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Abstract: The Czech Republic has recently experienced a growing number of homeless people,
which leads to the need to evaluate the impact of social housing on the living conditions of its users.
At present, there is no existing law on social housing in the Czech Republic and the agenda of
assistance to the homeless is thus carried out mainly by social services. For these reasons, the paper
intends to evaluate the impact of social housing on the homeless in the Czech Republic in a specific
area of the use of social services. Based on a quantitative research survey of 147 social housing
dwellers after moving in and after 12 months, the impact of social housing on the use of social services
was determined, which was put into context with the trend of using social work services in social
housing. Research results show that the provision of social housing leads to an overall decrease of the
social work utilization and (possible) increase in client self-sufficiency, which can result in strong
economic impacts of social housing in the form of savings on social work provision.

Keywords: social housing; impact evaluation; social services

1. Introduction

There are four reasons for the desirability of the paper’s creation, namely: (a) the growing number
of homeless people and people at risk of homelessness; (b) the absence of law on social housing,
which would require municipalities to provide social housing; (c) existing barriers in using social work
services; and, (d) the need for evidence on the impact of social housing on homeless people in the
Czech Republic. We understand social housing as housing provided to persons in need of housing
or who are at immediate risk of housing loss. Social housing is provided under specific rental terms
and conditions and in accordance with certain principles. Users of social housing are provided with
support in the form of social work, if necessary.

Concerning (a): The number of homeless people is growing, as reported by research at the
national and international levels [1]. According to the Homeless People Census [2], in the spring of
2019, there were a total of approximately 23,830 homeless persons in the Czech Republic, of whom
2600 were children. In 2011, the number was only 11,496 homeless people. All ETHOS (European
typology of homelessness and housing exclusion) categories of homeless people were included in this
census. This number can be considered high, as it is 0.2% of the population of the Czech Republic.

Concerning (b): At the same time, there is no law on social housing in the Czech Republic,
which would require municipalities to provide social housing for their residents in need of housing.
Discussions about the need for the law have been ongoing in the Czech environment for a long time.

There was a shift in preparations in 2014, when the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs became
the main administrator and prepared the Concept of Social Housing in the Czech Republic 2015–2025 [3].
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The concept defined the parameters of a social housing system and prepared the wording of the Social
Housing Act and Housing Allowance Act. The law was approved by the Czech government [4], but it
failed to pass the legislative process. Since February 2018, the Ministry of Regional Development has
been reinstated as the main administrator, resulting in a partial change in perspective shown as a shift
toward an affordable housing law [5].

In the context of the above, there are only some municipalities (currently not more than 40) that
piloted their own social housing systems, thus ensuring the provision of social housing to persons in
need of housing. However, the individual social housing systems differ considerably in the principles
used for social housing provision, with some municipalities implementing the Housing Ready principle
(Housing Ready consists of several housing levels with different intensities of obligatory social work.
Accommodation in individual stages of permeable housing is thus time limited. The move between
the individual levels of housing is understood as a motivating factor and is related to a household’s
move. Independent living is the last step.), and others the Housing First principle (Housing First uses
housing as a starting point rather than an end goal. The Housing First approach is based on eight
core principles: 1. Housing is a human right. 2. Choice and control for service users. 3. Separation of
housing and treatment. 4. Recovery orientation. 5. Harm reduction. 6. Active engagement without
coercion. 7. Person-centred planning. 8. Flexible support for as long as is required [6]).

In the Czech Republic, there is also a system project of the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs to
support social housing: Social housing—methodological and information support in the area of social
agendas (CZ.03.2.63/0.0/0.0/15_017/0003539), which aims to “establish and develop a social housing system
in the Czech Republic through international cooperation, research activities, methodological materials and the
establishment of a Contact Centre, employees of which participate in the piloting of the social housing system
according to the Concept of Social Housing in the Czech Republic 2015–2025 and will provide methodological
support.” A total of 16 municipalities in the Czech Republic piloting implementation of local social
housing systems are involved in the project. These pilot social housing systems have the makeup of
European Union-funded projects.

