best that could have been argued was that the vast majority of
people become homeless because they left their parental home, or
houses occupied by friends or relatives. However, this was a long way
from accepting that single females became pregnant to obtain accom-
modation. It was true that the government argued that such people
should be found intentionally homeless but this was to ’reduce the
abuse’ (para. 8.2) of the legislation and was phrased more generally.~ 8

Pregnancy and having dependent children were reasons why a person
might receive a priority need-only one of the hurdles to be overcome
under the homelessness legislation. It was also true that most suc-
cessful applicants under the homelessness legislation had a priority
need for those reasons. However, this was far from saying that single
females became pregnant to obtain council accommodation. In any
event, if this were a rationale for reform, the government would surely
have proposed reforming the priority need categories. They did not.

Queue jumpers

The allegation usually applied to single mothers, but often used more
widely, that successful homeless applicants were able to jump the
housing queue was more serious because a simplistic interpretation
suggested that there was an element of truth to it. The argument
resolved to the position that the wrong people were being allocated
accommodation. So, if we return again to Young’s conference speech,
the essential point that he was making was that young single mothers
had less (moral and political) need than young couples who have waited
for appropriate accommodation from the waiting list before they have
a child.

The 1985 Act, s. 22 gave a ’reasonable preference’ in the allocation
of housing accommodation to specific groups of people, including those
’persons towards whom the authority are subject to a duty under section
65 or 68’ (s. 22(d)), which were the statutorily homeless. Even though
local authorities had never been required to have a waiting list, this was
taken to mean a ’reasonable preference’ on the waiting list. If the waiting
list was the queue, then it appeared that persons to whom duties were
owed under the homelessness legislation were able to jump that queue
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because of their entitlement to a ’reasonable preference’. If one accepted
this argument, then one still had to face the point that queues only
develop when there is sufficient demand for a rationed resource. Use of
the pejorative terminology, however, enabled the government to place
blame on successful homeless applicants (the ’non-genuine’ or too much
’demand’ and not enough ’need’) for causing this bottleneck effect.

Once again it is possible to attack this piece of folklore at its roots.
The first stage is based on the legislation-a ’reasonable preference’ does
not provide priority. This is to confuse different meanings. That term was
defined as involving some degree of preference but ’to deflate the pre-
ferred might be &dquo;reasonable&dquo;, so long as there is some degree of prefer-
ential treatment’ (R. v. Newham L.B.C. ex parte Watkins (1994) 26
H.L.R. 434, 451, per Sir Louis Blom-Cooper QC). In other words, the
notion of ’reasonable preference’ did not connote much of significance.

Second, those fulfilling the criteria under the homelessness legis-
lation were but one group of persons given preference. Yet no political
capital was made of the other groups who on this analysis should also
have been regarded as jumping the queue. All other preference groups
were amply wide enough to cover many homeless persons (’persons
having large families’; ’persons occupying insanitary or overcrowded
houses’ and ’persons living under unsatisfactory housing conditions’).

Third, as between various types of statutory homeless people, local
authorities were entitled to establish priorities (R. v. Brent L.B.C. ex
parte Enekeme T’he Times 11 April 1996)9, making it possible to penalize
single mothers and other more deviant groups in this way. The courts
had accepted for some time that authorities would need to provide
temporary accommodation, often for quite significant periods, before
they would be able to provide permanent accommodation (see, for
example, R. v. East Hertfordshire D.C. ex parte Hunt (1985) 18 H.L.R.
51 ). Quite apart from enjoying an automatic priority, successful home-
less applicants had to wait their turn on the list; indeed, many had to
do so in the worst type of bed and breakfast accommodation. 10

So, the Act did not give the homeless automatic priority over other
groups. Still the government argued that:

[S]tatutorily homeless households receive automatic priority over others
on the waiting list in the allocation of tenancies.... Nevertheless, it

appears from the research that, of those who did manage to get re-housed,
people using the waiting list route had to wait nearly twice as long (on
average 1.2 years as against 0.7 years) as people re-housed under the
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homelessness legislation (who would be temporarily accommodated else-
where by the local authority in the intervening period). (DoE, 1994a:
para. 2.6)

