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1 Introduction 

 

1.1 The Rise of Homelessness in the UK 

 

In recent years, homelessness has become a prominent issue in British politics, with all 

mainstream parties addressing the topic in their 2017 General Election Manifesto (Fitzpatrick 

et al, 2018). The current Prime Minister, Theresa May, has pledged to half rough sleeping by 

2022 and eradicate it by 2027. Homelessness has been put on the national agenda due to a 

year on year increase since 2010 (Fitzpatrick et al, 2018:58). In 2017, a study published by the 

housing organisation Shelter calculated that 1 in 206 households in England were defined as 

homeless, the highest percentage being in London where 1 in 53 are homeless (Shelter, 

2017:3). The most recent figures, calculated up to the end of 2017, show that rough sleeping 

in England has risen by 169% since 2010 with nearly five-thousand individuals sleeping on 

the streets every night (Fitzpatrick et al, 2018:48). The House of Commons (2018:3) has 

described this rise as a “national crisis” and has accused the government’s attitude as being 

“unacceptably complacent”, arguing that their approach “lacked urgency” has “clearly failed”.  

 

To understand this crisis we need to define homelessness, however, this is a complex task due 

to its various forms. In UK law, homelessness is defined by the 1996 Housing Act (§175-

178). An individual is homeless if they do not have accessible accommodation which they are 

legally entitled to occupy, or if they have accommodation which they cannot reasonably 

continue to occupy due to the threat of violence. In practice, organisations and academics 

have employed a much broader definition. One of the most common classifications is the 

European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS) developed by the 

European Federation of National Organisations Working with the Homeless (FEANTSA), a 

network of over one-hundred-and-thirty homelessness organisations across thirty countries 

(Edgar and Meert, 2005). This typology is based on three conceptual domains of a home: 

physical, social, and legal.  

 

“Having a decent dwelling (or space) adequate to meet the needs of the person and 

his/her family (physical domain); being able to maintain privacy and enjoy social 

relations (social domain) and having exclusive possession, security of occupation and 

legal title (legal domain)” (Edgar and Meert, 2005:14) 

 

An individual is defined as homeless if they are denied one or more of these domains. 

Depending on which domains an individual has access to, the typology identifies four types of 

homelessness: roofless, houseless, insecure housing, or inadequate housing. For example, a 

roofless individual is denied all three domains, whereas an individual with insecure housing is 
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only denied the legal domain. Table 1.1 explains this typology further by giving operational 

examples. 

 

Table 1-1: European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion 

 

European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS) 

Adapted from Edgar and Meert (2005:16) 

Conceptual Category Operational Category 

Roofless People living rough or staying in a night shelter 

Houseless 
People in accommodation for the homeless, immigrants, or women’s 

shelters, or people soon to be released from institutions such as prisons 

Insecure Housing 
People living with insecure tenancy, under the threat of eviction, or the 

threat of violence 

Inadequate Housing 
People living in temporary structures, unfit housing, or in extreme 

overcrowding 

 

 

The rise of homelessness in the UK is only one element of a broader housing crisis. Since the 

1970s when a significant proportion of public sector social housing was sold, the UK 

government has relied on the private sector to build new homes (The Guardian, 2017). 

However, as the private sector is driven by profit, not social need, there has been an 

insufficient supply of affordable homes to meet demand, causing an upwards pressure on 

house prices. Observing this upward trend, property speculators have driven the prices higher 

by investing billions in the UK, especially in London (Pettifor, 2018). This housing ‘bubble’ 

has seen the value of land increase by more than five times since 1995 (Harris, 2018:Online), 

with the average rental cost rising by 15% in the last seven years (Booth, 2018:Online).  

 

Given the lack of competition in the supply of affordable homes, the quality of housing has 

also become an issue. It has been estimated that 2.4 million people in England live in rented 

homes that have Category 1 hazards – which include rodent infestations, leaks and mould, and 

exposed electrical wiring (Booth, 2018:Online). Low-quality housing has put lives at risk 

most infamously in June 2017 when Grenfell Tower, a social housing tower-block in central 

London, burnt down killing at least seventy-one people and making hundreds of families 

homeless (Millward, 2017). Investigations following the fire revealed that a low-standard 

cladding that had failed fire and safety regulations had been used on the exterior of the 

building to reduce costs. According to the UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Adequate 
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Housing, by providing housing that did not meet safety standards the local authority may have 

failed to comply with its human rights obligations (Butler, 2018).  

 

Additionally to the housing crisis, there is the widely-accepted argument that the substantial 

rise in homelessness has been exacerbated by the significant budget cuts and welfare reform 

introduced under post-2008 austerity measures. Numerous academic studies have explored the 

impact of specific policies on homelessness; for example, the greater use of benefits sanctions 

which has been accused of increasing the risk of homelessness and disproportionately 

affecting those already homeless (see Beatty et al, 2015); or the removal of the housing 

benefit to young people which is predicted to increase youth homelessness (see Citizens 

Advice, 2015). The introduction of the universal credit, an attempt to combine multiple 

benefit payments into one, has been repeatedly criticised for its impact on rent arrears. 

Originally introduced in pilot regions, a freedom of information request showed that in test 

areas 50% of public sector housing residents were one month behind on their rent and 30% 

were behind by two, compared to 10% and 5% nationally (Savage and Jayanetti, 

2017:Online).  

 

In order to meet their pledge to eradicate rough sleeping by 2027, the UK government has 

introduced the Homelessness Reduction Act (2017). Accompanied by a new specialist task 

force, the act brings forward the period that a household is defined as “threatened 

homelessness” to provide assistance earlier (§1). It also requires local authorities to provide 

free information and advice on how to avoid homelessness and the rights of the homeless 

(§2). Additionally, it creates a duty to provide all homeless individuals with a housing action 

plan regardless of priority (§3). Although the act was originally praised, concern is now being 

expressed over the lack of funding local authorities are receiving to sustain these new duties 

(Fitzpatrick et al, 2018).  

 

Given the rising problem of homelessness in the UK, the roles of homelessness organisations 

have become more important than ever. It is therefore relevant to explore what approaches or 

frameworks these organisations are using in order to design and deliver their services. One 

such normative framework which the organisations could employ is the rights-based approach 

(RBA). Founded on the philosophical ‘capability approach’, this model holds that human 

rights should be both the means and ends of development or poverty reduction policies. This 

radically different approach has been used in the international development sector since the 

1990s (see Gready and Ensor, 2005, and Salomon et al, 2007), however, little research has 

been conducted on its use in the UK. As homelessness has become such a prolific problem 

domestically and as little research has been conducted on the use of the RBA in the field, this 

paper’s research question is as follows: 
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To what extent have non-governmental organisations working in the homelessness 

sector in England used a rights-based approach, and for what reasons? 

 

In answering this question, my paper is divided into six chapters. The rest of Chapter 1 will 

provide context for the research, outlining both the British homelessness sector and the 

domestic perception of human rights. In Chapter 2, I review the findings of my literature 

review, explaining the RBA in detail and highlighting other similar studies. Next, Chapter 3 

establishes the methodology I used to conduct my research. My findings are presented in 

Chapter 4, before being analysed in Chapter 5. Finally, in Chapter 6, I answer my research 

sub-questions and comment on the implications of my paper.  

 

1.2 The Context of the UK Third Sector 

 

My research question includes the concept ‘homelessness sector’, by this I mean those 

organisations operating within the ‘third sector’ that work with those either affected by 

homelessness, or with groups that are vulnerable to becoming homeless, such as those with 

mental health issues or ex-offenders. To give context to this research, I need to provide a brief 

introduction to the British third sector.  

 

The term ‘third sector’ became commonplace in the UK after New Labour adopted it in the 

1990s (Alcock, 2016). This broad sector can be described as “activity belonging neither to 

government nor the market” (Thane, 2009:6). Incorporating voluntary organisations, charities, 

social enterprises, and cooperatives, across Europe other terms such as the ‘non-profit sector’, 

‘non-government sector’, or the ‘social economy’ are more commonly used. After the 

Conservatives returned to power in 2010, the term ‘civil society’ was more frequently used, 

however, the phrase ‘third sector’ still resonates (Alcock, 2016).  

 

Every year the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) publishes a UK Civil 

Society Almanac which provides an overview of the composition and funding of the third 

sector. According to the most recent report (2017:Online), there are 165,801 organisations 

employing over 850,000 people in the third sector. Combined, they receive £45.5 billion 

annually, £15.3 billion (33.6%) of which comes from the government. Categorising 

organisations by their purpose, the largest activity is social services, which accounts for 

18.3% of the organisations (30,265) and 21.3% of the sector’s income (£9.7 billion). This 

emphasis on the delivery of social services is a distinctive feature of the British third sector. 

As Robin Wilson (2017) observes, whereas in Scandinavia these services are provided by the 

State, the UK continues to rely on a professionalised third sector to meet social needs. To 

understand why British society relies so heavily on the sector we need to look at its history. 

 



5 

 

1.2.1 The Historical Development 

 

The history of the third sector in Britain is arguably “inseparable from the history of the state” 

(Hilton and McKay, 2011:14). This dynamic interdependence between the state and the third 

sector has nearly always resulted in a “mixed economy of welfare” (Harris, 2010:26). 

Although there are numerous events which boosted the growth the sector, such as the 

separation of the Church of England in the sixteenth century which led to the rejection of 

Catholic almsgiving; or the creation of limited liability in the eighteenth century which 

allowed individuals to pool their wealth and create associated charities (Davies, 2016). For 

many, the golden age of the British third sector was the Victorian times during the industrial 

revolution.  

 

As the British economy boomed, so did private charity.  Rich entrepreneurs who had made 

their fortune in the new industries started to use their wealth to fill the “vacuum of social 

provision” left by an unwilling state (Savage and Pratt, 2013:4). From working conditions 

reform led by Cadbury to affordable housing provided by Peabody, these pioneers remain 

household names in the UK (Davies, 2016). As the sector developed, the government started 

to become more active by providing limited funding and minimal regulation; however, social 

welfare remained largely the responsibility of the church and the middle-classes well into the 

twentieth century (Davies, 2016). Bernard Harris (2010:26) argues that this was an 

ideological decision by the state who believed that universal provision could “encourage 

entitlement and undermine moral order”, whilst charities were able to control the behaviour of 

those needing support and could separate the deserving from the undeserving.  

 

Although the state demonstrated greater coordination of social provision during the first half 

of the twentieth century, it was not until the Labour government of 1945 that this system was 

replaced (Thane, 2009). Establishing a radical welfare state, including a free National Health 

Service, the government now adopted the role of social provider, leading to the questioning of 

the continued relevance of the third sector (Savage and Pratt, 2013). This commitment to state 

provision reflected Labour’s belief that private charity was demeaning and consisted of 

“patronising, middle-class meddling” (Hilton and McKay, 2011:15).  

 

However, the third sector did not stay irrelevant for long. The ‘rediscovery’ of poverty in the 

1960s and the massive roll-back of the state by Margaret Thatcher in the 1970s created a 

renewed reliance on the third sector (Davies, 2016). This reliance was continued into the 

1990s when the next Labour government came to power under Tony Blair, offering a ‘third 

way’ for public policy (Alcock, 2016). Blair’s new approach maintained a dominant role for 

the third sector, creating a ‘compact’ to govern the close relationship between it and the state. 

The sector would fulfil service delivery, whilst the state would finance and coordinate the 
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response through close policy relationships and significant investments (Alcock, 2016). This 

was more than just service delivery model, it represented a commitment to sharing the 

responsibility of social welfare (Savage and Pratt, 2013).  

 

The close partnership between the sector and the state was continued until the 2010 

Conservative-Liberal Democrats Coalition. David Cameron, the new prime minister, 

envisioned a ‘big society’ replacing a big government, calling for greater bottom-up 

community action (Alcock, 2016). Although some changes were made, such as allowing 

private companies to bid for public service contracts, most commentators argue that Blair’s 

partnership system was continued in all but name (Savage and Pratt, 2013). Nonetheless, the 

most significant impact felt by the third sector during this period was the austerity measures 

introduced by the coalition, which both cut their funding and increased their demand 

simultaneously (Hilton and McKay, 2011).  

 

1.2.2 Recent Scandals in the Sector 

 

Finally, before moving on from the third sector, I wish to highlight two scandals which 

occurred during the research period (January to April 2018). Given the position of power that 

third sector employees have when providing basic services to vulnerable individuals, 

transparency and accountability are crucial. Both of these scandals highlight the damage that 

the third sector can potentially cause.  

 

Oxfam is a British-based aid and development charity which combats global poverty. In 

February 2018, it was revealed that the head of Oxfam’s operations in Haiti had used 

prostitutes in 2010, some of which may have been underage (BBC, 2018). Worst still, it 

became clear that this director had also faced the same allegations when he worked previously 

in Chad but Oxfam had decided to continue his employment. These revelations created a 

media storm which was described as a “wake up call for the sector” and led to other charities 

releasing evidence of sexual misconduct allegations (BBC, 2018:Online). The international 

aid sector was told by the government to show “moral leadership” or lose funding; this need 

for leadership was part of a wider narrative that believed Britain needed to be the world’s 

leader in development (Elgot, 2018:Online).  

 

Not only does this scandal highlight the dangers of a powerful third sector, but also it shows 

the distinction between ‘development’ in the ‘third world’ and welfare provision in the UK. 

None of the media coverage drew any links between the ethical considerations of how 

organisations operate abroad and those working domestically. The commentary was contained 

to the ‘development’ sector which traditionally does not include work within the UK. This 

illogical separation has been noted before, for example, Peris Jones (2000:237) highlights that 
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in the UK we talk about development “‘over there’ in the ‘Third World’” but never ‘here’. He 

argues that the lack of dialogue between the two sectors is a weakness as organisations could 

be building on each other’s work and learning from different models.  

 

The other scandal came to light in March 2018 concerning St Mungo’s, a national homeless 

charity which in the last financial year received £86.4 million, 39.8% (£34.4 million) of which 

came from the government to pay for statutory services (St Mungo’s, 2017:26). St Mungo’s 

were criticised when it was revealed that their outreach teams, who look for rough sleepers in 

the night, were taking the Home Office’s Immigration, Compliance, and Enforcement teams 

with them (Taylor, 2018). Rough sleepers who did not have a right to be in the country were 

being jointly identified, leading to arrests and deportations. This revelation followed a 

previous scandal the year before when reporters discovered that the Home Office had been 

granted access to a shared database used by homelessness organisations in order to identify 

and target those living illegally (Townsend, 2017). This scandal demonstrates the danger of 

the rights and best interests of the most vulnerable being outweighed by a desire to cooperate 

with the government.  

 

Scandals in the third sector pose ethical and practical questions concerning how organisations 

should act in order to protect the most vulnerable. These issues of legitimacy and 

accountability demonstrate the relevance of researching the sector’s use of the RBA. 

 

1.3 Human Rights in the UK 

 

Before investigating the homelessness sector’s use of the RBA it is important to ground the 

research in the context of human rights in the UK, particularly addressing the public’s 

perception.  

 

Internationally, the United Kingdom is a state party to seven of the nine UN human rights 

conventions, including both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the 

International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ICESCR). However, 

individual complaints are only accepted for the Convention on the Elimination of all forms of 

Discrimination Against Women and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with 

Disabilities. Regionally, the UK is party to the European Convention on Human Rights 

(ECHR) and the European Social Charter (ESC), although the revised ESC has not been 

ratified. At the domestic level, the Human Rights Act (1998, HRA) codifies the rights 

established in the ECHR into domestic law, but there is no specific law which establishes 

domestic socioeconomic rights. 
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Even if the UK has ratified these conventions, the British public may not support them. Karen 

Bell and Sarah Cemlyn (2014) conducted a review of both media publications and academic 

articles discussing human rights in the United Kingdom. They found there is a dominant 

narrative that “the rights of the least worthy tend to attract the greatest protection in law” and 

that human rights do not provide benefit for ‘ordinary’ law-abiding citizens (826). They also 

observed the opinion that human rights unduly obstruct the investigation and punishment of 

terrorism, with specific “underserving cases” such as the blocked deportation Abu Qatada 

being used repeatedly to highlight this (826). Confusingly, many commentators see the ECHR 

as the European Union trying to dictate how the UK government should act, even though it is 

a Council of Europe treaty. This negative media perception was reflected in the Conservative 

2010 General Election pledge to repeal the HRA and withdraw from the ECHR, neither of 

which were carried out. Furthermore, although socioeconomic rights might have a strong 

history in the UK through the Charter of the Forest (1217) and the post-war welfare state, they 

are largely ignored in the dominant narrative of human rights nationally and seen as only 

appropriate for ‘developing’ states (see Van Bueren, 2013).   

 

However, the negative coverage of human rights and the absence of socioeconomic rights 

language may not reflect how the British public feel. Using data from the 2005 Citizenship 

Survey, Polly Vizzard (2010) demonstrates that the UK population ranks many 

socioeconomic rights as important as civil and political rights. For example, over 95% of 

respondents believed that everyone should have the right to universal healthcare and the right 

to primary education, whilst over 80% believed that everyone should have a right to social 

security (126). Interestingly for this paper, another study found that in 2006, 65% of the 

British public believed that the homeless should have a right to housing (Fredman, 2010:4). 

Furthermore, Bell and Cemlyn (2014) argue that “in order to increase support for human 

rights among the UK public, it is necessary to shift the focus of discourse so as to emphasise 

socio-economic rights” (823). As socioeconomic rights are “considered to be more relevant to 

their daily lives than civil and political rights” (828), by focusing on them the reputation of 

human rights’ in general can be improved.  

 

Contrary to the lack of support for human rights and the absence of a British bill of 

socioeconomic rights, the UK is only one of two countries in Europe which has a justiciable 

right to housing (Fitzpatrick and Watts, 2010). France is the other example, establishing the 

right in the Droit au Logement Opposable (Bill No.2007-290). Instead of justiciable rights, 

most countries have “social rights” which are “political markers of concern” that are often 

included in constitutions but cannot be used in litigation (Bengtsson, 2001:256).  

 

The right to housing was first established in England in the Housing Act 1977 but has since 

been altered three times (1985 and 1996), most recently in the Homelessness Act 2002 (see 
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Loison-Leruste and Quilgars, 2009). Local authorities face a legal duty to provide housing for 

the homeless in their administrative region. There are several criteria that an individual or 

household must meet before being awarded the right. They must be ‘homeless’ as defined 

above (Housing Act, 1996, §175), ‘eligible’ which excludes persons without EU citizenship 

(§185), have not become homeless ‘intentionally’ (§191), and deemed a ‘priority’ which 

includes families with children, pregnant women, individuals who are vulnerable due to age 

or health, and those made homeless by fire or flood (§189). Once the authority has decided 

that the individual or family is owed statutory housing, they are provided with ‘temporary’ 

accommodation until ‘settled’ housing is available (§193). 