Social work with clients accommodated in social housing is one of the basic preconditions for
successful retainment of social housing and is provided in individual social housing projects, both in
the outpatient and field form. Its goals include stabilization of settled-in households, cooperation
in retaining the flat and subsequent gradual addressing of issues set out in the client’s individual
service plan. The level of support intensity, forms and methods of social work must be determined
individually according to the needs and situation of the client [7]. The most common areas of
support include support in dealing with the authorities (including the provision of social housing
benefits), legal assistance and counselling, support for social contacts (relationships with family,
friends), job search, money management, but also, e.g., support for creating a daily regime or door
management [8].

Concerning (c): The abovementioned facts reveal that the assistance and help to homeless people
in the Czech Republic are currently primarily in the agenda of social services [9]. Homeless people are
supported on the street by a variety of field programmes. The most frequently used form of assistance
is shelters. Shelters are a social service that provides temporary accommodation for a fee (primarily
for the period of one year) to persons in an unfavourable social situation associated with the loss of
housing in combination with social work.

Concerning (d): There are numerous studies on the impacts of social housing on the homeless
abroad; see, for example, [10–16]. The Czech Republic has only a very limited number of studies dealing
with the impact of the provision of social housing on the living situation of homeless people. The very
first study was the study of Ripka et al. [17], who carried out a social housing impact evaluation after
12 months in the Rapid Re-housing project for 50 families, funded by the city of Brno, which can be
considered essential in this area. Research shows that 96% of people were able to keep housing in this
social housing project. This research is so far the only research in the Czech Republic with which the
results of the presented evaluation can be compared (see below).
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However, almost none of the presented studies deal with the effects of the use of social housing on
the use of social services outside the social housing project. Only the study of Aubry et al. [12] pointed
out that social housing has improved the availability of assistance when addressing social benefits,
and the study of Ripka et al. [17] described the use of social services within the project, where the
support of social work was necessary in social housing provided by an external organization (social
service). As a result, this study states that significantly more frequent use of services was observed in
households accommodated in social housing. The authors themselves state that this use was related to
the activity of a key worker from that social service. Services to help with problems related to housing
and to help with negotiations with the authorities and the settlement of social benefits were used the
most. Our research thus tries to respond not only to the abovementioned justification of the need
to evaluate the impacts of social housing on its users, but also to fill the research gap in the form of
evaluating the impacts of social housing on the use of social services.

In the context of the above, this paper aimed to evaluate the impact of social housing on the
homeless in the Czech Republic in the specific area of the use of social services determined by a search
of Czech and foreign literature.

Situation of Social Services for Homeless People in the Czech Republic

In the Czech Republic, the category of social services for homeless people includes mainly:
shelters (in ETHOS categorization, people living in shelters are roofless; ETHOS describes shelters
as homeless hostels), night/emergency shelters (in ETHOS categorization, people sleeping in night
shelters are houseless), low-threshold day centres, outreach programmes, social rehabilitation and
social activation services. Cooperation with these services is based on the voluntariness and individual
needs of each client. Most of the tenants of social housing were in contact with these services during
their lives. Social workers working in these services help homeless people meet their individual
needs. For residential service workers, assistance/help may be encountered with some monitoring of
compliance with the facility’s rules.

(A) Shelters that are described in [18] as follows: “Shelters provide accommodation services for a
transitional period to persons in an adverse social situation associated with the loss of housing.”
The Social Services Act states that “The service . . . includes the following basic activities:
(a) Provision of food and/or assistance in the provision of food, (b) Provision of accommodation,
(c) Assistance in the exercise of one’s rights, legitimate interests and in the securing of one’s
personal affairs.” The Social Services Act further states that “persons shall pay a fee for the
provision of social services in temporary hostels . . . ”; the maximum amount of the compulsory
payment is 130 CZK per person per night (approx. 5 EUR). The stay in a hostel is limited in
time, most often for a period of one year. The client sets up his/her individual service plan when
entering the service, and works toward its fulfilment together with a social worker during the
service use. Categories of the service provision rules can be summarized in three areas: 1. Active
work to solve one’s adverse situation (according to the individual service plan); 2. Regular and
timely payment for the services provided; 3. Compliance with the stipulated house rules.