This seemed apparently damning evidence. The research on which the
DoE based these comments (Prescott-Clarke et al., 1994), as well as the
use made of it by the DoE in the Consultation Paper, has however been
subjected to withering criticism. Ian Loveland has argued:

The Prescott-Clarke study could not be described, even by the most char-
itable of observers, as an analytically sophisticated treatment of allocation
trends. It offers a wealth of statistical data, but makes no serious attempt
to unpack their wider implications.’ (Loveland, 1994: 372)

Furthermore, the DoE’s use of the report appeared disingenuous. The
study conducted by Prescott-Clarke et al. in fact suggested that only 29
percent of homeless applicants were offered housing, compared to 52
percent from the general waiting list. Of the London authorities in the
study, only 43 percent of homeless applicants were offered housing com-
pared to only 23 percent from the general waiting list. However, in 20
percent of cases no reasons were given, making it practically impossible
to draw any conclusions (Table 5.16). Yet the authors tried to do so:

If the cases with missing information are assumed to be distributed in the
same way as cases with information, then the proportion rehoused
because of homelessness in London rises to 53 percent and if all those for
whom no information was provided are assumed to have been homeless,
the proportion rises to 63 percent. (Prescott-Clarke et al., para. 5.4.1.)

One can make other criticisms of the report. For example, it was,
as Loveland pointed out, bizarre to discuss allocations schemes en masse
when there was no formal requirement on local authorities to have a
waiting list (Loveland, 1994: 372). Furthermore, it must be impossible
to discuss allocation schemes generally when there was substantial
variation between the priorities attached to the various groups. The
report also obfuscated the issue of homelessness as a reason for allo-
cation by drawing attention (and ascribing particular importance) to
the tenants’ own definitions of homelessness as opposed to the correct
legal definitions. Finally, the report paid no attention to the quality of
accommodation offered to the homeless applicant as opposed to that
offered to waiting list applicants (see, for example, Bonnerjea and
Lawton, 1987).
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Media reporting

The way in which the media reported the proposals was critical to the
success of the government’s apparent policy of avoiding discussion of
the supply-deficit. It can be analysed in five phases: the first phase was
the use of the single mother myth from the middle to the end of 1993;
the second phase began in early January 1994 to the end of that month
coinciding with publication of the Consultation Paper; the third phase
centred upon the announcement that the government were to go ahead
with the majority of their reforms in mid-July 1994; the fourth phase
occurred from that point until the Housing Bill was discussed in
Parliament and included discussion of the government’s White Paper
on housing; and the final phase occurred during the parliamentary
passage of the Bill.

In the first phase the media was sensitized to the issue of single
mothers becoming pregnant to jump the housing queue, or put even
more simply to ’get council housing’, ’so that their surveillance pro-
cedures and journalistic categories [we)re sharpened to capture similar
subsequent events and give them considerable prominence’ (Golding
and Middleton, 1982: 60). The second phase showed the media to have
become so influenced by that process of sensitization that many were led
to believe, or believed, that the 1994 Consultation Paper only affected
single mothers. By the third phase, however, practically all newspapers
reported the government’s decision to go ahead with the main provisions
in the Consultation Paper as attacking single mothers. In the fourth
phase, however, the media concentrated on other aspects of the Housing
White Paper and Housing Bill, including the quality of the environ-
ment on and around local authority estates. The issue had lost its edge.

The final phase provides an example of the Conservatives presenting
their proposals in terms of consensus (or, in the following way, ’all right
thinking people, including pressure groups in favour of the homeless,
believe that these proposals are sensible’). Less reliance was placed on
the media to establish the truth of their propositions. The media
responded mostly by ignoring the parliamentary controversy because
the Conservatives, in line with their notion of consensus, often con-
ceded minor points. However, the ideological stance remained the
same and so every proposal that cut back on the definitions and obli-
gations went through the parliamentary process and out the other end
as part of the statute.

Thus, throughout the debate, the government were able entirely to
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obscure and avoid the critical issue relating to the deficiency in the
supply of low-cost accommodation. The debate assumed rationing was
a desirable consequence of a rush of single mothers and not a signal of
housing crisis. This was almost certainly because they paraded their
proposed amendments to the homelessness legislation in this way. So,
it did not matter that David Curry, the Housing Minister from 1995,
was able to divorce himself from the ’morality debate’. By that time,
the media had lost interest.

