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ABSTRACT

Formulating proper responses to housing problems re-
quires looking at the processes of housing consumption and production in
a systemic way. From this perspective, the questions the thesis asks
are (a) how the housing system and the wider economy and society
interact, (b) how the housing system changes and evolves over time,
and (c) how economic, political and social factors can be brought
together in an explanatory framework. Moreover, answers to these
questions must have general applicability, and not be appropriate for
one or two similar countries only. Therefore, in addition to a
theoretical approach to these issues, the thesis c¢ites international

evidence, and focusses on a comparison between Britain and Greece.

The thesis argues that housing systems proper appear
only in the capitalist era. It explains the significance of this
proposition for the dynamics of housing systems, stressing the factors
of rising needs and of the formation of rights and claims on the part of

various groups.

Chapter 3 overviews how 'poiitics' and 'economics'
together shape housing system dynamics. The next four chapters discuss
the links between the housing system and the wider economy, and chapters
8 to 10 discuss how the socio-institutional framework (e.g., the pattern

of land and dwelling ownership) affects those dynamics.

The thesis stresses that both the development path
of a given country and its socio-institutional features determine the

amount of resources that are spent on housing, and suggests how the two



can be accounted for separately. It also explains the relationship
between dwelling prices, households' housing costs and incomes, and
suggests that the mechanism involved operates not only in a 'pure'
capitalist environment, but - with modifications - in 'mixed' ones also.
It subsequently incorporates that mechanism in an inter-disciplinary

account of dwelling price determination (ch. 7).

The thesis further explains how different patterns
and types of rights (e.g., property rights) affect households' housing
strategies and a society's housing processes. It links rights and
claims  in the housing sphere to more general, societal patterns of
rights and conceptions of legitimacy, and to the political system. It
shows how the British and Greek patterns of property rights, and the
respective housing systems, differ because, among other things, each
country does not adhere to the 'rule of law' in the same way, and
explains why. It also shows how state housing policy (or non-policy) re-
sults from the poéition of the state between a continuously reformulated
pattern of rights and claims in the housing sphere, and a more lasting
set of principles of societal organisation, which the state is supposed

to uphold.

Finally, the thesis demonstrates many of the
insights gained above, and the special importance of the socio-insti-
tutional context, by focussing on the turmoil in the Greek private
rented sector between 1978 and 1990. It shows, in particular, why gov-
ernment intervention in the rented sector has not followed a consistent
policy path, but also why it has happened at all, and why many dwelling-

owners and some landlords, in addition to tenants, have supported it.
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N O T E:
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CHAPTER 1: Issues for Discussion.

This chapter sets forth the main questions which I
have tried to answer in writing the present thesis, and describes its

structure.

SECTION 1: Purpose of the Thesis.

There are many good reasons for studying the
production and consumption of housing in to-day's world, but a primary
one stems from a sense of urgency. Securing appropriate accomodation
for people may not be on a level with the case for finding a cure for

_AIDS, alleviating famine, or foiling the many threats to the environ-
ment, but I would readily put "the housing issue" high up in the list,

and very close to those problems.

The United Nations Organisation reflected this
urgency when it declared 1987 ‘'International Year of Shelter for the
Homeless". Of course the discussions which took place in the context
of that campaign served to re-affirm the well-established connection
between poverty and bad housing, or lack of housing altogether. Even a
cursory examination of the modern world will reveal, for example, that
poorer countries have worse housing conditions than richer ones, and
that homeless people in the advanced countries are among the poorest
(IYSHT, 1988). This view, correct but limited, allows one to assert,
along with R. Muth (1975: 2), that, in so far as "the housing issue"
means bad, or lack of, housing, it is a result of poverty, rather than
the other way around. In an obvious way this is tautological. Called

upon to define poverty, one will invariably make a reference to housing



conditions (cf. Townsend, 1979). Less obviously, a simplistic
connection of this kind can lead to lop-sided policy recommendations.
For example, a rejection of urban renewal programmes on the ground that
they do not attack the real problem, which is about making, say, slum-

dwellers better-off financially (Fischer & Dornbusch, 1983: 458).

A simple association between poverty and '"the
housing issue" presenEs other problems too. Why, one might ask, has the
number of homéless people in the USA, or Britain, been rising in the
last 10 years or so (The Guardian, 06.01.1987; The Times, 26.02.1987;
Stearn et al., 1987; The Correspondent Magazine, 14.01.1990), despite
the fact that the real incomes of most Americans and Britons have risen
over the same period? What, in other words, causes the reproduction of
homelessness in the midst of relative affluence? One expects the
distribution of income to be a factor here. Evidence suggests that it
may have become less equal in Britain between, say, 1979‘and 1985

1 has

(Sstark, 1988: 7), and that the number and proportion of the poor
risen between 1973—77 and 1984-85 (The Guardian, 28.04.1989). On the
other hand, the PM of Britain has asserted in Parliament that "there
has been a real increase in disposable income between 1979 and 1985 of
5.9 per cent for the poorest 10 per cent" (ibid.). If true, her
figures point to a more complex relationship between poverty and
homelessness than some people think, as at the very least one can only
conclude that it is not absolute, but relative poverty that is

associated with homelessness (cf. Donnison, 1988). 1In which case, the

intuitiveness of any simple link between the two is open to question.