(B) Night/emergency shelters: [18] describes emergency accommodation/shelters as follows:
“Emergency shelters provide outpatient services to homeless persons who are interested in
the use of sanitary facilities and an overnight accommodation. The service . . . includes the
following basic activities (a) Assistance in personal hygiene or provision of conditions for
personal hygiene, (b) Provision of overnight accommodation (including cleaning and bed linen
replacement).” The service provision regime may show minor differences with regard to the
service provider. Typically, however, the time is set for evening hours, which is when the services
receive clients (e.g., 7:00–8:00 p.m.) and for morning hours, which is when the clients must leave
the service (e.g., between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m.). Clients may use a sanitary facility, laundry service,
and have a meal (e.g., soup). They are accommodated in 3–8-bed rooms. An overnight stay
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is subject to a fee of approximately 45 CZK (approx. 1.5–2 EUR; however, a half-rate is not an
exception) and laundry wash is approximately 15 CZK (approx. 0.6 EUR).

(C) Low-threshold day centres, as defined in [18], are as follows: “Low-threshold day centres provide
outpatient or outreach services for homeless persons. The Service . . . contains the following basic
activities: (a) Assistance in personal hygiene or provision of conditions for personal hygiene;
(b) Provision of food or assistance in providing food; c) Assistance in the exercise of rights,
legitimate interests and securing of personal affairs.” Services are provided free of charge in
a low-threshold day centre. The low-threshold day centre offers meals, and clients can wash
themselves and clothes here; and offers basic counselling assistance (for example, when dealing
with common matters). The service is provided at predetermined hours, e.g., from 8:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m.

(D) Outreach programmes as defined in [18] are as follows: “Outreach programmes are field services
provided to persons who lead a risky life or whose life is at risk by this lifestyle. The service is
intended for problematic groups of people, that is people addicted to drugs or other narcotic
psychotropic substances, homeless people, people living in socially excluded communities,
and other socially vulnerable groups. The service aims to seek and minimize the risks of their
lifestyle. The service may be provided to people anonymously. The Service . . . includes the
following basic activities: (a) Contact mediation with the social environment, (b) Assistance in the
exercise of rights, legitimate interests, and in the provision of one’s personal affairs.” Outreach
programmes focus on searching for potential users of social services in their natural environment.
This type of service enables contact with people who do not seek assistance themselves or refuse
assistance. At the same time, the whole group or community social work is welcomed to be
implemented, which can lead to a more thorough solution to the problems in a given location.

(E) Social rehabilitation as defined in [18] is as follows: “Social rehabilitation is a set of specific
activities aimed at achieving autonomy, independence and self-sufficiency of persons by developing
their specific abilities and skills, strengthening of their habits and training of performance of routine
activities required for independent life in an alternative way using the preserved capabilities,
potentials, and competencies. Social rehabilitation is provided in the form of outreach and
outpatient services or in the form of residential services provided in centres for social rehabilitation
services. The service . . . provided in the form of outreach or outpatient services includes
the following basic activities: (a) Training of skills required for self-care, self-sufficiency and
other activities leading to social inclusion, (b) Mediation of contact with the social environment,
(c) Educational and activation services, (d) Assistance in the exercise of their rights, legitimate
interests and in the provision of personal affairs. The service . . . provided in the form of
accommodation services in the centres for social rehabilitation services includes, besides the basic
activities described above, the following: (a) Provision of accommodation, (b) Provision of food,
(c) Assistance in personal hygiene or ensuring conditions for personal hygiene”.