Phase 1: mid- to end 1993

’Single mothers’ had for some time been demonized. Sometimes this
had been related to housing, although more often the relationship was
with welfare benefits. However, from mid-1993 this emphasis
changed. First, John Redwood, then Secretary of State for Wales, deliv-
ered a speech in Cardiff in early July 1993 which alleged that one of
the benefits of single motherhood was instant access to public housing
and that many teenagers used this fact. Second, an influential BBC
current affairs television programme, Panorama, followed up John
Redwood’s speech by interviewing teenage females on a Welsh council
estate. These interviewees provided (anecdotal) confirmation that single
mothers did, in fact, become pregnant to gain fast track access to
council housing. This programme was enormously important because
throughout the whole period it provided the only (anecdotal) confir-
mation of the link. Sir George Young was able to argue in an

Opposition Debate on housing and homelessness, soon after publi-
cation of the Consultation Paper:

I did not suggest that young ladies became pregnant intentionally in
order to secure a council house. The principal advocate for that case is the
BBC, which devoted an entire ’Panorama’ programme to support for the

proposition. (H.C. Debs, Vol. 236, col. 309, 26 January 1994)

This comment implied that the Panorama programme obtained a sig-
nificance beyond that of the Conservative party conference, the third
sensitizing event during this period. This was the notorious ’back to
basics’ conference.

During that conference it was variously argued that there should
be a return to basic or core Conservative values, which were interpreted
by many of the speakers as an attack on single parents. In this context,
Young announced that the DoE was in the process of conducting a
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review of the homelessness legislation. His comment that single
parents often gained housing ahead of married couples was, in fact,
innocuous in the context of that conference (see Deans, 1993).
However, the comment legitimated the claims that if single teenagers
became pregnant they would be allocated accommodation quicker than
others. Furthermore, the day after the speech, it was reported that local
authorities would not be allowed to allocate accommodation to single
mothers (Wynn Davies, 1993) or single mothers were to lose their
rights ’to leap [the] housing queue’ (Bell, 1993; Johnston et al., 1993;
cf Sherman, 1993, which faithfully reported in the same way but gave
greater prominence to the views of the ’National Organisation of One
Parent Families’ and only granted the proposals a small column). An
editorial in the Daily Mail argued that:

As things stand, unmarried teenage mothers can leap-frog married
couples on council house waiting lists. This is not only unfair, it has been
a key factor in encouraging the massive increase in young women having
babies outside marriage, not to mention the irresponsible behaviour of
their feckless parties. (Daily Mail, 1993)

Young’s speech had not gone this far, but it had given sufficient refer-
ence to the single mother myth for it to be reported within that
context as well as the spirit of the conference. This was not only a sen-
sitizing event; it was also a referential event, for from this point the
majority of media reporting of the homelessness proposals discussed
them as an attack on single mothers by reference to the back to basics ide-
ology. Indeed, the post-conference ministerial resignations due to per-
sonal indiscretions (Tim Yeo, Caithness etc.) all served to heighten the
atmosphere, rather than dampen it.

Phase 2: January 1994

On 8 January, The Guardian reported that the Consultation Paper was
due to be published the following week. The article thought it

unlikely that single mothers would be penalized (Wintour, 1994).
This was not a view shared by the front pages of other newspapers on
the right wing, which believed that the government would back down
over the Consultation Paper. It had apparently been recalled by either
John Major or John Gummer ’amid fears that its content may further
inflame the row over ministers’ roles in promoting moral standards’
(Helm and Wastell, 1994; Greig and Eastham, 1994; Hennessy,
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1994a, who quoted ’Right wing Tory MP David Shaw’ as saying ’it
should be pursued on the grounds of commonsense, morality and
public expenditure’).