 

The Scottish Parliament extended this right through the Homelessness, Etc. Act (2003) which 

replaced the four tests with one, a simple determination of homelessness (see Andersen, 

2012). The tests were gradually removed until the Homelessness (Abolition of Priority Need 

Test) Order (2012) established the new universal right. 

 

2 Literature Review 

 

Before carrying out my research, I conducted a literature review in order to place my work in 

the context of others’ and to identify what value could be added. I conducted my review by 

using Oria, an online search tool for academic work. Relevant literature was gathered by 

using specific terms, these included: “homeless” or “homelessness”, “rights-based” or “rights-

based approach”, “right to housing” or “adequate housing”, and “UK”, “United Kingdom”, or 

“England”. I limited my results by using different combinations of the terms and connecting 

them with Boolean operators.  

 

The results of the literature review are divided into three sections. Firstly, there was literature 

which provided an explanation and analysis of the RBA in general. This work outlined the 

theoretical basis of the approach, how it could be operationalised, and assessed the advantages 

and disadvantages it posed. Secondly, there was those that discussed the use a justiciable right 

to housing, comparing or analysing the use of legally enforceable rights implemented by 

states. Although this may be rights-based, it is not strictly what my research concerns as it 

focuses on how the state can provide housing services, instead of how organisations or social 

movements should operate. Thirdly, there was literature which explored the rights-based 

approach regarding how organisations operationalised their work. This literature was more 

closely related to my research, however, there was a significant lack of it. Below, the 

literature from all three sections is presented, before identifying a research gap and 

elaborating my research question.  
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2.1 Introducing the Rights-Based Approach to Development 

 

Since decolonisation in the 1950s, development has undergone numerous ideological 

transformations, most recently in the 1990s when the fields of human rights and development 

converged under ‘human development’ (Andreassen, 2003). Largely a response to the impact 

of neoliberalism in the 1980s, this convergence was pioneered in 1991 when the United 

Nations Development Programme released their first Human Development Report (Fukuda-

Parr, 2003). Ever since, the relationship between these fields has been elaborated, creating 

what is now known as the rights-based approach to development. Nowadays, United Nations 

bodies stress that “poverty reduction and human rights are not two projects, but two mutually 

reinforcing approaches to the same project” (OHCHR, 2004:3). 

 

The now prevalent rights-based approach to development is philosophically founded on the 

capability approach which was first introduced by Amartya Sen in 1979 but has since been 

developed by numerous academics (Deneulin and Shahani, 2009). Sen’s theory was proposed 

as a challenge to analysing equality and development through either utilitarian theories which 

measured total utility, or Rawlsian theories which focused on primary social goods (Sen, 

1980). Instead, he argued that social arrangements and public policies should be evaluated 

according to the extent that individuals have the real opportunity to choose the life they deem 

most valuable. Hence, the capability approach interprets wellbeing as individuals’ “real 

opportunities to do and be what they have reason to value” (Robeyns, 2016:Online). 

 

Rejecting income or utility, Sen proposed that capabilities should be the variable that is of 

most importance. Importantly the approach focuses on the freedom to achieve well-being 

through choosing one’s life, one’s capability, instead of the ability to do or be various 

functionings (Robeyns, 2016). For example, what is important is that a person has the choice 

to be educated, not that they are educated. This is advantageous for two reasons (Deneulin 

and Shahani, 2009). Firstly, it does not give preference to certain functionings, instead, it 

supports any conception of the good life by placing the importance on allowing individuals 

the freedom to choose. Secondly, by choosing capabilities, the approach devalues situations in 

which individual have multiple functionings yet have no freedom to choose. For example, in a 

prison, a person can be nourished, be educated, be safe, yet they do not have the capability to 

choose which functionings they value.  

 

In developing the capability approach, Sen’s later works observed a clear theoretical 

connection to human rights (Deneulin and Shahani, 2009). Most importantly, both were based 

on the maxim that an individual should never be treated as a mean, only an end. In both 

normative frameworks being treated as an end requires the freedoms to do and to be what one 

values in order to live a life of dignity. Although Sen did encourage the use the capability 
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approach to ground the RBA, it is not the only policy paradigm to be developed from the 

theory. The approach has also been applied to issues of public health, environmental policies, 

and welfare economics (Robeyns, 2016).  

 

Central to the rights-based approach is the argument made by Sen that human rights are both 

intrinsic and instrumental to development, or in other words, human rights are the “primary 

end and the principal means of development” (Sen, 1999:36). This has resulted in a two-

dimensional relationship, with human rights impacting both the process and outcome of 

development (Andreassen, 2003). Firstly, the process by which development is achieved 

should be guided by human rights principles. Principles are taken from the international 

conventions and the work of the treaty bodies, they include non-discrimination, 

empowerment, transparency, accountability, and participation (Jonsson, 2005). Being 

empowered through the development process is particularly crucial. As Sen highlights, given 

the instrumental value of people’s freedom to choose, individuals must be “actively involved 

… in shaping their own destiny, and not just as passive recipients of the fruits of cunning 

development programs” (Sen, 1999:53). Secondly, the goal of development must be the 

realisation of human rights standards. In Sen’s words, development must ultimately remove 

“the unfreedoms from which the members of the society may suffer” (Sen, 1999, 33). 

Development must seek to address human rights violations, working to increase the capacity 

of both rights-holders to claim their entitlement and duty-bearers to meet their obligations.  

 

An important caveat to note is that although human rights are legal in nature, the RBA does 

not necessarily always resort to judicial mechanisms; instead, the approach can use the law 

both directly and indirectly (Gready and Ensor, 2005). Human rights law can be used directly 

through judicial litigation that sets a precedent, using monitoring procedures to increase 

awareness of an issue, or by using legal obligations as a pressure point to lobby governments. 

Uniquely, the RBA also uses human rights law indirectly. Outside of judicial bodies, the 

principles and standards that were enshrined in legal human rights can be used as a narrative 

or framework to guide and legitimise the operations of actors. This narrative allows 

development to adopt a holistic approach which pays attention to civil and political issues as 

much as economic and social, addresses the structural causes of violations, and is coherent 

and legitimate (Gready, 2009).  

 

As the RBA is only an approach, not a complete model, various forms have been adopted by 

different actors. All of these forms will incorporate the process and outcome dimensions of 

the approach, however, they may implement them in different ways. Kirkemann Boesen and 

Martin (2007) helpfully provide a typology of the RBA, comparing it to two other 

approaches: charity and needs based. This typology breaks down the comparison into six 

theoretical levels which are outlined in Table 2.1. Importantly, the authors do not suggest that 
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none of the RBA elements have been used in development before, but stress that the strength 

of the approach is that it combines them in a coherent framework which is based on 

internationally agreed standards. 

 

Table 2-1: Typology of Approaches to Development 

 

Typology of Approaches to Development 

Adapted from Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007:10) 

Charity Approach Needs Approach Rights-Based Approach 

Focus on input not outcome Focus on input and outcome Focus on process and outcome 

Emphasises increasing charity Emphasises meeting needs Emphasises realising rights 

Recognises moral 

responsibility of rich towards 

poor 

Recognises needs a valid 

claims 

Recognises individual and 

group rights as claims toward 

legal and moral 

duty-bearers 

Individuals are seen as victims 
Individuals are objects of 

development interventions 

Individuals and groups are 

empowered to claim their 

rights 

Individuals deserve assistance Individuals deserve assistance 
Individuals are entitled to 

assistance 

Focuses on manifestations of 

problems 

Focuses on immediate causes 

of problems 

Focuses on structural causes 

and their manifestations 

 

The first level, which has already been discussed above, demonstrates that the RBA is unique 

in that the means are just as important as the ends. Human rights principles must guide the 

development process, with the OHCHR (2006b) drawing specific attention to accountability 

and participation. In the past, development outcomes have been delivered through dubious 

methods, for example, infamously in the 1980s, a national health programme in Chad used the 

military to forcefully vaccinate thousands of children at gunpoint (Munro, 2009).  

 

Also touched on above, the second level requires that the target outcome of development be 

the realisation of human rights standards. As Asbjørn Eide (2010) argues, the RBA does not 

wish to add value to development but seeks to transform the field by changing the value by 

which outcomes are assessed. In doing so the approach rejects traditional conceptions of 

charity or more contemporary notions of basic-needs, replacing them with the removal of 

human rights violations.  
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Thirdly, the RBA involves a rights-pattern analysis requiring actors to identify the 

relationship between rights-holders and duty bearers. This demonstrates the politicised nature 

of the approach in that it recognises failures to meet legal obligations. However, the approach 

does not necessarily adopt the orthodox state-centric perception of human rights theory, 

instead, duty-bearers can also be international institutions, other states, or even businesses and 

NGOs. As Gready and Ensor (2005:8) portray it, the approach is concerned with “globalising 

responsibility” in order to ensure violations are mitigated effectively.    

 

The fourth level of the typology emphasises how instead of perceiving those affected 

by development projects as helpless victims or passive objects, the approach seeks to 

empower individuals to claim their rights. This empowerment or self-determination is 

central to achieving the freedom to choose the life one’s deems valuable. As Jochnick 

(1999:60) observes, “the real potential of human rights lies in its ability to change the 

way people perceive themselves vis-à-vis the government and other actors”. 

Additionally, other academics have argued that the approach also requires 

development work to increase the capacity of duty-bearers to meet their obligations, 

this is particularly important when violations occur due to duty-bearers inability rather 

than an unwillingness (see Gready, 2009).  

 

Fifthly, the typology observes the difference between perceiving the recipients of 

development as deserving support or entitled to it. As Kirkemann Boesen and Martin explain 

“people are often expected to be grateful when their needs are met; this is not the case when 

people’s rights are met” (10). The disadvantaged’s entitlement to receive support is a 

recurring theme throughout human rights theory: 

 

“Rights are not mere gifts or favors, motivated by love or pity, for which gratitude is the sole 

fitting response. A right is something that can be demanded or insisted upon without 

embarrassment or shame” (Feinberg, 1973:58-59) 

 

The final level demonstrates how the RBA requires development actors not just to provide 

short-term solutions, but to address the structural causes that are ‘producing’ poverty (Eide, 

2010). This structural assessment demands a different role for development NGOs which 

must “shift, in their primary role, from being implementers and drivers of development to 

being allies with people’s organisations and social movements in a collective struggle for 

change” (Chapman et al, 2009:167). Again this element demonstrates how the RBA requires a 

much more politicised version of development.   

 

Inevitable, this new approach required development actors to radically restructure how they 

operated in order to meet the new norms (Hickey and Mitlin, 2009). Drawing on practical 
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experience in the sector, Urban Jonsson (2005) argues that there are four unique features 

common to programming that has adopted the RBA. Firstly, the programmes conduct 

‘causality-analysis’, creating a list of affected rights and exploring the reasons why violations 

are occurring. Secondly, they use ‘pattern-analysis’ to identify which rights-holders and duty-

bearers exist and how they relate to each other. Thirdly, conducting ‘capacity-gap analysis’, 

programmes will identify which capacities need improving on both sides of the claim-duty 

relationship and implement measures to address them. Finally, all RBA programmes will 

monitor and evaluate both their processes and outcomes with reference to the 

recommendations of human rights treaty bodies.  

 

Chapman et al (2009) describe the dramatic transformation that ActionAid underwent after 

enthusiastically adopting the RBA in 1999. Although the paper offers many insights, an 

interesting example that illustrates how the RBA affected their operations was the reversal of 

their proposal to irrigate farmers’ lands in Nepal. Through conducting causality and pattern-

analysis they quickly realised that as the farmers had no formal rights to their land, by 

building irrigation they put the farmers at risk of losing their access once land-owners saw the 

increased value. Instead, the project worked with local groups and movements to improve 

land rights for these farmers in order to empower them and help ensure their livelihoods were 

sustained.  

 

Numerous advantages of the RBA are mentioned in the literature, although I cannot include 

them all, it is worth outlining a few. Several academics highlight the importance of rejecting 

the concept of charity and perceiving the poor as entitled to support (see Gready, 2009). By 

reinterpreting poverty as unnatural it frames the status quo as unjust and demands change. 

Other arguments point to the improved accountability and legitimacy that development NGOs 

demonstrate through the RBA, particularly improving transparency and participation in their 

processes (see Sano, 2007). Given the importance of power imbalances in human rights 

theory, the RBA is also praised for paying specific attention to the most excluded groups and 

ensuring that they also benefit from the emphasis on self-determination (see Jonsson, 2005). 

Finally, academics claim that the approach is advantageous as it provides long-term structural 

solutions to poverty, instead of short-term fixes. This is particularly true when development 

seeks to build local and national alliances with groups and movements in order to sustain 

change (see Munro, 2009).  

 

Nonetheless, the RBA also has critics which have highlighted disadvantages of the approach, 

again only a selection can be mentioned. One disadvantage is that as the fields of human 

rights and development had not coincided before, there was the lack of a shared language. 

Originating from different disciplines, staff from these sectors faced new jargon and theories 

that acted as barriers to full implementation (see Munro, 2009). Another issue problem centres 



15 

 

on the practical implementation of the approach. As human rights are prescriptive, no 

operational, it can be difficult for development actors to implement the standards and 

principles effectively (see Sano, 2007). In particular, Lauchlan Munro (2009) presents the 

incompatibility of development operations and the forbidding of prioritisation in human rights 

theory. As human rights are indivisible and interdependent, the theory forbids rights to be 

prioritised; but this is extremely problematic in development because prioritisation is needed 

as resources are limited whilst problems are vast. The final disadvantage to mention is the 

claim by critics that the RBA over politicises development, forcing actors to be overly 

oppositional and confrontational of states (see Gready, 2009). As many development actors 

remain neutral in order to maximise access to those in need of support, the worry is that by 

becoming too critical states may remove access or withdraw previous support (see Gready and 

Ensor, 2005).  

 

2.2 The Justiciable Right to Housing 

 

Given the unique justiciable right to housing, the review identified extensive literature 

exploring the British law. Some assessed the impact of the housing granted through the right 

(see Pleace et al, 2008), others provided an overview of the law’s benefits (see Fitzpatrick and 

Watts, 2010), whereas many offered a descriptive account of the law’s development (see 

Andersen, 2012, and Tars and Egleson, 2009). However, the most relevant piece for this 

subsection was a comparative study by Beth Watts (2013).  

 

Her work compared the impact of the rights-based approach introduced in Scotland to a social 

partnership approach used in Ireland. The study focused on two policy outcomes: access to 

housing for the homeless and stigma towards the homeless. Watts used semi-structured 

interviews to conduct her research, limiting herself to Dublin and Edinburgh as proxies for 

each country. In each city, several service providers from both the public and charity sectors 

were interviewed alongside recently housed or still homeless single men.  

 

Watts’ research found that the right based approach in Scotland had had a positive impact on 

the access to housing. As the focus was on the need of individuals not on their worth or 

priority status, a higher percentage of those housed were single men who are traditionally 

deemed the lowest priority. The right also outweighed issues of social mix, respondents had 

mixed views on this consequence some thought it was a disadvantage whilst others praised. 

Finally, the transparent and universal system meant that service providers’ discretion was 

severely limited. Comparatively, in Ireland, the study found that the need for social mix was 

still outweighing the need to house the homeless whilst discretion allowed administrators to 

decide who was worthy or best suited for housing meaning that less single men were 

supported. The impact on stigma was not as defined, respondents in both cities reported equal 
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stigma towards the homeless. In fact, some service providers in Scotland were concerned by 

the perverse effect that the statutory right was having on stigma as it required individuals and 

families to declare themselves homeless before they received support. Individuals may choose 

not to seek support out of fear of stigma. However, Watts’ found that this ‘perverse incentive’ 

was also present in Ireland, meaning that it is not only limited to rights-based approaches.  

 

The rights approach did see a significant improvement in how homeless individuals defined 

themselves. In Scotland the respondents displayed a greater sense of entitlement, being 

unapologetic for receiving support; whilst in Ireland, the interviewees expressed luck and 

gratitude for any housing they received. Watts did not find evidence of an ‘adversarial 

climate’ created by the right approach, nor were there issues of costly legal battles.  

 

2.3 A Rights-Based Approach to Homelessness 

 

The third group of literature concerned the use of the RBA in the housing and homelessness 

sector, however, this research was unfortunately limited. Guillem Fernàndez Evangelista and 

Padraic Kenna (2013) argue that although the approach was originally utilised in the field of 

international development, the justification of the framework can be applied to all public 

policies including those that concern homelessness. They argue that it is crucial to apply a 

rights-based approach to homelessness as it will highlight how “the social exclusion suffered 

by homeless people reflects power relationships” and can empower the most vulnerable by 

helping them to understand and claim their housing protections and rights (44). However, they 

also claim that “it is still uncommon to consider poverty from a HRA perspective. Quite to the 

contrary, it is often seen as something pitiful or even as the poor person’s fault” (40).  

 

Apart from the normative argument from Fernàndez Evangelista and Kenna, my literature 

review identified three research papers which explored a rights-based approach to housing 

issues in the Global North. These studies provide a snapshot of how the approach is being 

used and how academics are conducting research in the field.  

 

The first and most extensive paper, published by Rory Hearne and Padraic Kenna (2014), 

concerns inadequate social housing provided by the Irish Government in Dublin. This paper 

documented the use of an RBA by the residents of the Dolphin Housing Estate in Dublin. 

With 436 units, this estate was a representative example of the quality of Irish social housing 

in 2009. The residents suffered from dampness and mould, sewage water contaminating the 

clean water, overcrowding, and accessibility issues. Having been let down by policies and 

projects in the past, the residents launched a human rights-based approach to their substandard 

housing in 2009. Aided by a local NGO (Rialto Rights In Action, RRIAG) and several 

academics, this was the first rights-based approach in Ireland. As Hearne was involved in the 
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campaign from the start he recorded the sociological impact of the rights-based approach, 

which was then combined with legal methodology provided by Kenna.  