(F) Social activation services for families with children as defined in [18] are as follows: “Social
activation services are outpatient or outreach services in the field provided to persons of retirement
age or to persons with disabilities at risk of social exclusion. The service according to . . . contains
the following basic activities: (a) Mediation of contact with the social environment, (b) Social
therapeutic activities, (c) Assistance in the exercise of one’s rights, legitimate interests and personal
affairs.” Social activation services often cooperate with social and legal protection bodies for
children and defend the interests of the family.

In general, it can be stated that social services do not provide the homeless with long-term
accommodation. At the same time, these services (excluding shelter and emergency shelter) are also
intended for target client groups other than the homeless. Specific information on how these services
are used by the homeless in the Czech Republic is lacking. We can only list that there were 78 emergency
shelters in the Czech Republic used by 42,751 clients in 2018. There were also 217 temporary shelters
used by a total of 5289 clients in 2018 [4].
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Despite the fact that helping homeless people is mainly an agenda of social services, homeless
people themselves identify a number of barriers to the use of social services.

In 2018, qualitative research with homeless people was realized in the Czech Republic. The main
aim of this research was to analyse and describe the barriers to the use of public services by people
without a home. A number of barriers to using social services were identified during qualitative
interviews with homeless people who lived on the streets or slept in night shelters (41 interviews,
8 women and 33 men, average age of the informants was 46 years) [19].

This research revealed a number of barriers to the use of public services by people without a
home, which were divided into the systemic (given by the system) and individual ones. The systemic
included: a personal responsibility for systemic shortcomings (especially the lack of profitable housing
and the absence of a law on social housing). The individual barriers (i.e., not on the informants’ side
but those identified by individuals) included two categories of barriers, i.e., the barriers to access
social services and the barriers to stay in residential social services. The barriers to access the social
services were the necessity to split the families (in case of cohabitation), absence of documents, lack of
finances, medical examination, animal ownership, and negative experience with a particular service
or worker (shared among the persons without a home). The barriers during the stay in residential
social services were the set of rules (mainly cleaning the common premises and the alcohol tolerance),
opening and waiting time (for placement), mental problems, necessity to share the room with “other
clients”, resulting lack of peace and privacy, and relationship dynamics of the environment.

The informants associated the (non-)use of services with their non-necessity and the need to solve
“their own problems” with “their own invention” and “their own survival strategies”. They frequently did
not consider themselves to be social services clients (that is, people who need the help of services) and,
on the contrary, they felt that there were “others” who needed the services more [19], and we also see
foreign research with the same focus and target group, e.g., [20–22].

2. Materials and Methods

The presented data are partial data, which were created within the final evaluation of the project
of social housing where 16 municipalities were involved (14 cities and 2 urban districts). These were
municipalities of various sizes: there were three cities with less than 1000 inhabitants; three large cities
with more than 150,000 inhabitants; the rest of the cities were medium size—it means that they have
less than 90,000 inhabitants.

Based on a search of foreign studies [12], we assumed that there would be a decrease in the use of
social services. We decided to verify this assumption, although it was not confirmed within the Rapid
Re-housing project research with 50 households in one of the Czech cities (Brno) [17]. During this
verification process, we focused on the five most common areas of the social services agenda (for more
details, see the previous chapter) used by the homeless. These areas involved: assistance in dealing
with authorities, assistance in arranging for social benefits, housing assistance, job search assistance,
and debt assistance [23].

Data were collected through a questionnaire designed by the authors [23], which was also used
in a similar form in the evaluations of the Rapid Re-housing Project [17], and which is based on
meta-analysis of foreign experience. A total of 534 households were involved in the system project.
The households involved in evaluation research were selected on the basis of intentional sampling
realized by individual municipalities. Each of the municipalities selected households in its local social
housing projects that were involved in the survey. The criterion for selection was the involvement in a
local social housing project.

As part of the assisted questionnaire survey, a questionnaire mapping the conditions in households
provided with social housing was used. Also, the questionnaire was administered right after moving
into a new accommodation and then after 12 months, with one representative of the household who
reported on the surveyed household’s conditions. The questionnaire consisted of 61 questions to be
asked after moving in, and 47 questions to be asked after 12 months. The questions focused on various



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10184 6 of 12

areas of the life situation, such as the experience of need of housing, the financial situation of the
household, employment, health status, social relationships and the use of social services.