On 18 January, Young gave an interview on the BBC radio Today
programme during which he put forward the queue jumping argu-
ment as the rationale for reform. He argued that the government
wanted a system ’that reinforces responsible behaviour and encourages
people to stay together rather than promoting family disruption and
eviction’ (the ’perverse incentive’ suggestion in the Consultation

Paper). Finally, he suggested that many single mothers would, in fact,
benefit from the reforms. This interview was faithfully recorded by The
Independent (MacIntyre, 1994), but the two others which reported the
interview portrayed a somewhat different scenario. Both placed the
interview in the context of the single mother issue. The headline in The
Guardian was ’Single mothers will lose council housing priority’,
although the subsequent story was more general (Wintour and

Simmons, 1994a). More blatantly, in the Daily Express, the front page
headline ’Minister: we’ll stop the queue jump mums’ implied that this
was what Young had argued in the interview. This article hinted at a
slightly different rationale for the planned Consultation Paper:

Ministers are pushing the proposals through swiftly to counter claims
that they have been forced into a major policy retreat by the Back to
Basics row.

Under the plan, single mothers will lose their automatic right to council
homes ahead of families and others on the waiting list. (Hennessy,
1994b; see also Bell, 1994a)

Whether the Minister had actually made this point in private to the
journalist or this was ’the newspaper’s own version of the language
of the public to whom it is principally addressed’ (Hall et al., 1978:
61-original emphasis) or this was a blatant misreport designed to
appeal to the newspaper’s readership, these were all signs that any
interpretation would be placed in the context of the back to basics
campaign.

The day after the Consultation Paper was published, only The
Guardian and The Independent concentrated on reporting the pro-

posals themselves (Wintour and Simmons, 1994b; Simmons, 1994;
Whitfield and Brown, 1994). Editorials in both those newspapers
referred to their belief that the proposals were fair but were a result of
the housing crisis (The Independent, 1994a; The Guardian, 1994).
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However, both newspapers, in their editorials and articles, accepted the
myth that the homelessness legislation facilitated queue jumping.

All other newspapers reported the Consultation Paper through the
single mother myth. Typical of this (mis-)reporting was the following
on page two of The Sun:

Ban on single mums jumping housing queue

Single mothers will be banned from jumping the queue for council
homes in a government crackdown announced yesterday. Housing
Minister Sir George Young claimed new rules would prevent girls from
being ’rewarded’ for getting pregnant.... In future they will wait the same
length of time as married couples with children. (Murphy, 1994; original
emphasis)

The Sun is well-known for its exaggerated, hyperbolic style. However,
similar reports were carried in The Daily Telegraph ( Johnston and
Grigsby, 1994) and Daily Mail (Bell, 1994b). The latter also placed
the proposals in the context of an earlier report with the suggestion
that single mothers were to be housed in ’private homes of a higher
standard’. T’he Times chose a slightly different angle in its suggestion
that the Consultation Paper had exposed differences within the gov-
ernment on the lone mother issue (Sherman and Kelly, 1994).

A brief diversion-the consultation process
It would seem a reasonable proposition that, in a pluralist indirect
democracy, the views of those who feel strongly enough to respond to
a consultation document should be taken into account. The

Thatcher/Major governments rarely adopted such a positive approach
to consultation, usually marginalizing the views of consultees in the
pursuit of their dogma. The Major government response to those

taking part in the consultation process showed a breathtaking arro-
gance.

In the immediate aftermath of the publication, Shelter (the
national housing pressure group) began a sustained period of lobbying
as well as providing a document which individuals or organizations
could simply sign and address before sending to the DoE. This pro-
vided the ballast in an already huge response (anywhere between
9-11,000 responses were received by the DoE according to different
sources). Practically all consultees adopted a negative stance to the
propositions. This was particularly true of those responses from the
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local authorities and the ’housing movement’. Even those local auth-
orities which might broadly have favoured the proposals were strong in
their defiance. The Haslemere Herald (1994) reported that East

Hampshire District Council (a die-hard Conservative authority) had
engaged in bitter attacks on the paper at a meeting: ’[one councillor’s)
warnings weren’t really needed because most councillors were obvi-
ously dismayed by the document’. Indeed, the strength of the

responses at one stage apparently caused a backtrack (Perry, 1994).
However, this was indeed a brief diversion, for two months later the
DoE rejected the majority of responses out of hand.