 

The first step of the project was to train and educate members of the community on 

international human rights. This allowed them to relate their own experiences to specific legal 

rights. Residents then participated in designing the campaign, deciding to focus on three 

issues: dampness and sewage contamination, high levels of untreated drug addictions, and 

dangerous children’s play areas. These issues were subsequently measured by community 

collected indicators. After collecting the indicators for the first time, RRIAG organised a 

public human rights hearing in the area; inviting the media, human rights experts, and 

government representatives to hear the residents give evidence on their experiences. Prior to 

the meeting tenants had been given media-training which had a significant impact as the 

campaign received wide press coverage. Hearne (14) observed the residents had: 

 

“Fully realized, and internalized, that what was happening to them was a breach of the state’s 

obligations and their rights under international human rights treaties” 

 

Public pressure was maintained through the further recording of the indicators and subsequent 

public meetings. Largely due to the media coverage, government representatives had several 

meetings with the residents. Additionally, the community met the UN Special Rapporteur on 

Extreme Poverty and Human Rights during her visit to Ireland. In 2013, after several years of 

planning, renovation work started on the forty worst affected units, with further development 

planned.  

 

In analysing the campaign and its achievements, Hearne and Kenna highlight several key 

points. Firstly, they argue that the rights-based approach empowered the residents, removing 

any feelings of inadequacy by laying the blame on failures by the state. Secondly, using 

human rights theory, the campaign was able to target the state at the department level. Instead 

of lobbying the local authorities, the project identified the head of the Department of 

Environment and Local Government as the ultimate duty-bearer. Thirdly, the use of indicators 

with contestable data helped the residents both with legitimacy and media coverage. Finally, 

they observed that it was difficult at the beginning of the campaign to convince tenants of the 

relevance and potential of a rights-based approach. However, this soon changed once they had 

conducted rights training.  

 

The second study my literature review identified was by Balint Misetics (2013). His research 

analysed ‘The City is for All’, a grassroots pressure group from Budapest, Hungary, which 

demanded adequate housing and a fairer society. The group was involved in lobbying, 

advocacy, direct action, and civil disobedience regarding housing rights and the 
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criminalisation of poverty. An RBA was used to shape the group's demands and activities. 

Not only did they lobby for the right to housing, they also used human rights principles in 

their day to day practices. As Misetics describes: 

 

“We emphasise the equality of our members and try hard not to allow the power inequalities 

within society between homeless and non-homeless people, rich and poor, educated and non-

educated, Roma and white, men and women to be reproduced within our group.” (215) 

 

The City is for All argued that the state was the prime duty-bearer for ensuring equal and fair 

access to housing, stressing that homelessness cannot be solved only through charitable 

emergency measures. They empowered both homeless and home-owning members of the 

community by organising workshops that provided teaching about international human rights, 

constitutional rights, and progressive legislation from other countries. Unfortunately, the 

study did not include an analysis of how effective the movement was.   

 

The final study is not a research paper but a chapter in Kathryn Libal and Scott Harding’s 

(2015) book on rights-based approaches to community movements across the US. In Chapter 

Three, they explore community movements demanding the right to housing. They outline two 

movements of interest for this paper. The first is the Chicago Anti-Eviction Campaign. This 

movement, which employed a rights-based approach created in Cape Town, South Africa, 

worked within the community to create a housing cooperative. Activists identified empty 

houses, canvassed the area to build support for the use of the property and then move a 

homeless family in. Although technically squatting, they used a loophole in the Illinois law 

which prohibited eviction as long as the residents ‘beautify’ the property. The success of this 

participatory movement saw the model spread to other cities in the US. The second movement 

was the Los Angeles Human Right to Housing Collective. This group emphasised the need for 

community participation and inclusion in a campaign to improve public housing across Los 

Angeles and to fully realise the right to housing. Through regular meetings, community 

outreach, and a community survey the organisation was able to temporarily halt the 

privatisation of social housing and improve maintenance by the state.  

 

Interestingly, the literature review did not identify any studies of NGOs or social movements 

using an RBA to homelessness in the UK. Only two articles were identified that researched a 

rights-based approach in the UK, but neither was related to housing. Instead, they concerned 

healthcare (see Curtice and Exworthy, 2010) and food insecurity (see Dowler and O’Connor, 

2012).   
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2.4 Gap in the Literature 

 

My literature review revealed that although there was an abundance of literature exploring a 

justiciable right to housing, there was a gap in the literature regarding the rights-based 

approach and homelessness. Only three studies explored the relationship, none of which were 

based in the United Kingdom. Furthermore, although these studies assessed the success of the 

RBA in the housing sector, none of them analysed why the approach was used so 

infrequently. This leaves an unanswered question in the field which my paper aims to address. 

 

As already stated, the research question for my paper is: 

 

To what extent have non-governmental organisations working in the homelessness 

sector in England used a rights-based approach, and for what reasons? 

 

However, now having reviewed the literature and identified a gap in the understanding, I can 

break this broad question down into several smaller sub-questions. Each of these covers 

specific characteristics that I predicted would impact the use of the RBA in the British 

homelessness sector.   

 

SQ1: To what extent do the organisations use a rights-based approach? 

 

SQ2: Is there a correlation between the income of the organisations and the use of a 

rights-based approach?  

 

SQ3: Is there a correlation between the types of services the organisation offers and 

the use of a rights-based approach? 

 

SQ4: Is there a correlation between organisations being awarded public service 

contracts and the use of a rights-based approach? 

 

SQ5: Are organisations aware of a rights-based approach to poverty reduction? 

 

SQ6: Do organisations think that a rights-based approach is a relevant and effective 

strategy for their work? 

 

The purpose of this research was not to provide a practical or normative argument for the use 

of RBA. Instead, it sought to establish if the approach is currently used in the UK and to 

identify any potential obstacles that may impede its use. In this sense, the research question is 

both descriptive and explanatory.  
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3 Methodology 

 

My research methodology was grounded in two schools of social sciences: structuralism and 

culturalism (Landman, 2006). I employed structuralist theories to explore how state power 

can influence which approach NGOs use, either through state funding, awarding public 

contract, or rights legislation. Whilst, a culturalist approach was utilised to address how the 

public perceptions of human rights impact the use of the RBA. My methodology was 

positivist in that it proposed hypotheses to be tested through the research. According to 

Landman’s typology of research (2006:62), this paper uses theory-driven empirical research 

conducted through a single-case study which employs both inductive and analytical 

reasoning. Largely my methodology used qualitative evidence to create inferences, however, 

there was some quantitative data gathering.  

 

The rest of this chapter outlines chronologically the steps of my methodology before 

discussing the limitations of my approach. To summarise the methodology, firstly, I narrowed 

the scope of the research to make it more achievable. Secondly, I created a database of 

organisations operating within the geographical scope. Thirdly, I generated a random sample 

from this database. Fourthly, I chose seven hypotheses which were based on my research 

question and my literature review. Fifthly, I conducted content analysis to test my hypotheses 

concerning the descriptive questions. Lastly, I held semi-structured interviews with staff from 

the organisations I had identified to test the hypotheses relating to the explanatory research 

questions. 

 

3.1 Geographical Scope 

 

For feasibility, the geographical scope was limited to Greater London. This was appropriate as 

London is the capital of England so many national organisations are based there, and 

additionally, it currently has the highest number of homeless per person in England (see 

Section 1.1).  

 

3.2 Creating a Database of NGOs   

 

Faced with the absence of a national charity directory in the UK, I created a database of 

organisations operating in the field of homelessness prevention and support across Greater 

London. To do this I aggregated the members of three umbrella groups that represent 

organisations working to stop homelessness. The three umbrella groups were: Homeless Link, 

a “national membership charity for organisations working directly with people who become 

homeless in England” (No Date, Online); End Youth Homelessness, a “UK-wide network of 

local charities that have joined forces to tackle youth homelessness together” (No Date, 
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Online); and the European Federation of National Organisations Working with the Homeless, 

which “brings together non-profit services that support homeless people in Europe” (No Date, 

Online).  

 

For each group, members which operated in Greater London were added to a database that 

recorded the organisation’s name, their website, which group they were a member of, which 

type of services they offered, and their 2016-2017 income. Each organisation was given a 

unique entry number in the database. As the research focused on NGOs, local authorities 

which were members of the umbrella groups were not added to the dataset (7 excluded). 

Additionally, organisations which provided services for the pets of homeless individuals were 

also excluded (1 excluded). I also made the decision to remove organisations which provided 

services for other organisations (9 excluded), as the RBA is designed to be applied to frontline 

services.  

 

Some of the organisations that were added to the database did not operate exclusively for the 

homeless. However, as members of the umbrella groups, they work in the field and were still 

relevant. Usually, these non-exclusive NGOs provided support for groups that are at high risk 

of becoming homeless. 

 

Reflecting the diverse and interrelated needs of homeless individuals, the majority of NGOs 

working in the homelessness sector provide a mix of different services. Unfortunately, the 

literature review did not identify any studies which categorised types of organisations 

working in the field of homelessness. With this in mind, the websites of the organisations 

were studied as they were added to the database. Focusing specifically on the ‘About Us’ or 

‘Our Work’ pages, I noted which services each organisation provided. This categorisation was 

not meant to be exhaustive or exact, but to provide a snapshot of the sector. Explanations of 

the six types of services that the organisations were categorised as are displayed in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3-1: Types of Services Provided by NGOs in the Homelessness Sector 

 

Types of Services Provided by NGOs in the Homelessness Sector 

Category of Service Examples of Services 

Emergency 

Accommodation 
Night shelter, women’s refuges, and hostels 

Long Term 

Accommodation 
Housing associations, social housing and supported housing 
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Health & Wellbeing 
Food, clothes, cleaning facilities, mental and physical healthcare, addiction 

support, counselling, befriending, art classes and other activities 

Education & Training 
Higher education, apprenticeships, volunteer placements, language lessons, 

IT lessons, and other training courses 

Advocacy & Advice 
Housing advice and referral, legal support, employment and benefits advice, 

asylum advocacy and advice, and litigation 

Campaigning and 

Awareness 

Public campaigns, community awareness raising, government lobbying and 

policy advice 

 

 

For those organisations which were registered as charities, their income for the 2016-17 

financial year was recorded. This information is easily retrieved from the Charity 

Commission’s website by using the organisation's charity number. Not all the organisations 

were registered as charities, for example, housing associations are defined as community 

benefit societies which do not have to report their income. There were also organisations 

which did not report which legal structure they had, meaning that I was unable to determine 

their income. In these cases, the income was marked as ‘unknown’.  

 

For a full list of the organisations added to the database, see Appendix A.  

 

3.3 Sampling the Database 

 

Once the database was created a sample of organisations was taken. As the scope of the 

research had already been limited to Greater London, the sample needed to be a substantial 

percentage of the entire database. Given that there were 126 organisations in the database, I 

decided to create a sample of 41 organisations which represented one-third.  

 

As the organisations varied in income, and one of my research sub-questions explored the 

correlation between income and use of the rights-based approach, I decided to use a stratified 

probability sampling method. This technique divides the data into groups or strata and then 

takes a probability sample from each. The size of each strata’s sample is decided by the 

percentage that the strata represent of the overall dataset. The probability samples are then 

combined to create a stratified sample which accurately represents the data.   

 

Organisations were divided into seven strata depending on their income: micro, small, 

medium, large, major, super-major, and unknown. This categorisation was adapted from the 

NCVO (2017) which uses this typology in their yearly UK Civil Society Almanac (see Table 

3.2 for details). 
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Table 3-2: Strata of Third Sector Organisations by Income 

 

Strata of Third Sector Organisations by Income 

Adapted from NCVO (2017:Online) 

Category Income Bracket 

Micro Less than £10,000 

Small £10,000 - £100,000 

Medium £100,000 - £1 million 

Large £1 million - £10 million 

Major £10 million - £100 million 

Super-Major More than £100 million 

Unknown Income Unavailable 

 

 

My stratified sampling technique created a list of 41 entry numbers which corresponded to 

organisations in the database. Table 3.3 demonstrates the characteristics of both the entire 

database and the sample. From this table, it is clear that the stratified sampling technique 

created an accurate sample of the sector as no income bracket or service type was over or 

under-represented by more than 10% and the average variation was 0.02%.  

 

For a full list of the sampled organisations, see the highlighted entries in Appendix A. 
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Table 3-3: Variation in Composition between the Database and the Sample 

  

Database Composition 
 

Sample Composition 
 

Variation in Sample 

Number of Organisations 126 - 
 

Number of Organisations 41 - 
 

- 

Income 
 

Income 
 

Income 

Mean Income £12,837,017 - 
 

Mean Income £10,968,857 - 
 

- 

Median Income £1,052,384 - 
 

Median Income £508,986 - 
 

- 

Unknown 31 24.60% 
 

Unknown 10 24.39% 
 

-0.21% 

Micro 0 0.00% 
 

Micro 0 0.00% 
 

0.00% 

Small 5 3.97% 
 

Small 2 4.88% 
 

0.91% 

Medium 40 31.75% 
 

Medium 13 31.71% 
 

-0.04% 

Large 28 22.22% 
 

Large 9 21.95% 
 

-0.27% 

Major 19 15.08% 
 

Major 6 14.63% 
 

-0.45% 

Super Major 3 2.38% 
 

Super Major 1 2.44% 
 

0.06% 

Service 
 

Service 
 

Service 

Exclusive to Homelessness 54 42.86% 
 

Exclusive to Homelessness 18 43.90% 
 

1.05% 

Emergency Housing (%) 41 32.54% 
 

Emergency Housing (%) 12 29.27% 
 

-3.27% 

Long-Term Housing (%) 56 44.44% 
 

Long-Term Housing (%) 17 41.46% 
 

-2.98% 

Health & Wellbeing (%) 76 60.32% 
 

Health & Wellbeing (%) 21 51.22% 
 

-9.10% 

Education & Skills (%) 44 34.92% 
 

Education & Skills (%) 14 34.15% 
 

-0.77% 

Advocacy & Advice (%) 68 53.97% 
 

Advocacy & Advice (%) 23 56.10% 
 

2.13% 

Campaigning & Awareness 

(%) 
19 15.08% 

 
Campaigning & Awareness (%) 9 21.95% 

 
6.87% 
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3.4 Hypotheses  

 

Seven hypothesises were chosen, each based on my previous knowledge of the British third 

sector, and the results of the literature review. They roughly matched the topics identified by 

my research sub-questions.   

 

H1: The use of a rights-based approach will be limited in the homelessness sector in 

England 

 

H2: Organisations with a higher income will be less likely to use a rights-based 

approach 

 

H3: Organisations which provide advocacy and advice services will be more likely to 

use a rights-based approach 

 

H4: Organisations which provide emergency accommodation will be less likely to use 

a rights-based approach 

 

H5: Organisations which have been awarded public service contracts will be less 

likely to use a rights-based approach 

 

H6: The majority of organisations will be aware of a rights-based approach to poverty 

reduction 

 

H7: A minority of organisations will believe that a rights-based approach is relevant 

and feasible in their work 

 

3.5 Content Analysis 

 

Once I had created an accurate sample, I needed to test the hypotheses which were linked to 

the descriptive question that I had posed, namely, if the RBA is being used. I chose to use 

content analysis in order to answer this question. This research technique was used to test my 

first five hypotheses (H1:H5). 

 

Content analysis is a type of text analysis. It can either be quantitative, which aims to “draw 

inferences about the meaning and intention of a text through an analysis of the usage and 

frequency of words, phrases, and images, and the patterns they form within a text”, or 

qualitative, which is concerned with “uncovering meaning, motives, and purposes in textual 

content” (Halperin and Heath, 2012:310). This research technique is advantageous for several 

reasons. Firstly, it is unobtrusive meaning that a wider study can be achieved quickly. 
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Secondly, as the content has been created before the observation, it removes the Heisenberg 

effect which is when the act of being observed changes the behaviour of the observed.  

 

This form of text analysis can be concerned with either, or both, the manifest content, “the 

content that is easily observable”, and the latent content, “meanings, motives, and purposes 

embedded within the text” (Halperin and Heath, 2012:319). There are four basic steps to any 

content analysis study: (1) selecting the material to be analysed, (2) defining the categories or 

topics of interest that will be searched for in the material, (3) choosing the recording unit, 

either a word, paragraph, or entire document, (4) and coding the text by following a protocol 

that applies code consistently. Coding can either be a priori or grounded. The former uses 

codes that are “based on a research hypothesis or a range of sources relating to it, such as 

previous research” meaning that the codes are decided before conducting the analysis; whilst 

the latter “emerges from the data as the researcher reads it” meaning that the codes are created 

during the analysis (Halperin and Heath, 2012:323).  

 

My research used both quantitative analysis to measure the manifest content and qualitative 

analysis to explore the meanings and purposes embedded in the latent content. I shall now 

outline my content analysis technique by referring to the basic four steps.  

 

Firstly, I chose the material of my study. Given that I had already created a sample of 41 

organisations, I decided to use the websites and publications of these organisations as my 

material. For each one, I downloaded any webpage that described or justified how the NGO 

operated. These were usually the ‘about us’, ‘our impact’, or ‘our values’ pages. If available, I 

also downloaded the most recent annual report or review of the organisation, as well as the 

most recent other publication. As the web pages from each site were combined into one 

document, each organisation had between one and three documents. Every document that was 

downloaded was given a document tag which was formed of the organisation’s database entry 

number and either ‘WP’ for a webpage, ‘AR’ for an annual report, or ‘OP’ for other 

publication types. For example, 23AR is the annual report of organisation with the entry 

number 23.  

 

The second step was to decide the topics of interest. Clearly my main interest was the rights-

based approach, however, I also wanted to explore alternative approaches that the 

organisations were using. These topics were informed by my literature review, particularly the 

work of Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007) and the OHCHR (2004, 2006). 

 

Next, I chose my recording unit. For the quantitative analysis, I chose words and phrases as 

the recording unit, studying the frequency of words specific to the rights-based approach such 

‘human right’ and ‘legal duty’. The phrases that were searched for can be found in the coding 
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protocol in Appendix B. For the qualitative analysis, the recoding unit was a sentence or 

paragraph. Each document could have numerous segments which suggested different 

approaches, each of which needed to be analysed separately. 

 

I decided to use a priori coding which was based on the theoretical work of Kirkemann 

Boesen and Martin (2007). In order to code the data consistently, I created a coding protocol 

which can be found in Appendix B. This protocol established a procedure for each document, 

starting with quantitative analysis, and moving onto to qualitative. All of my content analysis 

was performed through the software Atlas.ti which enabled me to tag specific quotations from 

the documents with the codes and then review my findings.  

 

3.6 Semi-Structured Interviews 

 

Using content analysis allowed me to answer the descriptive question I posed, however, I also 

needed to answer the explanatory question, namely, why the organisations were using the 

approach they did. In order to answer this question and to test my hypotheses, I used semi-

structured interviews with members of staff from the identified organisations. This research 

technique was used to test my last two hypotheses (H6 and H7).  