The researchers managed to match up the questionnaire versions administered at the time of moving
in with after 12 months for 147 respondents, of which 53 were men and 94 women. Each respondent
responded as a representative of the whole household, so gender differences were not monitored.
The average age of the respondents was 40.7 years (minimum age: 19, maximum age: 75). A total of 75 of
these respondents had a primary education, 18 respondents from this group had a secondary education
with a school-leaving exam, 49 respondents had a secondary education with an apprenticeship certificate,
4 of these respondents had a university degree, and one respondent was without an education. Of note,
86 respondents were single, 45 divorced, 15 married, and one respondent was widowed. The average
number of permanently residing household members in this respondent group was 2 and the maximum
was 8. The average number of permanently residing children under the age of 18 was 1 (or 1.2), while
the maximum number of permanently residing children was 6.

If we divided the respondents according to the last place of residence, we can state that:
29 respondents resided in a hostel; 33 respondents resided in a shelter; 8 respondents resided in
housing, which they referred to as “cottage or cabin”; 6 respondents were roofless; 44 respondents came
from rental housing and 20 respondents temporarily stayed with their relatives or friends in a private
or separate room. The remaining respondents did not state their place of residence. If we use the
ETHOS typology [24], there were: 62 houseless persons, 8 persons from inadequate housing, 6 roofless
persons and 64 persons from insecure housing. We have intentionally used the ETHOS typology,
considering that it can provide a comparison of results in an international context. At the same time,
however, it is necessary to be aware of the difference between the target group of people living in
hostels and shelters; when homeless people from the category of roofless people can also be future
clients of shelters rather than people living in hostels. This similarity between the two subgroups is
further reflected in the data results themselves.

The collected data were described by descriptive statistics, adjusted for erroneous and missing
values. The common statistical methods depending on the type of set hypotheses were used for
the processing of the collected data; specifically, it was the sign test and the Mann–Whitney test.
These tests were used in relation to the fact that the data were nonparametric in nature. The sign test is
a nonparametric test, which replaces a classical t-test when the assumption of a normal distribution is
not met. The ratio between negative and positive nonzero differences in pair observations becomes a
parameter of binomial distribution. Thus, the null hypothesis of the equality of that ratio to be one-half
is then tested.

The Mann–Whitney tests whether a randomly selected quantity from one population will be
lower or greater than a randomly selected value from another population. This is to test a general shift
in the distribution, and therefore this test manages to reveal a difference even for variables that have
identical medians.

The research followed the ethical principles set in the Unified Methodology for Monitoring and
Evaluation of Local Social Housing Systems [23], which was in line with the valid legislation of
the Czech Republic and which placed special emphasis on: maintaining confidentiality, ensuring
awareness of research participants, ensuring safety and security for research participants, and voluntary
participation in research.

We should reflect the research limits, which were caused by: (a) possible social desirability of the
respondents (the level of readiness to respond the way the respondent believes that an interviewer
wishes to hear); (b) nonrandom sampling of respondents; (c) sample size; (d) the nature of some
questions, such as questions inquiring about a respondent’s mental state, which interferes with privacy
of respondents and at the same time places high demands on respondent’s reflection; (e) inhomogeneity
of the research sample due to a different nature of the respondent’s life situation, a different context of
individual municipalities involved in the project and a different approach of individual municipalities
to social housing; (f) involvement of different evaluators in different municipalities, who, despite the
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fact that they were trained in the use of a uniform evaluation methodology, could bring their own
perspective to the research and thus to the data; and, g) focusing on one specific area of evaluation
of the impacts of social housing without monitoring the connection with other changes in the living
situation of households in social housing. Even so, the research provides unique data on the impact of
social housing in the Czech Republic.