Fhdse 3: July 1994

On 18 July 1994, Young announced that the government were going
to pursue practically all their proposals (DoE, 1994b). Young dis-
missed the majority of the negative responses to the Consultation
Paper as not ’address[ing] the actual proposals, but responding to mis-
leading claims by lobby organizations. Others wrote in about the
hypothetical effects of our policy’ (H.C. Debs, Vol. 247, col. 21, 18
July 1994). This was a difficult claim to sustain in fact (for a sample of
the responses, see Shelter, 1994; characterized by Carter and Ginsburg,
1994, as ’defending the discretionary tradition unquestioningly’ at p.
105) but they were able to do so because of the back to basics context.
The voices of protest were marginalized to the point of irrelevance.
Young made the further point that:

[I]t is not and has never been our intention that families and other vul-
nerable people should be left to live on the streets or in unsatisfactory
accommodation-as some of the more alarmist propaganda from our
opponents has suggested. (H.C. Debs, Vol. 247, col. 21, 18 July 1994)

The newspaper reports of Young’s Commons statement were in sharp
contrast. With the sole exception of The Guardian, each newspaper
gave prominence to the single mother and queue jumping rationales,
often joining them together. The Guardian chose to rely exclusively on
the ’suitable alternative accommodation’ proposal. The report closely
followed Young’s statement, with particular reference to the queue
jumping rationale, and to a press conference at which Young had
apparently admitted that the policy would push more people into
private sector accommodation at a higher price to the housing benefit
bill (Simmons and Bates, 1994: 2). The tabloids reported the
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announcement as, for example, a ’crackdown on single mums’

(Bradshaw, 1994). The Daily Mail cited an actual example of a single
female who had become pregnant, and remained single, in order to
take advantage of the welfare system, including the homelessness legis-
lation (Hughes, 1994). An editorial in that newspaper made the fol-
lowing comment:

This long-deliberated and carefully balanced policy shift should deter
foreigners from dossing down here at the expense of British taxpayers. It
should at least make some single girls think twice before producing
babies and becoming dependent on the state.... Sir George Young’s
announcement was greeted by Pavlovian sneers and jibes from the oppo-
sition party. (Daily Mail, 1994)

The other broadsheets were equally rancorous. The Independent reported
the Commons statement in the following way (Brown, 1994): ‘Bill to
ban &dquo;queue-jumping&dquo; by homeless’; ’New laws will end duty to
provide homes for single mothers’. While it kept the two rationales
separate, this headline implied that one followed from the other. Even
more surprising then that the rest of the report was accurate but did not
report the problem of the lack of supply of accommodation. That was
left to the editorial which, in welcoming the reforms because they
would put a stop to queue jumping, argued that:

The root of the housing problem lies not in queue-jumping but in the
lack of affordable property.... Sir George’s action in tackling injustices
in the allocation of council property is a welcome development. But
applause should be muted. His initiative represents no more than a posi-
tive footnote in the history of the Government’s failure to combat the
misery felt by the many with inadequate housing or with no homes at all.
(T’he 1 ndependent, 1994b)

During the whole debate, this was the only commentary which referred
to the key failure of supply.

The Times front page (Sherman and Prynn, 1994) made the fol-
lowing assertions:

Lone mothers lose priority in council housing queue

The Government yesterday went ahead with plans to stop pregnant
teenagers jumping council housing queues despite widespread opposi-
tion to the scheme....
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Sir George caused a public outcry when he trailed the plans at the Tory
conference last October and published a consultation document earlier
this year. His action came after comments by right-wing ministers,
including Peter Lilley (Secretary of State for Social Security], that the
’fast track’ to housing had prompted young women to start a family.
Government figures show that 43 per cent of the homeless are lone
parents.

The opening sentence appeared to be completely out of line with Young’s
statement, while the final sentence in the quote contained a misleading, 11 l
albeit accurate, general statistic which was carried by most other news-
papers as well. The reporting of such trite, ’obvious’ morality enabled the
newspaper to avoid any in-depth coverage of the rationale(s) of the pro-
posals. The Daily Telegraph pursued a similar line (Grigsby and
Kirkbride, 1994) but with the added suggestion that the system was
being abused: ’Abuse of system has delayed genuine cases, says minister’,
’Single mothers lose automatic right to housing’. The abuse apparently
arose because ’people who were legally regarded as homeless had taken
precedence over those who had been on the waiting list for years’. In other
words, the abuse was caused by people taking advantage of a legal loop-
hole. The newspaper, however, also gave prominence to the views of
Julian Brazier MP who argued that the homelessness legislation ’had been
the origin of an &dquo;unparalleled explosion of illegitimacy and the break-
down of family life&dquo; ’. Given these references, there were no comments
about the availability of low-cost accommodation.