 

Semi-structured interviews use a prepared schedule of general questions which can be asked 

in any order, with prompt questions to encourage elaboration and further debate. This 

technique was appropriate as it allowed me to conduct a limited number of in-depth 

interviews that were not used for generalisations, but to understand how the individuals at the 

studied organisations felt about the RBA. Originally I planned to only contact the 41 

organisations from my sample to request an interview, however, due to a low response rate I 

broadened this to all organisations in the database. 126 organisations were contacted, of which 

9 agreed to be interviewed, 3 of which were from my sample and 6 were from the rest of the 

database.  

 

As my interviews were semi-structured, I developed an interview schedule with 15 questions. 

These were divided into several themes: their organisation’s role, their perception and 

understanding of human rights, how they viewed their relationship with the government, and 

their knowledge of the rights-based approach. See Appendix D for the complete interview 

schedule. When designing the interview questions, best practice was based on: avoiding 

leading questions, avoiding double-barrelled questions, ensuring the questions were non-

confrontational, using simple and direct language, and pre-testing the questions (Halperin and 

Heath, 2012:266-267). I also made sure that general questions were asked before specific 

questions in order to avoid the ‘question order effect’ where “the context in which a question 
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is asked or the position in which it appears in relation to other questions can have a bearing on 

the answers that are given” (Halperin and Heath, 2012:268) 

 

When conducting the interviews I paid particular attention to the ‘interview effect’ which is 

the “tendency for interviewees to give more ‘socially acceptable’ answers or answers they 

think the interviewer wants” (Halperin and Heath, 2012:259). I tried to avoid this issue by not 

showing any personal opinion, and by cross-checking answers through different questions.  

 

3.7 Limitations 

 

My methodology created two limitations for my research. Firstly, and most significantly, the 

method I used to create my database resulted in smaller organisations being excluded. Being a 

member of a homelessness umbrella group requires both a financial contribution and to be 

registered as a charity. Micro and small organisations are likely to find it difficult to meet 

these requirements and hence will not be on the member's list. It is clear that my dataset failed 

to include these organisations as micro and small organisations only accounted for 0% and 

4% respectively. Whereas, in the third sector as a whole these two income bands are the most 

common covering 48% and 32% of the organisations (NCVO, 2017:Online). However, 

although this may be a significant limitation to my research, it is unclear how I could have 

resolved this problem.  

 

Secondly, I failed to stratify the sample for the type of services that the organisations offered. 

As I allowed organisations to be recorded as providing services in multiple categories, it 

would have been a highly complex mathematical formula to stratify the sample for both 

income and service type. However, the limitation does not seem to be too significant as no 

service was over or under-represented by over 10% (see Table 3.3).  

 

4 Findings 

 

4.1 Content Analysis Quantitative Findings 

 

The results of the quantitative analysis are presented in Table 4.1. Each row indicates the 

number of documents and organisations that used the key term at least once, it does not reflect 

the frequency of use. 
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Table 4-1: Use of Key Terms across Sampled Documents and Organisations 

 

Use of Key Terms Across Sampled Documents and Organisations 

Key Term 
Number of 

Documents 

Percentage 

of 

Documents 

Number of 

Organisations 

Percentage of 

Organisations 

Rights Based Approach 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Human Rights 5 6.3% 4 9.8% 

Legal or Moral Duty or 

Obligation 
2 2.5% 2 4.9% 

Rights Holders 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dignity, Degrading, or Inhumane 15 19.0% 11 26.8% 

Participation 23 29.1% 18 43.9% 

Empowerment 32 40.5% 21 51.2% 

Accountability 21 26.6% 14 34.2% 

Use of at Least One Key Term 52 65.8% 30 73.2% 

 

 

The most prominent result of the quantitative analysis is that no organisation used the term 

‘rights-based approach’. This sets the scene for the research, demonstrating that the 

homelessness sector in the UK has not fully-embraced the RBA. This statement is supported 

by two further results, only four NGOs included the concept of human rights in their 

publications and not a single one mentioned rights-holders.  

 

However, other key terms were observed more frequently which suggest that though not 

explicitly mentioned, elements of the rights-based approach may still be used. For example, 

51.2% and 43.9% of organisations used the terms ‘empowerment’ and ‘participation’ 

respectively, both of which are key principles of the approach. Nevertheless, as this content 

analysis is quantitative it cannot capture the latent meanings. Participation could simply mean 

clients being involved in the organisation’s activities, rather than in decision making.  
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The final row of Table 4.1 indicates the number of documents and organisations which used 

at least one of all the key terms. With 73.2% of organisations using at least one key term from 

the rights-based approach, it shows that these elements of the approach are spread across the 

whole sample. In other words, although no organisations clearly embrace the approach, a 

significant majority do utilise at least one element of it.  

 

This analysis provides a starting point for the research. However, the qualitative analysis is 

still required in order to understand to what extent elements of the approach are being used, 

how they are employed, and by which organisations. Importantly, it can also study which 

approach is being adopted instead of the RBA.  

 

4.2 Content Analysis Qualitative Findings 

 

This section first provides a brief overview of the findings, before exploring each element in 

detail. Instead of grouping the findings by the approaches, the results are presented along with 

the theoretical levels proposed by Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007). This allows a deeper 

analysis that compares the individual buildings blocks instead of the approach as a whole. As 

my a priori codes were closely based on this table (see Appendix B), I have also included the 

associated code inside each elements’ cell of Table 4.2.    

 

Table 4-2: Typology of Approaches to Development Combined with Codes 

 

Typology of Approaches to Development Combined with Codes 

Adapted from Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007:10) 

Charity Approach Needs Approach Rights-Based Approach 

Focus on input not outcome 

(CA1) 

Focus on input and outcome 

(NA1) 

Focus on process and outcome 

(RBA1, RBA1.1, RBA1.2) 

Emphasises increasing charity 

(CA2) 

Emphasises meeting needs 

(NA2) 

Emphasises realising rights 

(RBA2) 

Recognises moral 

responsibility of rich towards 

poor 

(CA3) 

Recognises needs a valid 

claims 

(NA3) 

Recognises individual and 

group rights as claims toward 

legal and moral 

duty-bearers 

(RBA3) 

Individuals are seen as victims 

(CA4) 

Individuals are objects of 

development interventions 

(NA4) 

Individuals and groups are 

empowered to claim their 

rights 

(RBA4) 
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Individuals deserve assistance 

(CANA5) 

Individuals deserve assistance 

(CANA5) 

Individuals are entitled to 

assistance 

(RBA5) 

Focuses on manifestations of 

problems 

(CA6) 

Focuses on immediate causes 

of problems 

(NA5) 

Focuses on structural causes 

and their manifestations 

(RBA6) 

 

 

Overall, the qualitative content analysis demonstrates that the needs approach dominates the 

homelessness sector with the vast majority of organisations focusing exclusively on the 

outcomes of their services (NA1) as well as describing their work as meeting needs (NA2). 

The research also indicates elements of the rights-based approach that are frequently used by 

homelessness organisations. The use of both participation (RBA1.1) and addressing structural 

causes of homelessness (RBA6) were observed in multiple organisations. Nevertheless, the 

research also identifies elements of the RBA which were rarely used, including recognising 

rights as claims towards duty-bearers (RBA3) and arguing that the homeless are entitled to 

support (RBA5. The charity approach was consistently underused, with only two elements 

being regularly expressed by organisations, namely, treating the homeless as victims (CA4) 

and claiming that the homeless deserve assistance (CANA5).  

 

4.2.1 Input, Outcome, or Process 

 

The first theoretical level distinguishes between focusing only on input (CA1), focusing on 

both input and outcome (NA1), and focusing on the means as well as the ends (RBA1). The 

analysis showed a tendency for organisations to adopt one of the latter two, not the first. 

 

Statistically, CA1 was the least quoted code out of all eighteen. The organisations which came 

the closest to holding this view were housing associations which regularly emphasised the 

need to increase their housing stock.  

 

“[B]uilding new homes is a high priority for us and our target is to build 50,000 new 

homes over ten years” (57WP) 

 

NA1 was prevalent across the sampled organisations. NGOs emphasised the importance of 

ensuring their work was ‘effective’ and ‘efficient’, often focusing on ‘value for money’. 

Numerous documents discussed the use of measures or benchmarks to ‘monitor’ and ‘assess’ 

the impact of their work. Organisations commonly then compared their impacts to others 

working in the field, presumably to demonstrate their worth to potential funders. Using client 

surveys was a common method of monitoring the impact. 
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Directly contradicting the charity approach’s emphasis on increasing input, some 

organisations expressed a preference for quality over quantity.  

 

“[W]e do not want growth for growth’s sake. We do not want to dilute the quality of 

our work” (45AR) 

 

Additionally, following the disaster in Grenfell Tower in 2017, several housing associations 

highlighted that a commitment to ‘value for money’ should never undermine the quality of the 

services offered.  

 

“The terrible events at Grenfell Tower have served as a stark reminder that value for 

money is much wider than simply being cost efficient” (10AR) 

 

At first glance, the RBA1 was less common than the NA1. No organisation mentioned human 

rights as influencing their operating process. However, some organisations did address their 

methodology indirectly through describing their services or proclaiming their values. One 

common theme was a rejection of a one-size-fits-all model, with organisations describing 

their work as ‘dynamic’ and ‘person-centred’.  

 

Another common commitment was to non-discrimination, organisations were keen to 

highlight the steps they took to ensure equal access. Although non-discrimination is a key 

element of human rights theory, and subsequently the rights-based approach; as the Equality 

Act (2010) requires organisations to ensure non-discriminatory practices, it is unclear if the 

organisations are doing so because of the law or because they value a rights-based approach.  

 

It is also unclear if the values that the organisations proclaim play an effective role in practice. 

Given the largely abstract ‘values’ or ‘principles’ the NGOs highlighted, one could argue that 

they had not been operationalised as if they had been the organisations would have been keen 

to provide evidence of this.  

 

Turning to participation (RBA1.1) and accountability (RBA1.2), the qualitative research also 

identified content which matched these codes. As mentioned above, numerous organisations 

used client participation through surveys, focus groups, and interviews to measure their 

impact. However, the majority of organisations used client participation retrospectively, 

seeking their feedback instead of involving them in the decision making process. Though this 

participation may improve future practice, the RBA requires stakeholders to participate from 

start to finish. Some organisations did take steps to ensure this substantial participation, most 

notably, St Mungo’s. This organisation created a user-led Residents Charter which establishes 
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the rights of clients and the duties of the staff. It also operates two bodies for client 

participation in decision-making. Aside from St Mungo’s and a few other outliers, even when 

organisations did encourage participation it was usually to measure and improve the impact of 

their work, not empower the users. A rights-based approach emphasises participation as it 

enables individuals to realise their human rights, as well as improving the outcomes. In other 

words, most NGOs used participation as a means, instead of ends.  

 

As shown by the quantitative research, numerous organisations did claim to be accountable. 

However, often the goal of accountability was lacking evidence of policies which ensured it. 

Apart from a few organisations with complaints procedures, most accountability was 

established through the use of client surveys to gather feedback. However, it is unclear in 

these situations who the organisation is accountable to, users or funders. Funders are able to 

use this feedback to choose which organisations they support, yet the homeless are dependent 

on whatever assistance they are offered.  

 

4.2.2 Increasing Charity, Meeting Needs, or Realising Rights 

 

Addressing the second theoretical level of the typology of approaches, it is evident that the 

needs approach dominates. NA2, emphasising meeting needs, was the most common code 

throughout the whole analysis.  

 

All but a few organisations interpreted their purpose as meeting needs. Organisations 

highlighted meeting the needs of the ‘most vulnerable’, ‘hardest to reach’, ‘most 

disadvantaged’, or the ‘socially excluded’. Through this frame, they created a necessary role 

for their organisation.  

 

“Our work improves wellbeing and increases social inclusion for some of the country's 

most vulnerable and socially excluded people” (22WP) 

 

Given the multiple causes of homelessness and the range of negative impacts it causes, the 

majority of organisations emphasised the ‘multiple’ or ‘complex’ needs of their service users. 

Three different methods were used to tackle this complexity. One method was to argue that 

basic needs must be prioritised. This was mainly employed by organisations running night 

shelters. The second was to claim that the organisation offered ‘tailored support’ which 

treated each individual separately. The final, and most common, was to provide ‘holistic’ or 

‘wraparound’ support to meet individuals’ needs. This was frequently observed in larger 

organisations, especially those that provided long-term housing.  
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Code CA2 which captures an emphasis on increasing charity, was practically non-existent. A 

few organisations, mainly housing associations, stressed the need to increase their budget. 

Nevertheless, this was usually supported by showing an increased demand. Increasing charity 

for charity’s sake was not identified.  

 

Turning to RBA2, which represents emphasising the realisation of rights, only three 

organisations can be described as demonstrating this element: St Mungo’s, Praxis Community 

Projects, and De Paul. These three organisations represent around 7% of the sample. Each 

NGO addressed the issue in a different way. De Paul emphasised the responsibility of the 

organisation and its staff to respect human rights.  

 

“Depaul believes that people have fundamental rights as humans and within the law … 

Rights and responsibilities extend equally to our organisation, staff, volunteers and 

those affected by homelessness” (12WP) 

 

St Mungo’s emphasised their work in lobbying the government to ensure that the state meets 

its legal duty to the homeless.  

 

“We are campaigning for national government action on rough sleeping … We want to 

ensure that homeless people who need help to live independently have the right 

housing and related support at the right time to make a recovery” (16WP) 

 

Praxis Community Projects emphasised the need to realise vulnerable migrants’ rights, a 

group which are at high-risk from homelessness.  

 

“These inhumane and cruel policies breach human rights and push people into 

destitution, despair and homelessness. Now more than ever we must continue to speak 

up for migrants’ rights” (30WP) 

 

4.2.3 Recognising Moral Responsibility, Needs Claims, or Rights Claims  

 

The next theoretical level of Kirkemann Boesen and Martin’s typology concerns the 

normative rationale for the organisations’ work. CA3 captures the belief that the rich have a 

moral responsibility to aid the poor, however, only one document expressed such an argument 

directly.  

 

“We’d both raised and educated our families in Islington but were shocked that in this 

seemingly prosperous borough we were virtually walking over rough sleepers to get to 

the supermarket” (46WP) 
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Nonetheless, several Christian organisations did make claim to a similar responsibility. These 

NGOs founded their action and purpose on religious duty, which holds good Christians are 

required to help those in need. Connecting the charity approach to religious organisations is 

not surprising given the history of religious philanthropists creating charitable organisations in 

the UK.  

 

As with the above theoretical levels, this section was dominated by the needs approach, which 

holds needs as valid normative claims. The majority of organisations expressed a non-

judgemental approach to the needs of their clients, blame was never assigned and needs were 

addressed regardless of fault. Underlying this argument is that humans have an inherent worth 

that is unjustly degraded by unfulfilled basic needs. Several organisations summed up the 

belief that needs were valid normative claims by expressing that as long as needs existed, so 

would their services.  

 

Addressing RBA3, recognising rights as claims towards duty-bearers, no organisation directly 

linked the rights of the homeless with the government’s duty to provide assistance. However, 

partial use of this element was observed. A handful of organisations recognised the rights of 

their homeless clients, though none went as far as De Paul or St Mungo’s in spelling out the 

duty that the organisation and their staff have in respecting these rights (see Subsection 4.2.2). 

Several organisations also argued that the government needed to act in order to support the 

homeless, even going as far as indicating that their organisation was doing the government’s 

work. However, these arguments were never presented together in a way that directly linked 

the rights as claims towards the duty bearers.  

 

4.2.4 Individuals as Victims, Development Objects, or Rights Holders 

 

The fourth theoretical level centres on how individuals are perceived by the organisation: as a 

victim, as an object of development, or as a rights holder. At this level, the distribution 

between the approaches is largely equal.  

 

Treating the homeless as victims, represented by CA4, was the least common of the three but 

only by a small margin. As before, organisations tended to describe their service users as the 

‘most vulnerable’ or ‘most disadvantaged’, creating an image of helpless victims who were 

unable to help themselves. The NGOs held that these individuals have been failed by society 

due to no fault of their own.  

 

The needs approach treats individuals as objects of development work, the services are 

designed for instead of designed with the recipients. Of all the theoretical levels of the 

typology, this is the least frequent element of the needs approach with only a handful of 
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organisations treating individuals as passive objects of development. Instead of working for, 

the more common narrative was that organisations were working with the homeless, 

supporting them to make changes in their life themselves. This subtle difference treats the 

individuals as autonomous but in need of support to improve their capacity to help 

themselves.   

 

The rights-based approach seeks to empower individuals to claim their rights, represented by 

RBA4. Although empowerment was a common theme, as shown by the quantitative research, 

it was not generally towards claiming rights. Instead, organisations described their work as 

empowering homeless individuals to make informed choices and take positive steps that can 

transform their lives.  

 

“At the heart of all our work is our commitment to empowering the individual, to 

support people in their recovery journey and to prevent homelessness in the future” 

(16AR) 

 

Some organisations did hint at empowering individuals to claim their rights, which was 

normally achieved through education, advice, and advocacy. However, they did not frame this 

in rights language.  

 

At this theoretical level of the typology, the most common method seemed to be a hybrid 

between treating individuals as objects of development and empowering them. The homeless 

have their agency respected by organisations working with users to empower them, however, 

this does not normally include the capacity to claim rights.  

 

4.2.5 Deserving or Entitled  

 

The penultimate theoretical level, which concerns if individuals are entitled to or deserve 

assistance, did not feature highly in the analysed documents. At this level, both the charity 

and needs approaches share the same code, CANA5, which covers the claim that individuals 

deserve assistance. The rights-based approach code, RBA5, marks content which holds that 

individuals are entitled to assistance.  

 

For the first code, the documents did not directly state that individuals deserved assistance, 

nor did they provide arguments for why the homeless should be supported. Instead, it was an 

underlying assumption that appeared to be taken for granted. Given that organisations had 

already outlined how those they worked with were in extreme need, little attention was given 

to explaining directly why they should be supported. The closest that organisations came was 

to argue that all individuals have value and potential. Again the traditional Christian 
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organisations offered a different approach than the majority. These NGOs loosely suggested 

that individuals deserved assistance as they were all the children of God.  

 

Statistically, the code RBA5 was the least observed element of the rights-based approach. In 

fact, it was the third least quoted code out of all eighteen. Even organisations which had 

expressed a belief and respect for human rights, and those that had argued that the 

government was required to do more for the homeless, failed to argue that the homeless were 

entitled to assistance. The closest that a handful of organisations came to imply an entitlement 

was to stress the injustice of homelessness. However, arguing that a treatment is unjust or 

morally wrong, does not entail that an individual is entitled to assistance when treated as such; 

it is an ought instead of a must.  