3. Results

After moving in, and 12 months after the first round of interviews, respondents were asked
how frequently they used selected services or the help offered by authorities on a three-point scale
(often–sometimes–not at all) in the last six months. In this context, we also define the social services
described in this article, i.e., as certain social assistance provided by social service organizations
or offered by authorities. In statistical analyses, we also worked with data from respondents who
frequently use social services.

Contrary to our assumption of an increased use of services in a total data sample, there was a
decrease in the use of social services across target groups in the following monitored areas: dealing
with authorities, arrangement for social benefits, and especially the area of housing assistance.

On the contrary, there was an increase in the use of social services in the area of debt-solving
assistance in some target groups, which can be considered as a significant positive impact of social
housing. The provision of social housing and related social work therefore leads to a decrease in
the use of specific social services and, conversely, to an increase in the use of social services aimed
at resolving debt issues. This fact can be explained by the newly emerging focus of social housing
users on this issue due to stabilization of their living conditions and saturation of housing needs. It is
also important to mention that debts may have arisen precisely as a result of the previous housing
situation in the form of energy debts, which are often associated with the situation of households living
in substandard housing, see, e.g., [25]. At the same time, social workers in social housing systems
focus directly on working with debts and energy debts.

In the total data sample:

• the need for assistance in dealing with authorities dropped by 12% (n = 147, p-value = 0.004);
• the need for assistance in arranging for social benefits dropped by 14% (n = 147, p-value < 0.001)

(Note: social benefits must be applied for repeatedly in the Czech Republic);
• the need for housing assistance dropped by 27% (n = 147, p-value < 0.001).

On the contrary, the need for assistance in resolving debt issues increased by 7% (n = 147, p-value
= 0.026). It means that people in social housing may want to try to stabilize their financial situation
after stabilizing their housing situation.

The use of social services in the area of job search did not change in the total data sample
(respectively, it increased statistically insignificantly by 1.4% (from 13.6% to 15%, p-value = 0.423).
This result corresponds with the results of the evaluation in the job search area, where the employment
rate among social housing dwellers also did not change statistically significantly. The similar result
is also presented by a number of research studies in the Czech environment [17]. It is compared to
foreign research studies (see, e.g., [11]), where the number of the employed increased.

The factors we also monitored were the changes in the use of social services by respondents
divided by the average intensity of social work support into less than three contacts per month (n = 50),
three to four contacts per month (n = 44) and five and more contacts per month (n = 44). When dividing
the target group by an intensity of the use of social work in supported housing, the highest decreases
in the needs for support were in dealing with authorities (a decrease by 16%, n = 44, p-value = 0.074),
arrangement for social benefits (by 16%, n = 44, p-value = 0.02), and the housing situation assistance
(by 32%, n = 44, p-value = 0.001) for the target group with five or more contacts with social workers on
a monthly basis. There was a decrease in the need to receive housing assistance in all target groups.
Social housing therefore seems to lead to a reduction in the use of social services aimed at solving
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the clients’ housing issue. The intensity of support from social workers can be a factor that affects
the rate of use of social services. At the same time, it must be taken into account that a target group
with five or more monthly contacts with social workers may be the target group moving into social
housing, solving perhaps their most difficult life situation.

The following Table 1 shows in detail the presented results (except for the area of employment
and job search, where there were no changes), including the respondent categorization using an
ETHOS typology.

Table 1. Results of statistical data analysis.

ETHOS Target Group n After
Moving In

After 12
Months

Variation
(%)

Statistical Test
(p-Value)