As this was the last period in which issues of access to housing were
discussed in the media, the lack of serious debate meant that the gov-
ernment were able to pursue their proposals because of the belief,
without foundation, that the homelessness legislation allowed suc-
cessful applicants to queue jump, while the media had been persuaded
or had persuaded themselves that the proposals were an attack on
single mothers, a belief which was equally flawed. That latter argu-
ment could be easily sidestepped by the government in defending their
proposals.

Two further propositions followed from the media concentration
on single mothers. First, it seems that the media were anxious and able
to keep the single mother myth alive as an appeal to their readership’s
consensus. Having created the suggestion, they needed to legitimate it.
Second, the more draconian propositions in the Consultation Paper
could be portrayed as having a narrower effect. In other words, the
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context was made to fit with their preoccupation as opposed to the
reality. In turn, this (disin)formed public opinion and enabled a subse-
quent housing minister to appear more ’reasonable’ when he dis-
counted any lingering beliefs that he sought to punish single mothers
(Meikle, 1996b).

Phase 4: August 1994-18 January 1996

During this phase, media concentration largely turned from issues of
access to housing through the homelessness legislation to the environ-
ment of housing and finally to the privatization of estates and housing
association tenancies (see Meikle and Wintour, 1995; Adonis, 1995).
This new sensitizing event meant that discussions about the White
Paper, published on 27 June 1995 (DoE, 1995), concentrated on pri-
vatization and not on access to housing. The White Paper did indeed
largely concern privatization and issues of access to accommodation
were given a page and a half (DoE, 1995: 36-7). The proposals, once
again, were based upon the belief that allocation should be to ’respon-
sible’ people, mainly married couples, and that the government would
’maintain the safety net’ (see earlier discussion).

At this stage, the homelessness proposals were reported by refer-
ence to past events, as old news, and were therefore marginalized. The
Daily Express referred to the ’changes to stop single mothers jumping
the queue for council homes’; The Times referred to Gummer’s resolve
to change the homelessness legislation; whereas The Guardian referred
to the homelessness changes as ’a sop to the right of the [Conservative)
party, who have been worried by the appearance that single mothers
have been given preference’. Each newspaper therefore reported the
changes according to its own particular slant but without giving too
much space to discussing the issues. The access proposals had been
superseded. When The Guardian reported publication of the
Consultation Paper on access to local authority accommodation, which
was linked to the White Paper, it did so under the banner of ’Tories
soften line on single mothers’, which reflected the position that news-
paper had adopted on the White Paper (Meikle, 1996a).

The Housing Act 1996

In the final phase, the Conservative government introduced and pushed
its Housing Bill through parliament. Protests against the Bill were
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marginalized by the lack of media coverage given over to them.
Protests in favour of making the Bill harsher were readily accepted by
the government (Doran, 1996, resulting in a narrowing of the home-
lessness definition). By this stage, the government had two further
weapons in their grasp.

First, Young had been superseded in his role at the DoE by David
Curry, a ’self-deprecating Yorkshireman [whol escapes the wrath of the
close-knit housing establishment’ (Meikle, 1996b). In contrast to

Young, Curry pursued consensus politics claiming he was not

interested in pursuing a moral agenda, conceding ground on less

important issues, but refusing to concede on matters he defined as
’policy’ (the homelessness part of the legislation). In so doing, political
commentators in the media largely ignored the Bill for, as Robin

Oakley (the BBC political editor) suggested,
The problem with political coverage is that a story has to be politically
sexy and form part of the inter-party battle. Therefore if a minister plays
something in a consensus style the chances are it will not hit the head-
lines as more contentious matters might. (Quoted in Grender, 1996)

Second, the judicial committee of the House of Lords had erroneously
decided that the original homelessness legislation created no rights to
accommodation other than for a temporary period not less than 28 days
(R. v. Brent L.B.C. ex parte Awua (1995) 27 H.L.R. 659; Cowan,
1997a). Curry outrageously used this decision to justify the Bill’s pro-
vision that successful homeless applicants would only be entitled to a
minimum period of two years’ accommodation because, otherwise,
’{h}omeless people could therefore find themselves above a dangerously
thin safety net’ (Curry, 1996). In the same article, Curry argued that
his proposals also had the support of Shelter. So, Curry’s consensus
policies were given impetus by the collaboration of the judiciary.