 

“Homelessness is a gross injustice toward any individual and a searing indictment of 

21st Century society” (21AR) 

 

4.2.6 Addressing Causes or Manifestations  

 

In the final theoretical level, the approaches differ on if they address manifestations, 

immediate causes, or structural drivers of homelessness. Interestingly, this is the only level 

where the rights-based approach element is more frequently used than the needs approach.  

 

The charity approach seeks only to address the manifestations, represented by CA6. Few 

organisations demonstrated such a strategy, which probably reflects the overwhelming 

consensus on the importance of outcomes (see Subsection 4.2.1). The few that did were 

largely providers of basic needs, such as emergency shelter, food, and clothing.  

 

A substantial percentage of documents demonstrated a need to tackle both the manifestations 

and the immediate causes of homelessness. Following the acceptance of multiple needs 

requiring ‘holistic’ support, organisations promised to address a variety of causes. These 

ranged from drug addiction and family breakdowns, to lack of education and migration status. 

NGOs adopting this approach mainly focused on tackling the causes of homelessness for 

those already homeless. The strategy was to break the cycle which kept these people out of 

long-term accommodation. Although some did mention working with the community and 

supporting high-risk groups before they became homeless, their focus on causes did not 

extend to societal or structural reasons.  

 

At this level, the most prevalent approach was to address manifestations and both immediate 

and structural causes, denoted by RBA6. Two structural issues were repeatedly addressed: 

austerity and the housing shortage. The documents repeatedly identified austerity as the main 
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driver for the rise of homelessness. Budget cuts were not seen as only impacting the services 

for those already homeless, but were also undermining services which should be preventing 

people from becoming homeless. These included education, social services, drug 

rehabilitation, employment advice, and services in prison.  

 

“The gap between the rich and poor is ever growing. We can’t ignore the reality of 

structural poverty and the fact that we are living in a very unequal society” (31OP) 

 

The other structural issue that numerous organisations identified was the UK-wide housing 

shortage, which is particularly problematic in London. Organisations argued that the shortage 

of housing was driving up rent and reducing quality, making rent arrears more likely and the 

issue of housing inadequacy rise.  

 

However, even though many organisations identified the structural causes of homelessness, 

only a few highlighted their strategy for addressing with them. Some organisations, as shown 

above, campaigned and lobbied, whilst others submitted evidence to policy proposals. A 

rights-based approach requires action to resolve these structural causes, something that was 

lacking in many of the documents.  

 

4.3 Correlations between Approaches and Organisation Characteristics  

 

Once all the documents had been coded, in order to test the hypothesis concerning the 

correlations between organisations’ characteristics and the use of the RBA (H2:H5), each 

NGO was individually reviewed to establish which approach it most commonly adopted 

elements of. Organisations were said to represent either one of the three approaches or a 

hybrid between two of them. This categorisation was achieved by using the software Atlas.ti 

to isolate the coded quotations across the organisations’ documents. Each organisation was 

then manually categorised depending on which group of codes was most prevalent.  

 

The categories of the approaches (CA, CA-NA, NA, NA-RBA, and RBA) were then inputted 

into the homelessness organisation database. Using Excel, this data was tested to see if either 

the income band, the type of services offered, or having a government contract were 

correlated with an increase of an RBA. It must be stressed that this section only shows 

correlations, it does not claim to identify causality. It should also be emphasised that by 

categorising organisations as best representing an RBA, does not mean that it explicitly 

recognised the approach or even operationalised all the theory’s elements. My previous 

sections have already made it clear that no organisations fully adopted the approach. Instead, 

it recognises that this organisation adopted more theoretical elements from the RBA than the 

other two.  
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The next three subsections summarise the findings of this analysis, however, the full results 

can be found in Appendix C.  

 

4.3.1 Income Correlations 

 

Overall, income and approach type were not correlated. The only two income bands which 

showed a weak association were ‘Major’ and ‘Super Major’. The ‘Super Major’ showed a 

trend away from adopting elements of the RBA, however, given that there was only one 

sampled organisations which fell into this bracket the evidence is unsubstantial so cannot be 

used to determine a correlation. Interestingly, the ‘Major’ income band was loosely correlated 

with an increase in the use of the RBA components and a decrease in the other two 

approaches. This contradicts my second hypothesis (H2) which held that organisations with 

higher incomes would be less likely to use a rights-based approach. Providing an explanation 

for this correlation is difficult. It could be that larger organisations have learnt to use a rights 

approach to capture greater funding, that the type of service they offer better matches the 

approach, or that they have more staff who can shape and convey their narrative more 

effectively. Alternatively, as the correlation was not observed across all income bands, it 

could also be classed as an anomaly.  

 

4.3.2 Government Contract Correlations 

 

In this analysis, organisations were categorised into three groups: those that had a public 

contract to provide service delivery for the state, those operating as a housing association 

which works closely with the state, or those which did not have any public contract. Again the 

correlations were only weak, but two features can be identified. Firstly, housing associations 

were more likely to adopt elements of the needs approach, a feature already highlighted in the 

above analysis. Secondly, there was a correlation between organisations that had a public 

contract and those that demonstrated a tendency to use elements of the RBA. As with the 

impact of income, this is completely contradictory to my hypothesis (H5) that predicted that 

there would be the opposite correlation. Again, it is unclear why this correlation exists. It 

could be because the government prefers specific elements of the rights-based approach so 

awards contracts to organisations that demonstrate them, or it could be connected to income, 

that more wealthy organisations which already use a rights approach are more likely to win 

public contracts.  
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4.3.3 Type of Service Correlations 

 

The service type demonstrated the weakest correlations out of all three sections. Therefore, 

the findings demonstrate that in general there is no association between the approach used and 

the services offered. There was a very loose focus on charity and needs approaches for 

organisations that offered emergency accommodation and a similarly vague correlation 

between a rights approach and both advocacy and advice and campaigning and awareness 

service. However, there was not enough evidence to prove H3 or H4. 

 

Analysing the correlations to test my hypotheses rules out several explanations for why the 

RBA may not be used, namely higher income, public contracts, and service type. This meant 

that my research had to explore different reasons for the RBA’s absence than first postulated.  

 

4.4 Interview Findings 

 

As established in my methodology, I used semi-structured interviews to attempt to explain 

why the RBA was not being used. I conducted nine interviews with staff members from the 

organisations in my database. Each interviewee was asked the same questions, which can be 

found in the interview guide in Appendix D. When the participants were unsure of a concept, 

a pre-prepared definition was provided for them.  

 

All but one of the participants were either the director of the entire organisations, the manager 

for the local area or region or in charge of a specific project working with the homeless. Six 

men and three women were interviewed, each from a different organisation. The opinions and 

quotes have been anonymised, however, a list of the names of the participants and their 

organisations can be found in Appendix E.  

 

The rest of this section outlines the findings of these interviews, which are categorised into 

four themes: perceptions of human rights, the relationship with the state, the relationship with 

funders, and perceptions of the RBA. After this summary, the Chapter 5 analyses these 

findings to offer an explanation of why the rights-based approach is underused in the 

homelessness sector in London.   

 

4.4.1 Perception of Human Rights 

 

Given that the RBA is theoretically based on human rights, it was appropriate to ask the 

participants how they perceived them. These questions encouraged participants to share how 

they felt about human rights, what they believed others felt, and if they saw them as relevant 

to their work.  
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When asked what human rights meant to the participant a range of understandings were 

offered. The two most common explanations were ones that either centred on personal dignity 

and the respect of the individual, or ones that adopted legal positivist views, understanding 

human rights as what the United Nations defines them as. Other understandings included 

mentions of equality and non-discrimination, whilst only one individual mentioned a 

provision of minimal economic support. Interestingly, one participant perceived human rights 

as instruments which can be used to protect individuals in foreign countries that fail to uphold 

the rule of law.  

 

A strong finding which was present in six of the nine interviews was the belief that the British 

public perceived human rights negatively. Reflecting the literature outlined in the 

introduction, participants felt that the public saw human rights as protections for the 

“undeserving” who used them as a “smokescreen” to hide behind when held to account 

(Participant B). Participants also expressed the belief that the public saw them as for ‘others’, 

not the common person. This issue was twice attributed to human rights being too abstract 

and not having an observable impact. Nearly all of these interviewees based this belief on the 

media coverage of human rights, pointing to newspapers which regularly report on human 

rights being used to protect criminals.  

 

 “I think public perceptions of human rights are that ‘it’s not for me, it’s for 

other people, and actually those are the people that I don’t want rights to go 

to” (Participant A) 

 

Given that the content analysis had established a persistent absence of human rights in the 

organisations’ communications, it was surprising that six of the participants described human 

rights as being very relevant to their work. The participants did concede that this was rarely 

explicitly mentioned in their organisation's policies and reports. Instead most described 

human rights as “underpinning” their work, existing as a “subtle” framework which informed 

their role. The other three interviewees did not see the relevance of human rights to their 

organisations or had never considered the relationship.  

 

 “I not sure whether we describe it through a human right lens, but it is at the 

core of what we do. It’s made me think maybe I should review the descriptions 

of our services” (Participant E)  

 

“Rights isn’t a language we use overtly a huge amount” (Participant G) 
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4.4.2 Relationship with the Government  

 

The rights-based approach to development offers a different understanding of the relationship 

between organisations and the state, one which can be more critical and openly advocates for 

change. Given this, the interviewees were asked about how they viewed their relationship 

with the government.  

 

An interesting finding that was observed in five of the interviews was the separation of their 

relationship with the state, divided between local and national government. These participants 

described a positive, sympathetic relationship with the local council, but a more critical 

opinion of the national government. Participants described how staff in the local councils 

wanted to improve the situation for the homeless, yet were held back by the national 

government budget cuts and the lack of house building. One participant described how both 

partners in their relationship “understand each other’s limitations” (Participant F). The 

majority of these interviewees felt that they would not want to criticise their council as they 

appreciated the good work they were doing. Another participant divided the relationship 

between the civil service and the political leaders, describing the former as being constructive 

whilst the latter as fluctuating. 

 

“It’s not the council’s fault that there is a national housing crisis, you get to 

realise that so much of the problem is created at the national level, it’s not 

about local decisions” (Participant D) 

 

Three of the nine participants described their organisations’ role as working to “fill the gap” 

in the public provision of services for the homeless and those vulnerable to homelessness 

(Participant H). However, the interviewees did not all agree that the government should be 

doing the work they currently did. Instead, the majority felt there would always be the need 

for a third sector, and that they did not want the government to be filling all the roles. 

Although some participants mentioned the advantages of having services run by 

organisations, such as being more responsive to need and being more trusted by the 

vulnerable users; the main motivation appeared to be the ideological belief that it was civil 

society’s duty to provide such assistance. Only two participants described the overall aim of 

their organisation as no longer being needed due to the government stepping in.  

 

In the UK, organisations in the third sector providing basic services can receive funding from 

the government or may be contracted to deliver statutory services. Interviewees were asked if 

they thought that by accepting money from the state organisations may lose their critical edge. 

The majority felt that accepting money from the government did not reduce their ability to 

criticise the government. However, there were three participants who believed that there was 
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at least the potential for either silencing an organisation or corrupting their core principles. 

One participant went further, describing their experience in a previous job where the 

organisation had chosen not to criticise the council for creating a problem as they were 

receiving statutory funding.  

 

“We don’t want to be involved in anything that goes against our Christian ethos 

and our values … it’s really affected some policy decisions, we decided not to 

take money from [Council Name Removed], because the strings they wanted to 

attach to that funding we’re not in keeping with our values” (Participant G) 

 

4.4.3 Relationship with Funders 

 

Trust and grant-giving bodies hold a powerful position in the third sector as organisations 

need to remain attractive to them in order to receive funding. Given this reliance, the 

interviews also explored how funders felt about the rights-based approach. One key element 

of the RBA which was specifically discussed in the interviews was the mutual importance of 

both organisations’ means as well as their ends, and how the funders reflected this. 

 

The majority opinion was that funders are only interested in the impact of the organisations 

and have little concern for the means by which the end is achieved. Participants discussed an 

overreliance on quantifiable statistics which could ‘prove’ how the effectiveness of their 

work. This emphasis on statistical impact creates a further dilemma for organisations as staff 

need to spend time proving their work. As one participant put it: “you’re caught between 

doing the work and proving the work” (Participant H). However, one interviewee believed 

that funders had improved in the last two decades and had become more nuanced about the 

importance of operating procedures.  

 

“[Funders] just want to see cold hard statistics … they don’t want to know how 

you’ve done it … if you don’t have statistics to show what you’ve done, they 

don’t care” (Participant H) 

 

One participant who worked for an arts-based homelessness organisation claimed that in her 

three jobs working in the sector she had never come across a funder which explicitly 

mentioned an interest in human rights.  

 

These findings support arguments which have already been stated in past literature. For 

example, Paul Gready (2009:381) argues that funders are “structural drivers of evaluation” as 

they require evidence that the organisations they support are having an effective impact. 

Although this can improve the quality of NGOs operations, he also observes the “dark side of 
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evaluation” (383) in which organisations are incentivised to deliver short-term easily 

observable impacts, instead of more effective but less evident long-term structural changes.  

 

4.4.4 Perception of the Rights-Based Approach 

 

Participants were also asked about their understanding and perception of the rights-based 

approach, this was to determine if the absence of its usage was due to a lack of knowledge or 

a strategic choice.  

 

One-third of the nine participants had heard of the rights-based approach, however, only one 

seemed confident enough to explain what it entailed. Interestingly, once the approach was 

explained to those who had not heard of it, four of the remaining six participants believed that 

their organisations already embodied elements of the approach even if they did not explicitly 

endorse it. One of these participants even expressed an interest in researching the approach 

further to find out how it applied to their work.  

 

Two interviewees stood out as providing detailed insights into why the rights-based approach 

may not be commonly used in the homelessness sector. The first, Participant G, worked for a 

Christian-based charity that operated numerous centres for emergency and short-term 

accommodation across the city, helping both the homeless and those vulnerable to 

homelessness. This participant outlined an analysis of homelessness which held that it was 

caused by the combination of three poverties: material poverty, lacking economic means; 

relational poverty, lacking a support network of family and friends; and poverty of identity, 

not having a positive relationship with oneself. Although he believed that human rights should 

and do play an important role in homelessness sector, this impact was largely limited to 

material poverty. He believed that human rights were unable to help improve relational 

poverty as they were too individualistic. Instead of emphasising what the individual was 

entitled to, the participant believed that the organisation also needed to stress the personal 

responsibility they had to makes changes both internally and externally.  

 

The second insightful interview was with Participant I, the England Director for a Christian 

based organisation which provides advice and support to churches planning to create 

emergency accommodation or affordable housing, as well as campaigning nationally for 

improved housing rights. As this participant’s organisation clearly employed elements of the 

RBA and they could confidently explain it, they were in a unique position to provide an 

explanation of why organisations did not utilise it. The interviewee acknowledged that the 

approach was rarely used and because of this it lacked credibility. Given that the approach 

was seen as “quite radical and really left-wing”, organisations which did adopt it were in 

danger of appearing “peripheral” or “slightly crack-pot”. Two reasons were given for the 
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absence of the approach in the sector. Firstly, the rights-based approach was considered to be 

an expensive option, which in times of austerity was not appropriate. Closely linked to this 

was the second reason, that there was no political will for the approach. The participant 

believed that organisations were pragmatic in choosing to campaign for realistic goals.  

 

“[B]etter to achieve something in terms of practical outcomes, rather than 

spend a lot of time, money, and effort arguing for something which ultimately 

there isn’t a political will to implement, and I think there’s a belief in the sector 

that there isn’t a political will to implement a rights-based approach” 

(Participant I) 

 

Finally, two participants expressed worries over the rights-based approach being overly 

oppositional. They were worried that if an organisation was too critical and too oppositional, 

the government may decide to exclude them from policy advice, thus, limiting the impact they 

could have. Participant B, who worked for an organisation that received over three-quarters of 

its funding from the government, felt that it was better to provide constructive evidence-led 

feedback, rather than “challenging for challenging’s sake”. 

 

“[I]f you were to call yourself a human rights organisation, that image, that 

you’re campaigning and a pain-in-the-arse organisation, is an issue” 

(Participant B) 

 

5 Analysis 

 

Chapter 4 demonstrates that the RBA is rarely used in the English homelessness sector. Not a 

single organisation from my sample of forty-one used the phrase ‘rights-based approach’ in 

their official communications, and only three of the nine participants I interviewed had heard 

of the approach. Although elements of the theory were observed, these were often done so for 

different reasons than the approach proposes. For example, though organisations often used 

surveys to encourage client participation, this participation was retrospective and commonly 

employed in order to prove an impact instead of encouraging participation for its own sake. 

Additionally, as noted by Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007), the elements of the RBA are 

not necessarily unique to the approach, instead, it is the theory’s coherent narrative that sets it 

apart. Therefore, to adopt elements of the approach does not entail a commitment to the RBA.   

 

Given these findings, my analysis needs to offer an explanation for why the rights-based 

approach is so rarely used in the English homelessness sector. Although Chapter 4 has already 

identified several important factors that limit the approach’s utilisation, it also ruled out some 

of the potential explanations that had been predicted by my hypotheses. As shown in Section 
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4.3, correlations between the RBA and organisations’ income, service type, or public 

contracts were not observed in the findings. Without these explanations, my analysis needs to 

offer a different account of why the RBA is not being used.  

 

In this chapter, I argue that the explanation for the absence of the RBA in the sector has two 

theoretical levels. These are the immediate causes, which occur at the surface level and are the 

most obvious, and the structural causes, which are less apparent but determine the immediate 

causes.  

 

5.1 Immediate Causes 

 

I argue that there is a cocktail of immediate reasons for why the RBA is significantly 

underused in the sector. Combined, these issues provide organisations with a compelling case 

to not adopt the approach.  

 

The first reason is the widespread lack of understanding of both human rights and the rights-

based approach. Organisations operating in the sector are not aware of the relevance of human 

rights to their work and, because of this, rarely evaluate their impact through a rights-lens. 

Staff at these organisations may believe that human rights are purely legal and can only be 

used in the courtroom, or they may feel that the RBA is only relevant in the ‘developing’ 

world. This may be because the professionals working in the sector have received little rights 

education, potentially because they come from other professional fields such as social care 

where the use of rights is less prevalent.  