Assistance in dealing with authorities

Total data sample 147 35.4% 23.8% −11.6 0.004

Houseless

Previous place of residence
(PPR) (Previous place of

residence) hostel
29 41.4% 20.7% −20.7 0.035

PPR shelter 33 18.2% 27.3% 9.1 0.227

Inadequate PPR cottage or cabin 8 62.5% 12.5% −50.0 0.062

Roofless PPR emergency shelter,
roofless 6 16.7% 33.3% 16.7 0.5

Insecure

PPR rental/own housing
(There were only 3 people

from own housing.)
44 31.8% 13.6% −18.2 0.019

PPR transitional
(temporary) housing 20 45.0% 35.0% −10.0 0.313

- Other 4 50.0% 50.0% 0.0 –

less than 3 contacts with a
social workper month 50 38.6% 31.8% −6.8 0.019

3 to 4 contacts with a SW
per month 44 45.5% 36.4% −9.1 0.194

5 and more contacts with a
SW per month 44 26.0% 10.0% −16.0 0.074

Assistance in arranging for social benefits

Total data sample 147 30.6% 16.3% −14.3 <0.001

Houseless

PPR (Previous place of
residence) hostel 29 41.4% 17.2% −24.1 0.008

PPR shelter 33 15.2% 21.2% 6.1 0.313

Inadequate PPR cottage or cabin 8 50.0% 12.5% −37.5 0.125

Roofless PPR emergency shelter,
roofless 6 16.7% 33.3% 16.7 0.5

Insecure

PPR rental/own housing 44 22.7% 6.8% −15.9 0.033

PPR transitional
(temporary) housing 20 50.0% 20.0% −30.0 0.016

- Other 4 50.0% 50.0% 0.0 –

less than 3 contacts with a
SW per month 50 20.0% 8.0% −12.0 0.055

3 to 4 contacts with a SW
per month 44 38.6% 25.0% −13.6 0.073

5 and more contacts with a
SW per month 44 36.4% 20.5% −15.9 0.02
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Table 1. Cont.

ETHOS Target Group n After
Moving In

After 12
Months

Variation
(%)

Statistical Test
(p-Value)

Debt assistance

Total data sample 147 11.6% 18.4% 6.8 0.026

Houseless

PPR (Previous place of
residence) hostel 29 13.8% 17.2% 3.4 0.5

PPR shelter 33 12.1% 27.3% 15.2 0.063

Inadequate PPR cottage or cabin 8 25.0% 0.0% −25.0 0.25

Roofless PPR emergency shelter,
roofless 6 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 –

Insecure

PPR rental/own housing 44 4.5% 11.4% 6.8 0.125

PPR transitional
(temporary) housing 20 25.0% 30.0% 5.0 0.5

- Other 4 0.0% 25.0% 25.0 0.5

less than 3 contacts with a
SW per month 50 6.0% 6.0% 0.0 –

3 to 4 contacts with a SW
per month 44 15.9% 38.6% 22.7 0.006

5 and more contacts with a
SW per month 44 15.9% 15.9% 0.0 0.637

Housing situation assistance

Total data sample 147 59.2% 32.7% −26.5 <0.001

Houseless

PPR (Previous place of
residence) hostel 29 72.4% 24.1% −48.3 <0.001

PPR shelter 33 54.5% 36.4% −18.2 0.105

Inadequate PPR cottage or cabin 8 37.5% 25.0% −12.5 0.5

Roofless PPR emergency shelter,
roofless 6 83.3% 33.3% −50.0 0.125

Insecure

PPR rental/own housing 44 52.3% 25.0% −27.3 0.002

PPR transitional
(temporary) housing 20 55.0% 45.0% −10.0 0.344

Other 4 75.0% 50.0% −25.0 0.5

less than 3 contacts with a
SW per month 50 54.0% 30.0% −24.0 0.006

3 to 4 contacts with a SW
per month 44 65.9% 45.5% −20.5 0.025

5 and more contacts with a
SW per month 44 59.1% 27.3% −31.8 0.001

Key social workers evaluated the intensity of support provided in households using special record
tables, always after the quarter of a year of their work in households. Data were evaluated using
linear modelling by estimating trend development (development curve) through linear models [26].
To evaluate the data, it is necessary to note that the data could only be evaluated for households for
which social workers had records for at least two quarters of a year. In the presented data, we further
worked with the averages of these trends and statistically tested their difference from zero. In this way,
we revealed trends in the intensity of support provided by social work.

The total intensity of social work between individual quarters decreased in: number of interventions
of a social worker (−0.11, n = 175 households, p-value = 0.002), total frequency of contacts with a social
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worker (−0.541, n = 178 households, p-value < 0.001) also in the average time spent on interventions
(−0.341, n = 181, p-value < 0.001).