All of this meant that the passage of this section of the Housing
Bill proceded with minimum media reporting. Furthermore, even
though Conservative MPs were becoming rebellious, there was no

dissension from the party whipping system (see David Ashby MP’s dis-
sension on gay succession rights to tenancies which caused his deselec-
tion just after the proposals were discussed in committee).
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Blairism and ’one nation’ housing policies

The fated demise of the Conservatives meant that immediate changes
to the Housing Act 1996 were at least scheduled to be made (as the
Labour manifesto had promised this as part of the move to ’one nation’
politics). The new Housing Minister, Hilary Armstrong, sent out a
short Consultation Paper within the first month of office which, while
presenting the government’s commitment to reform of the 1996 Act,
nevertheless made it clear that there was no time to do so in that par-
liamentary session. Less than one month was given for consultation on
two proposals that would keep the framework of the 1996 Act, but
would ensure that statutorily homeless people would be given a rea-
sonable preference on waiting lists. Additionally, any accommodation
allocated to a homeless person in the private sector would have to be
for a minimum period of two years (DoE, 1997). The exclusionary
structure of the Housing Act 1996 remains in place; no doubt, this is
because the public-private divide, evident in that legislation as a result
of the heavy reliance on private sector tenures, meets with the approval
of the New Labour policy and focus group gurus. In other words, these
changes are no more than a change of form, not substance.

Media comment to the proposals, announced by Armstrong at a
Shelter conference, provides a useful contrast with the way in which
the Conservative proposals were (mis)reported. Only the Daily Mail
and The Daily Telegrapb reported the announcement, both giving
further vent to the belief that the homeless jump, or ’leapfrog’, the
housing waiting list (Deans, 1997; Sylvester, 1997). Seemingly
unprompted, both newspapers provided different attempts at justi-
fying the Conservative’s statute: ’This was to stop people deliberately
sleeping on the street for a period in order to jump the queue’
(Sylvester, 1997); and:

The move will mean the abandonment of ’stand on your own feet’ poli-
cies encouraged by the Tories, and pioneered in Conservative-run local
authorities such as Westminster and Wandsworth. (The law had been so

vague that] many with places to live and who knew how to work the
system shot to the head of waiting lists. (Deans, 1997)

The single mother attacks had been conveniently forgotten in place of
spurious justifications. The headlines, on the other hand, rekindled the
flame of their earlier ignorance.
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Conclusion

In their 1994 Consultation Paper, the government’s rationales for

reforming the homelessness legislation were that many people in

genuine housing need were not being allocated accommodation
because there was too much demand for housing through the home-
lessness legislation. The proposals, however, affected all applicants who
came through the homelessness route, whether or not they had as much
genuine housing need as others. They would not stop queue jumping
because, as the then government themselves admitted, in any rational
system of housing allocation according to need, the homeless would
receive priority. The proposals therefore more closely reflected the
third proposition, which did not appear explicitly in the document but
which was, it has been argued, the critical proposition. The require-
ment on local authorities to redirect successful homelessness applicants
to private sector accommodation represented both the creation of d’emand
for private sector tenancies (and therefore an internal market), as well
as the denial of the public sector. As such, it was a shortsighted solution
to the ’problem’ of homelessness.

While the third proposition provided the necessity for the cut-
backs in definitions and obligations, the media was driven by alterna-
tive pressures throughout the whole process. These pressures reflected
their need to present the proposals in simple form to appeal to the sup-
posed consensus of their readership. The fixation on single mothers and
queue jumpers, inspired by the back to basics conference and other sen-
sitizing events, meant that the proposals themselves were largely
ignored in favour of the salacious sideswipe at a supposed ’new
morality’, which imitated the ideology of the New Right. It hardly
ever seemed to occur to the media that the proposals hit all homeless
applicants equally. The protests of the housing movement were, at
best, represented as a minority voice by the media and, at worst,
ignored by the government in its so-called consultation process.