 

This misperception of the worth of human rights is then combined with the second issue 

which was expressed by two-thirds of the interview participants, the belief that the British 

public does not support rights. If true, the lack of public support for human rights makes the 

option of using the RBA appear even less attractive. However, as shown in Chapter 1, 

although human rights do receive negative coverage in both politics and the media, opinion 

data suggests that at a normative level the majority of the public do support them. 

Nonetheless, as the media has a monopoly on communicating society’s views, it is logical to 

assume that the media’s commentary is representing the people.  

 

Given the lack of awareness of the rights-based approach and the perceived lack of public 

support, organisations logically choose to stick to more familiar strategies. This is not to 

suggest that organisations do not constantly innovate their services. Instead, it suggests that in 

the highly competitive third sector where NGOs have to constantly renew their funding, 

adopting a less tested theoretical approach appears as a significant risk which could jeopardise 

their entire organisation. This is reflected in Participant I’s comment that the RBA can be seen 
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as a “radical” theory which is more commonly used by “peripheral” organisations. However, 

by choosing not to use the approach, organisations are creating a perpetual cycle of avoiding 

the RBA. This demonstrates the third problem, no organisation once to be the first to step into 

unknown.   

 

These three problems are then exacerbated by funders who demand statistics and show little 

interest in the processes by which outcomes are achieved. If funders are not using rights 

language themselves and do not prefer organisations with principled methods, then 

organisations have no incentive to adopt such a radical approach which redefines how they 

operate. Furthermore, if precious time and resources are being used on preparing statistics and 

evidence for funders, then again it is logical for organisations to ignore an approach which 

does not provide obvious indicators. Although, human rights might be abstract concepts 

which are difficult to capture in a single statistic, those who have studied the theory know that 

measuring impact is a rich topic with various operationalised variables being developed. 

However, for someone who does not have an awareness of this, it is easy to understand why 

one might be wary and decide to stick to what they know.  

 

To summarise, organisations are unlikely to adopt the RBA as there is a widespread 

misunderstanding of the value of human rights, many believe that the public does not support 

rights, organisations do not want to be labelled as radical, and funders provide little incentive 

to do choose the approach.  

 

It is important to note that this analysis is not intending to be patronising. Professionals 

working in the sector are extremely qualified and have a deep understanding of the causes and 

implications of homelessness. What it does imply is that the fields of homelessness and 

human rights have never truly converged in England, resulting in little awareness of the 

discipline and a lack of support from funders. This leads on to the deeper, structural question 

of why the two fields have never converged. 

 

5.2 Structural Causes  

 

My analysis postulates that the main structural driver which keeps the fields from converging 

is the legacy of a British third sector which carries the responsibility of providing social 

services instead of the state. As demonstrated in Chapter 1, the British third sector has nearly 

always been responsible for a significant proportion of social welfare provision. Starting in 

the Victorian times, this ideological decision to use charity instead of state-run services has 

remained dominant throughout British history. The only time this reliance on the third sector 

was rejected was post-1945 when the welfare state was introduced by the Labour Party. 

However, this was soon undone by sweeping reforms under Thatcher in the 1980s which 
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substantially reduced state provision. Although Blair invested significant amounts of money 

in the third sector, this was still premised on the ideological belief that social services were a 

shared responsibility. Recent budget cuts since the Conservatives came to power in 2010 have 

only increased reliance on the sector.  

 

The findings of the interviews reflect this legacy as the majority of participants did not want 

the government to fulfil their organisation’s current role. They shared the ideological belief 

that the third sector offers a more effective system of social welfare. Although two 

participants did describe their aim as no longer being needed, they were certainly in a 

minority.  

 

This legacy is the main structural reason for why socioeconomic human rights and the rights-

based approach to development are treated as irrelevant. The rights-based approach 

challenges this orthodoxy by assuming that specific social services are the responsibility of 

the state, not the third sector. What the approach would require in the UK is for the entire 

system to be turned on its head. Organisations which adopt it must look internally at how they 

treat their service users, but they must also radically change their position with the 

government. Human rights require an active state which steps in to provide minimal 

thresholds under which no individual should fall, which is not how the welfare is delivered in 

the UK.  

 

This structural-relationship explains why organisations see human rights as being overly 

oppositional as they represent a call for a more involved state. Currently, organisations are 

required to cooperate and support the state in order to meet their shared duty. To adopt a 

rights-based approach would jeopardise this close relationship by demanding a restructuring 

of the duty to provide. In other countries it may be commonplace for a major third sector 

organisation to call for the state to house the homeless in order to meet its obligation under the 

right to adequate housing; however, in the UK this would be controversial as it goes against 

the historical shared responsibility.  

 

However, just because there is no political will to support a campaign does not mean that civil 

society should not take up the cause. Numerous progressive victories have been achieved in 

face of significant opposition. In other words, the current structure does not support a rights-

based approach to development being used in the homelessness sector, but that does not mean 

organisations cannot use it. Of course, organisations need to question if the approach is 

relevant and if it would improve their impact, particularly in light of the issue of individuality 

raised by Participant G. However, the rights-based approach does not intend to be a silver 

bullet. What the approach provides is a fresh perspective with a coherent moral system that 

observes power imbalances and empowers people to challenge them.  
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6 Conclusion 

 

In this concluding chapter, I answer the research questions I posed in Chapter 2 and observe 

which of my hypotheses from Chapter 3 were confirmed. This chapter will also include a 

brief discussion of what implications my research poses for both the narrative of 

socioeconomic issues in the United Kingdom and the realisation of human rights globally. I 

will then finish with a reflection on the limitations of my research in providing a reliable 

addition to the literature.  

 

6.1 Answering My Research Questions 

 

My main research question concerned both the prevalence of the RBA and the reasons for its 

frequency of use.  

 

To what extent have non-governmental organisations working in the homelessness 

sector in England used a rights-based approach, and for what reasons? 

 

To summarise, my research has established that organisations rarely use the RBA 

explicitly, although some do adopt elements of the approach. This absence can be 

explained by a multitude of factors that include a lack of awareness of the approach, 

the perception that the public and funders do not support human rights, and the fear of 

being labelled a radical. The main structural explanation underpinning these immediate 

causes is the ideological choice to share the responsibility of social welfare between 

the state and the third sector. I shall now also respond to each sub-question 

independently and comment on which hypothesises were confirmed.  

 

My first sub-question covered the explanatory element of my research, establishing 

how often the approach is utilised. This was accompanied by H1 which claimed it 

would be limited.  

 

SQ1: To what extent do the organisations use a rights-based approach?  

 

H1: The use of a rights-based approach will be limited in the homelessness sector in 

England 

 

My content analysis established that organisations in the English homelessness sector 

predominately adopt a needs-based approach to their work. Elements of the RBA were used 

by some, but these mainly focused on participation and addressing structural causes. Given 
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these findings, H1 was confirmed. However, the hypothesis stated that use of the approach 

was “limited” whilst the findings show an even clearer absence which could be described as 

“extremely limited”.  

 

The second sub-question explored the correlations between organisations’ income and their 

use of the approach. My hypothesis on this issue held that higher income would reduce the 

chance of the RBA being used.  

 

SQ2: Is there a correlation between the income of the organisations and the use of a 

rights-based approach?  

 

H2: Organisations with a higher income will be less likely to use a rights-based 

approach 

 

The content analysis findings established that there were no strong correlations 

between income and use of the RBA. In fact, contradicting the hypothesis 

organisations in the ‘major’ income bracket tended towards the rights-based approach. 

However, as the results were not clear across the entire sample I could not establish a 

strict correlation. This meant that H2 was not confirmed.  

 

My third research sub-question concerned the relationship between the type of service 

an organisation provided and its use of the RBA. For this question, I posed two 

hypothesises that focused on specific service types.  

 

SQ3: Is there a correlation between the types of services the organisation offers and 

the use of a rights-based approach? 

 

H3: Organisations which provide advocacy and advice services will be more likely to 

use a rights-based approach 

 

H4: Organisations which provide emergency accommodation will be less likely to use 

a rights-based approach 

 

Out of all the correlations my content analysis explored, the impact of service type of 

the approach used showed the weakest relationship. Across all service types, there was 

no clear evidence demonstrating a concentration of any of three approaches. Therefore, 

H3 and H4 were both not confirmed.  

 

My fourth research sub-question concerned the relationship between organisations 

being awarded public contracts from the state, and which approach they used. I 
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postulated that organisations which had contracts would be less likely to utilise an 

RBA.  

 

SQ4: Is there a correlation between organisations being awarded public service 

contracts and the use of a rights-based approach? 

 

H5: Organisations which have been awarded public service contracts will be less 

likely to use a rights-based approach 

 

Two correlations were observed, however, neither was significantly strong. The first 

was that housing associations were likely to use needs-based approach components 

than the other two models. Secondly, organisations which had a public contract with 

the state were more likely to adopt elements of an RBA. This was contradictory to my 

prediction, meaning that H5 was not confirmed. Although my research only showed a 

correlation, not a causation, it did mean that my analysis needed to look for different 

explanations of why the RBA was not commonly used in the sector.  

 

My fifth research sub-question questioned organisations’ awareness of the RBA, with 

the H6 predicting that the majority of organisations would have heard of the approach 

even if they did not implement it.  

 

SQ5: Are organisations aware of a rights-based approach to poverty reduction? 

 

H6: The majority of organisations will be aware of a rights-based approach to poverty 

reduction 

 

As this sub-question concerns the explanation behind why the approach was or was not 

used, it was answered by the use of the semi-structured interviews. Interestingly, 

interviewees demonstrated very little knowledge of the approach, with only three 

participants having heard of it but only one who was confident they understood it. This 

lack of understanding was to some extent also observed in participants understanding 

of human rights in general. These findings mean that again my hypothesis was not 

confirmed.  

 

The final sub-question also explored the reason for why the approach was not used, 

this time focusing on if organisations believed that the RBA was relevant to their work. 

H7 held that only a minority would believe it was relevant.  

 

SQ6: Do organisations think that a rights-based approach is a relevant and effective 

strategy for their work? 
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H7: A minority of organisations will believe that a rights-based approach is relevant 

and feasible in their work 

 

This sub-question was again answered by the interviews. As it questioned if participants 

believed the approach was relevant, it assumed a minimal awareness of the RBA; therefore 

participants who had not heard of the approach were provided with a definition before being 

asked for their opinions. What the interviewees showed was that the majority believed that 

although human rights were subtly relevant to their work, using rights language was not 

something they felt was needed. Several expressed worries that the approach would be too 

oppositional or that it appeared too radical. These findings show that H7 was proved true with 

only one of the nine participants feeling that the approach was relevant, however, another did 

express an interest in finding out more as they had not been aware of it.  

 

I argued in Chapter 5 that the main structural explanation for the belief that the RBA was not 

relevant to the sector was the ideological decision to share social welfare responsibilities 

between the state and the third sector. Adopting an RBA would be a rejection of this context, 

and therefore was a dangerously radical option for an NGO to choose.  

 

6.2 Implications for the United Kingdom 

 

My research has two implications for the British third sector. Firstly, the research suggests 

that individuals working in the sector have not received rights education or training. Whether 

this happens during education or on the job, currently staff at these organisations do not show 

a deep understanding of rights and their potential impact. Given the two recent ethical 

scandals in the third sector (see Section 1.2.3), it seems that a greater appreciation of rights in 

the sector could certainly be useful in addressing the problems posed by the largely 

unregulated positions of power.  

 

Secondly, it shows that the current system of shared responsibility in social welfare provision 

does not match human rights ideals. In order to meet these standards, the state will need to 

become more active in providing such services. In order to confirm these implications, future 

research on the use of the RBA in other socioeconomic issues in the UK will be needed.  

 

However, these implications are only important if the state has the ideological belief that 

human rights should be fully realised and that the government should play a more major role 

in society. For many politicians, given their negative perception of human rights, the 

inconvenient but realistic truth is that these findings might be of little concern. Instead, it will 
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take radical pioneers in politics and the sector to use these findings to campaign for a 

structural shift in how social welfare is provided.  

 

6.3 Implications for Human Rights 

 

The research also poses several implications for the human rights field in general. Firstly, as 

already demonstrated by many studies, it highlights that success of the narrative of human 

rights in any society is clearly affected by the local context. In this case, the legacy of a 

“mixed economy of welfare” has meant that human rights have failed to penetrate the third 

sector, with organisations not interested in using rights as an operational tool. Secondly, it 

questions the impact that human rights have had even in a ‘liberal’ state such as the UK. The 

use of human rights needs to be encouraged and supported in order for society to truly 

appreciate their potential power.  

 

Finally, it once again suggests that socioeconomic rights might not be awarded as much 

respect as civil and political rights in the countries of the Global North. Given the historical 

division between the two so-called ‘generations’ and the dated belief that the latter are only 

appropriate for the ‘developing’ world, it is up to human rights academics and activists to 

convince others of their relevance. To be sure of this last implication, further research 

comparing the use of the RBA in the third sector of different Global North countries is 

needed.  

 

6.4 Reflections on the Research Design 

 

Although the limitations of my methodology were already discussed in Section 3.7, it is 

appropriate to reflect on my research design in order to outline how it could have been 

improved. If I started the research again, I would have done three things differently.  

 

The first reflection is also one of the limitations I observed in my methodology, namely that 

the method I used to create a database of organisations excluded micro and small 

organisations. If my database had managed to incorporate these smaller and non-

professionalised players, my research would have been able to establish if there was a 

differentiation in the use of the RBA between them and larger more professional 

organisations.  

 

Secondly, looking back at how I categorised the type of services that organisation delivered, I 

believe that this could have been improved. Instead of categorising by types of services, I 

could have divided the organisations into those that provide social services provision and 

those that do not. This way I would have been able to test if those that carried the shared 
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responsibility of welfare used the RBA less than those that were involved in services other 

than social care. These findings would have definitely supported my analysis in Chapter 5.  

 

The final reflection is that although I discussed the role of funders in determining the use of 

the RBA, it would have been beneficial to also interview funders directly. This could have 

answered two questions. Firstly, it would have established if the organisations were right or 

wrong to think the funders paid little attention to method and human rights. Secondly, it could 

have provided reasons for why funders may not perceive human rights as relevant to the 

sector. 



55 

 

Bibliography  

 

Laws and Treaties 

 

Council of Europe, European Convention on Human Rights, 1950, Entered into Force 3 

September 1953. 

 

Council of Europe, European Social Charter, 1961, Entered into Force 26 February 1965.  

 

Scottish Parliament, Homelessness etc. (Scotland) Act, 9 April 2003. 

 

Scottish Parliament, The Homelessness (Abolition of Priority Need Test) (Scotland) Order,  

31 December 2012. 

 

The French Republic, Droit au Logement Opposable (DALO) Bill No.2007-290, 5 March  

2007.   

 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Homelessness Reduction Act, 27  

April 2017. 

 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Housing Act, 30 October 1985.  

 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Housing Act, 24 July 1996.  

 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Housing (Homeless Persons) Act,  

29 July 1977. 

 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Human Rights Act, 9 November  

1998. 

 

United Nations, Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination against  

Women, 1979, Entered into Force 3 September 1981. 

 

United Nations, Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, 2006, Entered into  

Force 3 May 2008.  

 

United Nations, International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 1966, Entered into 

Force 23 March 1976. 



56 

 

 

United Nations, International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights, 1966, 

Entered into Force 3 January 1976. 

 

Literature  

 

Alcock, P. (2016). From partnership to the big society: the third sector policy regime in the  

UK. Nonprofit Policy Forum, 7(02), 95-116.  

 

Andersen, I. (2012). Policies to address homelessness: rights-based approaches. In S. J. Smith  

(Ed). International Encyclopaedia of Housing and Home. Oxford: Elsevier, 249-255.   

 

Andreassen, B. A. (2003). Development, capabilities, rights: what is new about the right to  

development and a rights approach to development?. In M. Bergsmo (Ed.). Human 

rights and criminal justice for the downtrodden: essays in honour of Asbjørn Eide. 

The Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 211-232 

 

Bantekas, I. and Oette, L. (2016). International human rights: law and practice. 2nd edn.  

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

BBC. (2017). London fire: what happened at Grenfell Tower?. BBC, 19 July 2017, Online.  

Available at: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-40272168 [Accessed 16 

April 2018].  

 

BBC (2018). Oxfam Haiti allegations: how the scandal unfolded. BBC, 21 February  

2018, Online. Available at: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-43112200 [Accessed 28 

March 2018]. 

 

Beatty, C., Foden, M., McCarthy, L. and Reeve, K. (2015). Benefit sanctions and  

homelessness: a scoping report. London: Crisis.  

 

Beetham, D. (1995). What future for economic and social rights? Political Studies, 43(01),  

41-60. 

 

Bell, K. and Cemlyn, S. (2014). Developing public support for human rights in the United  

Kingdom: reasserting the importance of socio-economic rights. The International 

Journal of Human Rights, 18(7), 822-841.  

 

Bengtsson, B. (2001). Housing as a social right: implications for welfare state theory.  



57 

 

Scandinavian Political Studies, 24(04), 255–275. 

 

Bernard, N. (2015). Is the DALO – France's enforceable right to housing – really  

enforceable? Commentary on the European Court of Human Rights' judgment on the 

Tchokontio Happi case [Online]. Housing Rights Watch. Available at: 

http://www.housingrightswatch.org/content/dalo-%E2%80%93-frances-enforceable-

right-housing-%E2%80%93-really-enforceable-commentary-european-court 

[Accessed 01 February 2018].  

 

Booth, R. (2018). Hundreds of thousands living in squalid rented homes in England. The  

Guardian, 28 January 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/ 

society/2018/jan/28/hundreds-of-thousands-living-in-squalid-rented-homes-in-england 

[Accessed 16 April 2018].  

 

Brooks, L. (2018). Homelessness minister: I don’t know why rough sleeper numbers are up.  

The Guardian, 18 March 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/ 

society/2018/mar/18/homelessness-minister-heather-wheeler-rough-sleeping-housing-

first?CMP=fb_gu [Accessed 16 April 2018].  

 

Butler, P. (2018). UK may have breached human rights over Grenfell Tower, says UN. The  

Guardian, 9 March 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/uk-

news/2018/mar/09/grenfell-tower-uk-may-have-breached-human-rights-says-un 

[Accessed 16 April 2018]. 

 

Chapman, A. and Russell, S. (2002). Core obligations: building a framework for economic,  

social, and cultural rights. Antwerp: Intersentia.  

 

Chapman, J., Miller, V., Soares, A. and Samuel, J. (2009). Rights-based development: the  

challenge of change and power for development NGOs. In S. Hickey and D. Mitlin 

(Eds.). Rights-based approaches to development: exploring the potential and pitfalls. 