The declining need for social work interventions can be considered a significant impact of
social housing. If we link this result with the declining need for support from social services in
the area of social benefits, in support with the authorities and in the area of housing, it is clear that
the provision of social housing leads to an overall reduction in social work and (possible) increase
in client self-sufficiency, which can result in strong economic impacts of social housing in the form
of savings for the provision of social work.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

Data from evaluation of 16 social housing systems of 16 municipalities in the Czech Republic
provide an interesting and (in the Czech Republic in terms of the research sample size) a unique probe
into the impact of social housing on the living conditions of homeless population. Our research also fills
the research gap in the form of evaluating the impacts of the use of social housing on the use of social
services outside the social housing project. It points out that these impacts are significant. Within the
hypothesis we set, we assumed that there would be an increase in the use of social services for people
living in social housing. This assumption was based on two basic assumptions. The first was that the
use of social services would increase as a result of social workers in social housing networking clients
to these services (e.g., informing them about, accompanying clients to services) and thus promoting
their use. The second assumption was based on the fact that the users of social housing will stabilize
the living situation in the form of gaining stable housing and, as a result, these users will focus on
stabilizing the living situation in other areas (e.g., financial—i.e., benefits).

If only the use of social services was reduced (excluding the use of support in resolving debt
issues), this result could be interpreted as meaning that users of social housing use this support instead
of social services from social workers in the field of social housing. In the context of an overall decrease
in the need for support from social workers in social housing, the above results can be interpreted as
providing social housing leading to an overall reduction in the need for social work and (possible)
increase in client self-sufficiency, which may result in the strong economic impacts of social housing in
the form of savings for the provision of social work. The results of the research can also be summarized
as social housing supports the sustainability of social services precisely by reducing the use of certain
services, which brings significant savings.

The results of the social housing evaluation achieved by our team did not broadly confirm the
results achieved by [12] or [17] in the Czech environment mentioned in the introduction of this article
(which is logical given that, the evaluation, see [17], also included services provided within social
housing), but at the same time, showed a significant impact of social housing on social work provided.
Within the limits of achieved research results, we need to re-emphasize that the variability of the
collected data in individual priority target groups of social housing in the Czech Republic indicates
that there is a need to obtain a larger dataset from social housing evaluations. The validity of the data
collected could also be supported by the use of a control sample of those who are not provided with
social housing, ideally in the form of pairing of households based on similarities (e.g., target group,
number of household members, age, previous housing trajectories, etc.). Despite their limits, the data
indicate that social housing and related social work have the potential to improve the living conditions
of homeless people.

Today, the Social Housing Act that would impose an obligation on municipalities to provide
social housing has not been drafted in the Czech Republic. Thus, there is still a significant number of
homeless people on the street, as well as a number of people at risk of homelessness, and it is up to
individual municipalities to decide whether or not to help them in their life situation, and alternatively
whether they create a local social housing system and to what capacity extent. In the conclusion of
this paper, we can emphasize the need for a law on social housing in the Czech Republic, because the
fundamental evaluation results showed that it stabilizes people in housing. In other words, it can be
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said that the situation of homeless people in the Czech Republic is not sustainable without imposing
an obligation on municipalities to provide social housing.
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People without a Home]; Sít’ aktérů pro domov, z. s.: Ostrava, Czech Republic, 2018.
20. Ensign, J.; Panke, A. Barriers and Bridges to Care: Voices of Homeless Female Adolescent Youth in Seattle,

Washington, US. J. Adv. Nurs. 2002, 37, 166–172. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Kissane, R.J. What’s Need Got to Do with It? Barriers to Use of Nonprofit Social Services. J. Sociol. Soc. Welf.

2003, 30, 127–148.
22. Ravenhill, M.H. The Culture of Homelessness: An. Etnographic Study. PhD Thesis, London School of

Economics, UMI Dissertation Publishing, London, UK, 2003.
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