Against this backdrop, the Conservative Housing Minister was
subsequently able to present his proposals as ’consensus’; more so,
because the judicial committee of the House of Lords had interpreted
the original legislation as providing hardly any rights at all. As he
eschewed the moral agenda favoured by the media, he was viewed in a
more favourable light than his predecessor and thus the homelessness
provisions in the Housing Bill were largely ignored. The parliamentary
’whipping system’ did the rest and the Housing Act 1996 was brought
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into force with no significant changes from the original Bill (other than
a harsher definition of homelessness itself). Judged from this perspec-
tive, Major’s government with a small majority was able to pursue its
ideological agenda to far better effect than the huge majorities enjoyed
by the Thatcher governments.

The media’s focus on the homeless as folk devils enabled the gov-
ernment to ignore, throughout the whole process, the burning question
of how to increase the supply of accommodation. The Conservative’s
argument, that ’future generations may not thank us if we continue to
devote scarce natural resources to producing ever more dwellings’, was a
crass appeal to environmentalism which they only espoused when
advantageous. At the time of writing, Armstrong’s proposals have been
brought into force by virtue of quasi-legislation. However, that prin-
cipal problem remains. Capital receipts from council house sales will
slowly be released but this will be of marginal effect. Furthermore, the
New Labour solution leaves the Conservative’s 1996 Act in place
together with its appeal to the inadequate private sector. Loveland’s
comment in 1995 that the homelessness legislation was ’an exercise in
legislative deceit’ remains as perceptive now as it has ever been.

Notes

This article was first given as a staff seminar at the Faculty of Law, University
of Southampton and an amended version was then given at the SLSA Annual
Conference 1997. Debts are owed to all those colleagues/friends who listened
and made valuable remarks. Inspiration (and reading) was gleaned from Julia
Fionda, Helen Carter and Andrew Sanders.

1. Grender asserts that this was the central reason why the Housing Act
1996, a substantial piece of legislation, received little or no attention in
its parliamentary passage: ’Out go the adjectives which could whet the
appetite of a news editor&mdash;"clash", "battle", "humiliating climbdown"&mdash;
and in comes the language of consensus&mdash;"necessary adjustment", "con-
cessions", "no ideological agenda" ’ (Grender, 1996: 11).

2. It is astounding that the critical study of law in the media, so rich by way
of comparison with law in the courts, has been ignored by legal acade-
mics whether on the left or right. The major advances in this respect of
Hall et al. and Golding and Middleton have simply caused no further
major advances to be made in this discipline (Sanders, 1997). This article
is an attempt at building up a literature in this respect.
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3. Carlen (1994) argues that both denial and deterrence were evident in the
1985 Act. However, the new legislation considerably extended both&mdash;
see Cowan, 1997b.

4. This was a perverse belief. In the homelessness context, judicial decisions
were more often than not in line with the Major government’s housing
policies: see Griffith, 1991: 140-4; Cowan, 1997a.

5. This formulation was inserted into the 1985 Act by the Housing and
Planning Act 1986, s. 14.

6. A summary of the first review’s results can be found at H.C. Debs, Vol.
23, col. 317w (13 May 1982) (Michael Heseltine).

7. This is abbreviated because much of the discussion repeats the available
literature&mdash;see Carter and Ginsburg, 1994; Cowan and Fionda, 1994;
Loveland, 1994, 1995: 323-48.

8. This should be contrasted with the government’s explanation of this par-
ticular proposal in Standing Committee: ’The government do not believe
that there is a massive or intractable problem ...’ (H.C. Standing
Committee G, Twentieth Sitting, col. 768).

9. This case also contained the suggestion that local authorities need not
allocate any accommodation at all to a particular preference group. So,
the 1985 Act contained ample scope for local authorities to ignore the
needs of the homeless.

10. Although this was being phased out (because it was expensive), many
authorities still used it.

11. In the context of the rest of the article, this statistic placed the sugges-
tion that 43 percent of successful applicants were teenage females seeking
to take advantage of the legislation. As such it was misleading.
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