Sterling, VA: Kumarian Press, 165-186.  

 

Citizens Advice. (2015). Citizens impact assessment: restricting access to housing benefit for  

young people. Available at: https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/Global/CitizensAdvice 

/welfare%20publications/Housing%20benefit%20impact%20assessment.pdf 

[Accessed 16 April 2018].  

 

Cranston, M. (1973). What are human rights? London: Bodley Head. 

 



58 

 

Curtice, M. J. and Exworthy, T. (2010). FREDA: a human rights-based approach to  

healthcare. The Psychiatrist, 34(04), 150-156.  

 

Davies, R. (2016). Public good by private means: how philanthropy shapes Britain. London:  

Alliance Publishing Trust. 

 

Deneulin, S. and Shahani. L. (2009). An introduction to the human development and  

capability approach. London: Earthscan. 

 

Dowler, E. and O’Connor, D. (2012). Rights-based approaches to addressing food poverty  

and food insecurity in Ireland and UK. Social Science and Medicine, 74(01), 44-51. 

 

Edgar, W. and Meert, H. (2005). Fourth review of statistics on homelessness in Europe: the  

ethos definition of homelessness. Brussels: FEANTSA. 

 

Eide, A. (2010). Human rights-based development in the age of economic development. In B.  

A. Andreassen, and S. Marks (Eds.). Development as a human right: legal, political 

and economic dimensions. Antwerp: Intersentia, 275-314.  

 

Elgot, J. (2018). Oxfam told to show 'moral leadership' or lose government funds. The  

Guardian, 11 February 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com 

/world/2018/feb/11/oxfam-show-moral-leadership-lose-government-funds-prostitutes-

haiti [Accessed 28 March 2018]. 

 

Elson, D. (2012). The reduction of the UK budget deficit: a human rights perspective.  

International Review of Applied Economics, 26(02), 177-190.  

 

End Youth Homelessness. (No Date). About [Online]. Available at: https://www.eyh. 

org.uk/en/about/ [Accessed 30 April 2018].  

 

European Federation of National Organisations Working with the Homeless, FEANTSA.  

(2016). Housing-related binding obligations on states from European and 

international case law. Brussels: FEANTSA and Fondation Abbé Pierre. 

 

FEANTSA. (No Date). What is FEANTSA? [Online]. Available at: http://www.feantsa.org 

/en/about-us/what-is-feantsa [Accessed 20 April 2018].  

 

Feinberg, J. (1973). Social philosophy. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.  

 



59 

 

Fernàndez Evangelista, G. (2013a). Penalising homelessness. In G. Fernàndez Evangelista  

(Ed.). Mean streets: a report on the criminalisation of homelessness in Europe. 

Brussels: Housing Rights Watch, FEANTSA, and Fondation Abbé Pierre, 53-72.  

 

Fernàndez Evangelista, G. (2013b). Prevention, homelessness strategies and housing rights in  

Europe. In G. Fernàndez Evangelista (Ed.). Mean streets: a report on the 

criminalisation of homelessness in Europe. Brussels: Housing Rights Watch, 

FEANTSA, and Fondation Abbé Pierre, 159-170.  

 

Fernàndez Evangelista, G. and Madrid Perez, A. (2013). Social organisations, legal services  

and strategic litigation: fighting against homelessness from a rights-based approach. In 

G. Fernàndez Evangelista (Ed.). Mean streets: a report on the criminalisation of 

homelessness in Europe. Brussels: Housing Rights Watch, FEANTSA, and Fondation 

Abbé Pierre, 221-234.  

 

Fitzpatrick, S. (2009). Homelessness in the UK in an international context. In S. Fitzpatrick,  

D. Quilgars, and N. Pleace (Eds.). Homelessness in the UK: problems and solutions. 

Coventry: Chartered Institute of Housing, 158–174. 

 

Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S., Watts, B., and Wood, J. (2018). The  

homelessness monitor: England 2018. London: Crisis.  

 

Fitzpatrick, S. and Stephens, M. (2007). An international review of homelessness and social  

housing policy. London: Department of Communities and Local Government. 

 

Fitzpatrick, S. and Watts, B. (2010). The 'right to housing' for homeless people. In E.  

O'Sullivan, V. Busch Geertsema, D. Quilgars, and N. Pleace (Eds.). Homelessness 

research in Europe. Brussels: FEANTSA, 105-122. 

 

Fredman, S. (2010). New horizons: incorporating socio-economic rights in a British Bill of  

Rights. Public Law, 2010(02), 297-320. 

 

Fukuda-Parr, S. (2003). The human development paradigm: operationalizing Sen’s ideas on  

capabilities. Feminist Economics, 9(02), 301-317.   

 

Gill, M. (2018). For generation rent, this housing crisis is far from over. The Guardian, 15  

February 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/ 

2018/feb/15/generation-rent-housing-crisis-buy-to-let-first-time-buyers [Accessed 16 

April 2018]. 



60 

 

 

Gready, P. (2009). Reasons to be cautious about evidence and evaluation: rights-based  

approaches to development and the emerging culture of evaluation. Journal of Human 

Rights Practice, 1(03), 380-401. 

 

Gready, P. and Ensor, J. (2005). Reinventing development?: translating rights-based  

approaches from theory into practice. London: Zed Books. 

 

Halperin, S. and Heath, O. (2012). Political research: methods and practical skills. Oxford:  

Oxford University Press.  

 

Harris, B. (2010). Voluntary action and the state in historical perspective. Voluntary Sector  

Review, 1 (01), 25-40. 

 

Harris, J. (2018). We can solve the UK’s housing crisis – with a little imagination. The  

Guardian, 22 January 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/ 

commentisfree/2018/jan/22/solve-uk-housing-crisis-new-houses [Accessed 16 April 

2018].  

 

Hearne, R. and Kenna, P. (2014). Using the human rights based approach to tackle housing  

deprivation in an Irish urban housing estate. Journal of Human Rights Practice, 6(01), 

1–25. 

 

Hickey, S. and Mitlin, D. (2009). Introduction. In S. Hickey and D. Mitlin (Eds.). Rights- 

based approaches to development: exploring the potential and pitfalls. Sterling, VA: 

Kumarian Press, 1-20.  

 

Hilton, M. and McKay, J. (2011). The ages of voluntarism: how we got to the big society.  

Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

 

Homeless Link. (No Date). About us [Online]. Available at:  http://www.homelessuk.org  

/about-us [Accessed 20 April 2018].  

 

Hood, A. and Waters, T. (2017). Living standards, poverty and inequality in the UK: 2017– 

18 to 2021–22. London: Institute for Fiscal Studies.  

 

House of Commons, Committee of Public Accounts. (2017). Homeless households: eleventh  

report of session 2017-19. HC 462. Available at: https://publications.parliament.uk/ 

pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmpubacc/462/462.pdf [Accessed 16 April 2018].  



61 

 

 

Howard, R. (1987). The full-belly thesis: should economic rights take priority over civil and  

political rights. Human Rights Quarterly, 5(04), 467-490.  

 

Jackman, M. and Porter, B. (2014). Advancing social rights in Canada. Toronto: Irwin Law. 

 

Jochnick, C. (1999). Confronting the impunity of non-state actors: new fields for the  

promotion of human rights. Human Rights Quarterly, 21(01), 56-79. 

 

Jones, P. (1999). Why is it alright to do development ‘over there’ not here? Changing  

vocabularies and common strategies of inclusion across the ‘first’ and ‘third’ worlds. 

Area, 32(02), 237-241.  

 

Jonsson, U. (2005). A human rights-based approach to programming. In P. Gready, and J.  

Ensor (Eds.). Reinventing development?: translating rights-based approaches from 

theory into practice. London: Zed Books, 47-62.  

 

Just Fair. (2015). Protecting the right to housing in England: a context of crisis. London: Just  

Fair. 

 

Kenna, P. and Fernàndez Evangelista, G. (2013). Applying a human rights-based approach to  

homelessness: from theory to practice. In G. Fernàndez Evangelista (Ed.). Mean 

streets: a report on the criminalisation of homelessness in Europe. Brussels: Housing 

Rights Watch, FEANTSA, and Fondation Abbé Pierre, 31-52.  

 

Kirkemann Boesen, J. and Martin, T. (2007). Applying a rights-based approach: an  

inspirational guide for civil society. Copenhagen: The Danish Institute for Human 

Rights.  

 

Kirkup, A. and Evans, T. (2009). The myth of western opposition to economic, social and  

cultural rights? A reply to Whelan and Donnelly. Human Rights Quarterly, 31(01), 

221-238.  

 

Landman, T. (2006). Studying human rights. London: Routledge 

 

Libal, K. R. and Harding, S. (2015). Human rights-based community practice in the United

 States. New York: Springer 

 

 



62 

 

Loison-Leruste, M. and Quilgars, D. (2009). Increasing access to housing – implementing the  

right to housing in England and France. European Journal of Homelessness 3(01), 75–

100. 

 

Libal, K. R. and Harding, S. (2015). Human rights-based community practice in the United  

States. New York: Springer 

 

Millward, D. (2017). Everything we know about the Grenfell tower blaze: why did it happen  

and how many are injured?. The Telegraph, 16 June 2017, Online. Available at: 

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/0/everything-we-know-about-grenfell-tower-blaze/ 

[Accessed 18 April 2018].  

 

Ministry of Housing Communities & Local Government (2018). Statutory homelessness and  

prevention and relief, October to December (Q4) 2017: England. National Statistics, 

Housing Statistical Release, Online. Available at: https://assets.publishing.service. 

gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/692938/Statutory_H

omelessness_and_Prevention_and_Relief_Statistical_Release_Oct_to_Dec_2017.pdf 

[Accessed 16 April 2018]. 

 

Misetics, B. (2013). The city is for all from the human rights based approach. In G.  

Fernàndez Evangelista (Ed.). Mean streets: a report on the criminalisation of 

homelessness in Europe. Brussels: Housing Rights Watch, FEANTSA, and Fondation 

Abbé Pierre, 213-220.  

 

Munro, L. T. (2009). The “human rights-based approach to programming”: a contradiction in  

terms? In S. Hickey and D. Mitlin. (Eds.). Rights-based approaches to development: 

exploring the potential and pitfalls. Virginia: Kumarian Press, 187-205.  

 

National Council for Voluntary Organisations, NCVO (2017). UK civil society almanac  

2017 [Online]. Available at: https://data.ncvo.org.uk/a/almanac17/ [Accessed 8  

February 2018]. 

 

Neier, A. (2006). Social and economic rights: a critique. Human Rights Brief, 13(02), 1-3 

 

Nickel, J. W. (2007). Making sense of human rights. 2nd edn. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing  

Limited.   

 

O’Sullivan, E. (2008). Sustainable solutions to homelessness: the Irish case. European  

Journal of Homelessness, 2(01), 205–233. 



63 

 

 

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, OHCHR. (2004).  

Human rights and poverty reduction: a conceptual framework. New York: United 

Nations.  

 

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, OHCHR (2006a).  

Frequently asked questions on a human rights-based approach to development 

cooperation [Online]. HR/PUB/06/8. Available at: http://www.ohchr.org/ 

Documents/Publications/FAQen.pdf [Accessed 7th April 2017].  

 

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, OHCHR. (2006b).  

Principles and guidelines for a human rights approach to poverty reduction strategies. 

Geneva: United Nations. 

 

Palmer, E. (2009) Protecting socio-economic rights through the European Convention on  

Human Rights: trends and developments in the European Court of Human Rights. 

Erasmus Law Review, 2(04), 397–425. 

 

Pawson, H. (2009). Homelessness policy in England: promoting ‘gatekeeping’ or effective  

prevention? In S. Fitzpatrick, D. Quilgars, and N. Pleace (Eds.). Homelessness in the 

UK: problems and solutions. Coventry: Chartered Institute of Housing 

 

Pettifor, A. (2018). Why building more homes will not solve Britain’s housing crisis. The  

Guardian, 22 January 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com 

/commentisfree/2018/jan/27/building-homes-britain-housing-crisis [Accessed 16 April 

2018].  

 

Pieterse, M. (2007). Eating socioeconomic rights: the usefulness of rights talk in alleviating  

social hardship revisited. Human Rights Quarterly, 29(03), 796–822. 

 

Pleace, N., Fitzpatrick, S., Johnsen, S., Quilgars, D., Sanderson, D. (2008). Statutory  

homelessness in England: the experience of families and 16-17 year olds. London: 

Department for Communities and Local Government. 

 

Robeyns, I. (2016). The capability approach. Stanford Encyclopaedia of  

Philosophy, Online. Available at: https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/capability-approach 

[Accessed 30 January 2018].  

 

Robinson, M. (2004). Advancing economic, social, and cultural rights: the way forward.  



64 

 

Human Rights Quarterly, 26(04), 866-872.  

 

Roth, K. (2004). Defending economic, social and cultural rights: practical issues faced by an  

international human  rights organisation. Human Rights Quarterly, 26(01), 63-73. 

 

Sano, H. (2007). Does human rights-based development make a difference? In M. E.  

Salomon, A. Tostensen, and W. Vandenhole (Eds.). Casting the net wider: human 

right, development and new duty-bearers. Belgium: Intersentia, 63-79. 

 

Savage, M. and Jayanetti, C. (2017). Revealed: universal credit sends rent arrears soaring.  

The Observer, 17 September 2017, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian. 

com/society/2017/sep/16/universal-credit-rent-arrears-soar [Accessed 16 April 2018].  

 

Savage, O. and Pratt, B. (2013). The history of UK civil society. International NGO Training  

and Research Centre, Briefing Paper 38, Online. Available at: https://www.intrac.org 

/wpcms/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Briefing-Paper-38-The-history-of-UK-civil-

society.pdf [Accessed 14 April 2018].  

 

Sen, A. (1980). Equality of what?. In S. M. McMurrin (Ed.). Tanner Lectures on Human  

Values, Volume 1. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 195-220. 

 

Sen, A. (1999). Development as freedom. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Shelter. (2017). Far from alone: homelessness in Britain in 2017. Shelter, Online. Available  

at: https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/1440053/8112017_Far 

_From_Alone.pdf [Accessed 16 April 2018].  

 

Shue, H. (1996). Basic rights. 2nd edn. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

 

Spicker, P. (1984). Stigma and social welfare. Beckenham: Croom Helm. 

 

St Mungo’s. (2017). At the forefront of tackling homelessness: annual review 2016-17. St  

Mungo’s, Online. Available at: https://www.mungos.org/wp-content/uploads/ 

2017/09/St-Mungos-annual-review-16-17.pdf [Accessed 16 April 2018].  

 

Stammers, N. (1999). Social movements and the social construction of human rights. Human  

Rights Quarterly, 21(04), 980-1008.  

 

Tars, E. S. and Egleson, C. (2009). Great Scot! The Scottish plan to end homelessness and  



65 

 

lessons for the housing rights movement in the United States. Georgetown Journal on 

Poverty Law & Policy, 16(1), 187–216. 

 

Taylor, D. (2018). Homeless charity helped target rough sleepers to deport. The  

Guardian, 5 March 2018, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/uk-

news/2018/mar/05/st-mungos-homeless-charity-helped-target-rough-sleepers-to-

deport [Accessed 28 March 2018]. 

 

Thane, P. (2009). The voluntary sector in British society. British Academy Review, 13(01),  

6-8. 

 

The Guardian. (2017). The Guardian view on the housing crisis: right to rent. The Guardian,  

8 January 2017, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/ 

2017/jan/08/the-guardian-view-on-the-housing-crisis-right-to-rent [Accessed 16 April 

2018]. 

 

Townsend, M. (2017). Home Office used charity data map to deport rough sleepers. The  

Guardian, 19 August 2017, Online. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/uk-

news/2017/aug/19/home-office-secret-emails-data-homeless-eu-nationals [Accessed 

28 March 2018]. 

 

Van Bueren, G. (2002). Including the excluded: the case for an economic, social and cultural  

human rights act. Public Law, 2002(03), 456-472. 

 

Van Bueren, G. (2013). Socio-economic rights and a bill of rights: an overlooked British  

tradition. Public Law, 2013(04), 821-837. 

 

Vizzard, P. (2010). What do the public think about economic and social rights?: research  

report to inform the debate about a Bill of Rights and a written constitution. [Online].  

CASEreports, Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion, London School of Economics 

and Political Science. Available at: http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/43801/ [Accessed 11 

January 2018].  

 

Warwick, B. (2016). Socio-economic rights during economic crises: a changed approach to  

non-retrogression. International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 65(1), 249-265. 

 

Watts, B. (2013). Rights, stigma and homelessness: a comparison of homelessness policy in  

Scotland and Ireland. European Journal of Homelessness, 7(01), 41-68.  

 



66 

 

Whelan, D. J. and Donnelly, J. (2007). The west, economic and social rights and the global  

human rights regime: setting the record straight. Human Rights Quarterly, 29(04), 

908-949. 

 

Wilson, R. (2017). Is it time for England to emulate the Nordic civil society model?. Civil  

Society Futures, 28 August 2017, Online. Available at: https://civilsocietyfutures 

.org/time-england-emulate-nordic-civil-society-model/ [Accessed 17 April 2018].  

 



67 

 

Appendixes 

 

Appendix A – Database of Homelessness Sector Organisations 

Highlighted entries were included in my sample.  
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1 

  

£29,552,000 Major 

C4WS 1 

  

1 1 

 

1 1 

  

£218,677 Medium 

Cardboard Citizens  1     1     1 1 1 1 £1,220,758 Large 

Cardinal Hume Centre 1     1 1     1 1   £2,857,000 Large 

CARIS Camden Families 1 

  

1 

  

1 

   

£218,677 Medium 

Caris Islington 1 

  

1 1 

     

£141,152 Medium 

Caritas Anchor House 1 

  

1 

 

1 1 1 1 

 

£2,967,175 Large 

CAYSH 1 

  

1 

 

1 1 

 

1 

 

£4,677,634 Large 

Centra 1         1           0 

Centre 404 1 

     

1 1 1 

  

0 

Centre Point 1 1 

 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 £32,586,000 Major 

Change Grow Live 1 

     

1 

 

1 

 

£155,970,000 

Super-

Major 

Chislehurst and Sidcup Housing Association 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Church Army 1 

          

0 

Connection at St-Martins-in-the-Field 1   1 1     1   1 1 £4,573,247 Large 

Core Prospects 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Crisis 1 

 

1 1 

 

1 1 1 1 1 £35,218,000 Major 

De Bohun Care 1 

    

1 

     

0 

De Paul 1     1 1   1   1 1 £12,444,000 Major 

Deptford Reach 1 

     

1 1 1 

 

£285,356 Medium 

Diversity in Care 1         1 1 1 1 1 £146,000 Medium 

Drive Forward Foundation 1             1 1   £391,243 Medium 

East Thames 1 

    

1 

     

0 

ELMS in Waltham Forest 1 

    

1 1 1 

  

£483,295 Medium 

Emmaus 1 

  

1 

 

1 1 1 

  

£1,903,545 Large 
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Equal People 1 

     

1 1 1 

 

£885,685 Medium 

Evolve Housing 1 

  

1 

 

1 

  

1 

 

£10,499,125 Major 

Firm Foundation 1 

  

1 1 1 

   

1 £101,873 Medium 

Forest Churches Emergency Night Shelter 1 

  

1 1 

     

£65,783 Small 

Gateway Housing 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Genesis Housing Association  1         1           0 

Glass Door 1 

  

1 1 

   

1 

 

£648,538 Medium 

Hackney Doorways 1     1 1           £133,104 Medium 

Harrow Churches Housing Association  1         1           0 

Harvest of Grace Trinity Centre 1           1   1     0 

Healthy Living Projects 1 

     

1 1 1 

 

£407,816 Medium 

Help On Your Doorstep 1           1   1   £688,015 Medium 

HESTIA 1       1 1 1   1   £24,338,487 Major 

Hexagon Housing Association 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Homeless Action Barnet 1 

  

1 

  

1 

 

1 1 £319,976 Medium 

Hope 4 Havering  1 

  

1 1 1 

 

1 

  

£417,894 Medium 

Hope Worldwide 1 

   

1 

   

1 

 

£1,052,384 Large 

Housing for Women 1 

    

1 

    

£8,176,016 Large 

Housing Justice 1     1 1       1 1 £537,985 Medium 

Hyde Housing 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Kairos Community Trust 1 

  

1 

 

1 1 

   

£2,890,656 Large 

Kingston Churches Action on Homelessness 1 

  

1 1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

£530,384 Medium 

Kiran Support Services 1 

  

1 1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

£289,715 Medium 

Kisharon  1 

    

1 1 1 

  

£5,783,270 Large 

London Jesus Centre 1 

     

1 

 

1 

  

0 

Look Ahead 1 

    

1 1 

 

1 

  

0 

Marsha Phoenix  1 

  

1 1 

 

1 

   

£475,128 Medium 

Mind 1 

     

1 

 

1 1 £41,329,000 Major 

NACRO 1         1 1 1 1 1 £46,940,000 Major 
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Network Homes 1 

    

1 

     

0 

New Horizon Youth Centre 1 

   

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

£1,627,804 Large 

Newham Renewal Programme 1 

    

1 1 1 1 

 

£1,473,960 Large 

One Housing 1         1           0 

Orchard Housing 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Outward 1 

    

1 1 

 

1 

 

£18,911,529 Major 

PA Housing 1         1           0 

Peabody 1 

    

1 

     

0 

Penrose 1 

     

1 

 

1 

  

0 

Philadelphia Association  1 

     

1 

   

£128,615 Medium 

Phoenix Futures 1         1 1       £21,095,000 Major 

Praxis Community Projects 1   1         1 1   £1,601,507 Large 

Providence Row 1     1     1 1 1   £1,825,855 Large 

Quaker Social Action 1             1 1 1 £1,007,656 Large 

Quo Vadis Trust 1 

    

1 1 

   

£3,135,567 Large 

Refuge 1       1   1   1 1 £13,292,538 Major 

Richmond Fellowship 1 

    

1 1 1 

  

£39,101,000 Major 

Richmond Psychosocial Foundation International 1 

    

1 1 1 

  

£602,300 Medium 

Salvation Army 1       1   1 1 1   £209,659,000 

Super-

Major 

Salvation Army Housing Association 1         1           0 

Sapphire Independent Housing 1         1           0 

Settle 1 

  

1 

  

1 

 

1 

 

£35,841 Small 

Shelter 1 

       

1 1 £60,902,000 Major 

Shelter from the Storm 1     1 1           £371,859 Medium 

Simba Housing Association 1 

  

1 

 

1 

     

0 

Single Homeless Project 1 

  

1 1 1 1 1 

  

£18,935,430 Major 

SPEAR 1 

  

1 1 1 1 1 1 

 

£1,930,335 Large 

Spires 1 

  

1 

  

1 

 

1 

 

£574,285 Medium 
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SSAFA 1 

    

1 1 

 

1 

 

£51,808,000 Major 

St Giles Trust 1 

       

1 

 

£8,761,387 Large 

St Ignatius Housing Association 1     1   1           0 

St Martins  1 

    

1 1 

    

0 

St Mungo's 1   1 1 1   1 1 1 1 £86,536,000 Major 

Stoll 1         1 1 1 1   £3,681,269 Large 

Stonewall Housing 1 

    

1 

  

1 1 

 

0 

Streetwise Opera 1     1     1       £803,514 Medium 

Thames Reach 1 

  

1 1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

£15,821,934 Major 

The 999 Club 1 

  

1 1 

 

1 1 1 

 

£693,813 Medium 

The Choir With No Name 1     1     1       £279,612 Medium 

The Foyer 1 

      

1 

  

£828,343 Medium 

The House of St Barnabas 1 

  

1 

   

1 

  

£2,090,562 Large 

The London City Mission 1     1     1       £9,628,093 Large 

The Manna 1 

  

1 

  

1 

    

0 

The Margins Project 1     1 1   1 1 1   £223,964 Medium 

The Passage 1 

  

1 1 1 1 1 1 

  

0 

The Shelter Project Hounslow 1     1 1           £74,240 Small 

Together 1 

    

1 1 

 

1 

 

£18,704,389 Major 

Trinity Homelessness Project 1 

  

1 

 

1 

 

1 

  

£1,441,630 Large 

Veterans Aid 1   1 1 1 1 1 1     £3,418,704 Large 

Vietnamese Mental Health Service 1         1 1       £243,180 Medium 

Vineyard Community Centre 1 

     

1 1 

  

£315,890 Medium 

Western Lodge 1 

  

1 1 

  

1 1 

 

£312,787 Medium 

WLM 1 

  

1 1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

£2,162,000 Large 

Women at the Well 1           1   1   £508,986 Medium 

Working Chance 1             1 1   £996,405 Medium 

YMCA England  1 

   

1 1 1 1 1 1 £19,888,000 Major 
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Appendix B – Coding Protocol 

 

This coding protocol should guide the researcher in how the content analysis should be undertaken. 

The guide should be followed chronologically for each document. This content analysis will be 

conducted through Atlas.ti, a qualitative analysis software which aids in the categorising and filing of 

coded quotations.    

 

1. Quantitative Analysis 

 

The first step requires each document to be searched, using the document search tool, for the 

following terms:  

 

1.1 “Rights-Based” OR “Rights Based” OR RBA OR HRBA 

1.2 “Human Right” OR “Legal Right” OR “Right To” 

1.3 Duty OR “Duty Bearer” OR Obligat* 

1.4 “Rights-Holder” OR “Rights Holder” OR Entitle*  

1.5 Dignity OR Degrading OR Inhumane OR Inhuman 

1.6 Participat* 

1.7 Empower* 

1.8 Accountab* 

 

These terms have been chosen to capture the core elements of the rights-based approach. They can 

be loosely categorised into either names of the approach (1.1 and 1.2), names of the actors in the 

relationship (1.3 and 1.4), ensuring minimum standards (1.5), and principles of implementation 

(1.6 – 1.8).  

 

Once measured, the frequency of usage for each set of terms should be recorded in the Excel file.   

 

2. Qualitative Analysis  

 

The second step requires each document to be read through in entirely three times. Each time, the 

content should be evaluated for how closely it matches the categories which correspond to the 

different approaches. In other words, firstly, the document is checked for content that suggests a 

charity approach, then a needs approach, and finally a rights-based approach. This separated 

coding is to minimise the chance that relevant content is excluded or incorrectly coded.  

 

By using Atlas.ti, all the content which match one of the codes should be highlighted and coded. 

The software will store all quotations in their relevant colour and with the code.  

 

This qualitative step requires the researcher to look for the latent content, the meanings and 

concepts embedded in the text. Therefore, sections should be coded even if the content only 

vaguely suggests the concept or purpose described. Analysis of how strongly the content matches 

the approach will be undertaken after the coding has been completed.  
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These a priori codes are taken directly from the work of Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007:10). 

One category (CANA5) is shared between both the charity approach and the needs approach. 

There are also additional categories in the rights-based approach group, this is because the work 

by Kirkemann Boesen and Martin (2007) has been supplemented by the OHCHR publications 

(2004, 2006a, 2006b).  

 

2.1 Charity Approach 

 

Green highlighting. 

 

Charity Approach Codes 

Code Description 

CA1 Focus on input not outcome 

CA2 Emphasises increasing charity 

CA3 Recognises moral responsibility of rich towards poor 

CA4 Individuals are seen as victims 

CANA5 Individuals deserve assistance 

CA6 Focuses on manifestation of problems 

 

2.2 Needs-Based Approach 

 

Red highlighting. 

 

Needs-Based Approach Codes 

Code Description 

NA1 Focus on input and outcome 

NA2 Emphasises meeting needs 

NA3 Recognises needs as valid claims 
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NA4 Individuals are objects of development interventions 

CANA5 Individuals deserve assistance 

NA6 Focuses on immediate causes of problems 

 

2.3 Rights-Based Approach 

 

Blue highlighting. 

 

Rights-Based Approach Codes 

Code Description 

RBA1 Focus on process and outcome 

RBA1.1 Emphasis on participation 

RBA1.2 Emphasis on accountability  

RBA2 Emphasises realizing rights 

RBA3 Recognises individual and group rights as claims toward legal and moral duty-bearers 

RBA4 Individuals and groups are empowered to claim their rights 

RBA5 Individuals are entitled to assistance 

RBA6 Focuses on structural causes and their manifestations 

 

 

 

 



75 

 

Appendix C – Approach and Service Type Correlations 

Approach Distribution 

Approach CA Variation CA/NA Variation NA Variation NA/RBA Variation RBA Variation 

Number of Organisations 2 - 8 - 16 - 13 - 2 - 

Percentage of Sample 4.88% - 19.51% - 39.02% - 31.71% - 4.88% - 

Relationship to Government 

No Public Contract 10.53% 5.65% 26.32% 6.80% 42.11% 3.08% 21.05% -10.65% 0.00% -4.88% 

Public Contract 0.00% -4.88% 7.69% -11.82% 23.08% -15.95% 53.85% 22.14% 15.38% 10.51% 

Housing Association 0.00% -4.88% 22.22% 2.71% 55.56% 16.53% 22.22% -9.49% 0.00% -4.88% 

Income Band 

Unknown % 0.00% -4.88% 30.00% 10.49% 50.00% 10.98% 20.00% -11.71% 0.00% -4.88% 

Micro % 0.00% -4.88% 0.00% -19.51% 0.00% -39.02% 0.00% -31.71% 0.00% -4.88% 

Small % 50.00% 45.12% 0.00% -19.51% 0.00% -39.02% 50.00% 18.29% 0.00% -4.88% 

Medium % 0.00% -4.88% 23.08% 3.56% 53.85% 14.82% 23.08% -8.63% 0.00% -4.88% 

Large % 11.11% 6.23% 11.11% -8.40% 33.33% -5.69% 33.33% 1.63% 11.11% 6.23% 

Major % 0.00% -4.88% 0.00% -19.51% 16.67% -22.36% 66.67% 34.96% 16.67% 11.79% 

Super-Major % 0.00% -4.88% 100.00% 80.49% 0.00% -39.02% 0.00% -31.71% 0.00% -4.88% 

Service Type 

Emergency Housing (%) 8.33% 3.46% 33.33% 13.82% 25.00% -14.02% 25.00% -6.71% 8.33% 3.46% 

Long Term Housing (%) 0.00% -4.88% 17.65% -1.87% 58.82% 19.80% 23.53% -8.18% 0.00% -4.88% 

Health & Wellbeing (%) 4.76% -0.12% 9.52% -9.99% 47.62% 8.59% 33.33% 1.63% 4.76% -0.12% 

Education & Skills (%) 0.00% -4.88% 14.29% -5.23% 28.57% -10.45% 42.86% 11.15% 14.29% 9.41% 

Advocacy & Advice (%) 0.00% -4.88% 21.74% 2.23% 21.74% -17.29% 47.83% 16.12% 8.70% 3.82% 

Campaigning & Awareness (%) 0.00% -4.88% 11.11% -8.40% 22.22% -16.80% 55.56% 23.85% 11.11% 6.23% 
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Appendix D – Interview Guide 

 

Introduction: Give them the information and consent form, explain the purpose and process of the 

interview, ask for permission to record the interview, and explain what will be done with the data.  

 

 

Organisation  

1. Could you outline what, in your mind, is the core purpose of your organisation? 

2. What are the essential principles or values underlying your organisation’s work? 

3. How would you describe the relationship between your organisation and your service-users? 

Are users entitled to the services provided by your organisation?  

Are they worked for or worked with? 

4. In your opinion, which is more important, the means by which you operate or the impact that you have?  

How do the public feel about this trade-off?  

What about funders? 

 

Human Rights  

1. In your own words, could you outline what ‘human rights’ mean to you?  

(Definition of human rights provided if unsure) 

Who bears the duty to fulfil these rights?  

What about individuals, organisations, or institutions? 

Outside of litigation, do human rights have an impact? 

2. How do you think human rights are perceived in the eyes of the UK public? 

Do you think that their perception is the same between civil and political rights and economic and social rights?  

(Definition of ESCR/CPR distinction provided if unsure) 

3. Are human rights relevant to your work?  

How do they impact the work you do? 

If relevant, are they a tool or a burden? 

Are human rights cost-effective? 

Does your organisation have the expertise to incorporate human rights? 

4. How do you think the right to housing is perceived by the UK public? 

Do you think that there is a general acceptance that everyone is entitled to housing?  

(Definition of the right to housing provided if unsure) 

5. How do you perceive the right to housing?  

Can it be an effective tool for dealing with homelessness? 

Should it guide the work you’re doing? 

 

Government 

1. How would you describe the relationship between your organisation and the government?  

Are you working together or separately?  

Does your organisation fill a role which the government should be responsible for?  

2. Does your organisation criticise the government over rising homelessness? 
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Should your organisation criticise them?  

3. Do you think that public funding of organisations impacts how critical they can be of the government? 

Have you ever experienced criticism being silenced or softened?  

  

Rights-Based Approach 

1. Are you aware of the ‘rights-based approach’ to development? 

How would you describe it? 

What are the key differences between the rights-based approach and the more traditional approaches?  

(Definition of RBA provided if unsure) 

2. Do you think that your organisation uses a rights-based approach?  

Why do you use a rights-based approach? 

Should you use a rights-based approach?  

3. How do funders feel about organisations using a rights-based approach? 

What about the public?  

 

Conclusion: summary of what has been discussed, ask for any questions, and thank the interviewee.  

 

 

Definitions of Key Concepts 

1. Human Rights 

 

“Human rights are the basic rights and freedoms that belong to every person in the world, from birth 

until death. They apply regardless of where you are from, what you believe or how you choose to live 

your life … These basic rights are based on values like dignity, fairness, equality, respect and 

independence. But human rights are not just abstract concepts, they are defined and protected by law. 

In Britain our human rights are protected by the Human Rights Act 1998.” 

 

Source: Equality and Human Rights Commission, https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/human-

rights/what-are-human-rights Accessed 06 March 2018.  

 

2. Right to Housing  

 

“Everyone has a fundamental human right to housing, which ensures access to a safe, secure, 

habitable, and affordable home with freedom from forced eviction. It is the government’s obligation to 

guarantee that everyone can exercise this right to live in security, peace, and dignity. This right must 

be provided to all persons irrespective of income or access to economic resources.”  

 

Source: National Economic and Social Rights Initiative, https://www.nesri.org/programs/what-is-the-

human-right-to-housing Accessed 06 March 2018. 

 

3. Economic and Social Rights vs. Civil and Political Rights 

 

https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/human-rights/what-are-human-rights
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/human-rights/what-are-human-rights
https://www.nesri.org/programs/what-is-the-human-right-to-housing
https://www.nesri.org/programs/what-is-the-human-right-to-housing
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“Human rights are commonly divided into ‘civil and political rights’ and ‘economic, social and 

cultural rights’.  

 

Civil and political rights protect individuals’ freedom from interference by the State and make sure 

that everyone can take part in civil society. They include freedom of speech, freedom of assembly and 

the right not to be tortured. 

 

Economic, social and cultural rights protect the basic necessities for life which includes the rights to 

food and water, to have a roof over your head, and to adequate healthcare.” 

 

Source: Rights Info, https://rightsinfo.org/international-covenant-civil-political-rights/ Accessed 06 

March 2018.  

 

4. Rights-Based Approach 

 

“A human rights-based approach is a conceptual framework for the process of human development 

that is normatively based on international human rights standards and operationally directed to 

promoting and protecting human rights. It seeks to analyse inequalities which lie at the heart of 

development problems and redress discriminatory practices and unjust distributions of power that 

impede development progress. 

 

Mere charity is not enough from a human rights perspective. Under a human rights-based approach, 

the plans, policies and processes of development are anchored in a system of rights and corresponding 

obligations established by international law. This helps to promote the sustainability of development 

work, empowering people themselves— especially the most marginalized—to participate in policy 

formulation and hold accountable those who have a duty to act.” 

 

Source: UN HRBA Portal, http://hrbaportal.org/faq/what-is-a-human-rights-based-approach 

Accessed 06 March 2018.  

 

https://rightsinfo.org/international-covenant-civil-political-rights/
http://hrbaportal.org/faq/what-is-a-human-rights-based-approach
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Appendix E – List of Interviewees  

 

Organisation Name Participant Name Participant Role 
Sampled 

Organisation 

All People All Places Linda Turton Director No 

Ashford Place Lucien Lawrence 
Assessment Centre 

Co-ordinator 
No 

Barons Court Project Angus Begg Support Worker No 

CARIS Camden 

Families 
Rebecca Walker Project Manager No 

De Paul Brian Smith Area Director Yes 

Hope 4 Havering Geoff Potts 
Night Shelter  

Co-ordinator 
No 

Housing Justice Jacob Quagliozzi Director, England Yes 

The Choir With No 

Name 
Heather Knight General Manager Yes 

West London 

Mission 
Jon Kuhrt  CEO No 

 

 

 