I think that a clue could be offered by the fact

that, while bad housing conditions are part of the definition of



poverty, equally, dwelling wealth tends to form a large, and often
increasing, proportion of many people's marketable wealth.2 At the same
time a statement of this kind is likely to carry more conviction in,
say, Britain, where the housing market is very advanced and efficient,
and people move home often (Boleat, 1989: 29), than in, say, Greece or
Germany, where dwelling wealth is not as readily marketable (for socio-
cultural reasons, among others). If so, what needs to be explained is
how rises in incomes, and how particular distributions of incomes, are
in at least some cases reflected in (a) more than proportionate
increases in dwelling prices, and (b) more unequal distributions of

dwelling wealth, respectively.3

It could be that the two factors together, {(a) and.
(b), are reasons why housing often becomes dearer to a number of new
and/or poor households even as a society becomes wealthier. But the
mechanisms whereby this happens still need to be explained, especially
since the invocation of poverty is not a satisfactory solution. ~ One
has to look at the broader picture, the overall processes of production
and consumption of housing, in order to begin forming the right
questions in regard to "the housing issue". In short, one has to look
at the housing system as a whole. In this endeavour, the links between
the housing system and the wider economy and society, as regards, in
particular, the connection between dwelling prices and incomes, are an
inevitable as well as little investigated area of research4 - one which

will constitute an important part of this thesis.

Having said that, I would like to remind the reader
that those links were discussed by Engels in "The Housing Question",

back in 1887, and that this work constitutes, in my opinion, a model



undertaking of its kind. In some respects Engels' contribution is now
outdated. If ignores the cultural, or even existential, significance
that owner-occupation may have for housing consumers (cf. Agnew, 1981;
Cox, 1981; Duncan, J.S., ed., 1981). It takes for granted that the form
of tenure does not matter to workers - a view reminiscent of modern
arguments in favour of a 'tenure-neutral' housing subsidy system
(0'Sullivan, 1987; Boleat, 1989). It does not examine how different
housing proceSses and tenures are likely to interact with one another.
And it is short on solutions - apart, that is, from the general remedy

of socialist revolution. On the plus side it draws attention to the

property relationships in the housing system, which it does not
consider - and rightly so - a purely, or even mainly, economic
phaenomenon. It focusses on the role of 1landlords explicitly. It

constitutes a brilliant analysis of the links between the industrial and
housing spheres in 19th century Germany - links mediated by the value of
labour power. Even more importantly, it is the most intelligent
attempt to account for the way 19th-century industial capitalism
transformed and defined 'the housing issue' to date. Unfortunately,
many subsequent studies have either thrown the baby out with the
bathwater, or, on the Marxist fold, have become lost in highly stylised
generalisations (e.g., Castells & Godard, 1974) or even platitudes
(Cardoso & Short, 1983).5 Others have sought to apply mechanistically
Engels' arguments in different contexts (cf. Papamichael, 1985). For
example, the heat wave that struck Greece in July 1987 (as a result of
which about 1,100 people died), gave the daily of the Communist Party

of Greece an opportunity to re-assert that Athens is

a monstrous concrete desert, created by the pursuers of easy
profits and their governments... The monster-cities of modern

times are outgrowths of the system of dependency and big

10



capital"

(Rizospastis, 28.07.1987).

Statements like this betray a naive, if well-intentioned, understanding
of the post-war housing processes in Athens (cf. Emmanuel, 1981; Leon-
tidou, 1985; 1986; Petras, 1984; Skouras, 1984; chapter 6 of this
thesis). If a moral blame must be lain at someone's doorstep for the
present condition of Athens (cf. OECD, 1983), some of it may well need
to be apportioned to millions of ordinary people, many of whom migrated

to Athens after the war, in addition to governments and speculators.

I think one can, and indeed must, anchor one's
anaiysis of modern housing systems in an overall capitalist context, and
still tackle the problems that Engels left unanswered. One of these
problems is the apparent multiplicity of housing systems and processes
in the world to-day. Earlier Marxists might have sought to account for
such variety by reference to 'deep' structures, 1like the 'secondary
circuit of capital' (Harvey, D., 1981; 1982; 1985b), or by attaching to
particular national experiences greater significance than they deserved

(cf. Castells, 1977; Duncan, S.S., 1981, for a critique).

Admittedly, postulating unobservable mechanisms at
the heart of observable phaenomena is one, and sometimes the only, way

6 It also accords with a 'realist' conception of

to explain them.
science (Keat & Urry, 1982). The danger here is that one can easily end
up with 'structures' devoid of all life and the potential for surprise -
a grave mistake to make, particularly in the study of social phaenomena.

Such a mistake is apparent, for instance, in Rizospastis' comment (op.

cit.), where the daily actions and choices of a great many urban immi-

11



grants are viewed purely as emanating from 'the system of big capital’.

Recognition of this danger has in the last 10 years
or so led to a quest for ways to reconcile 'structure' and 'agency'
(people) in social theory - one answer being Giddens' 'structuration'
theory‘(broadly, how to breathe life and dynamism into structure - cf.

Giddens, 1984; Moos & Dear, 1986a, 1986b; Healey & Barrett, 1990).

But one does not have to follow this particular
avenue (see Storper, 1988, for a critique). Recently an increasing
number of scientists have been realising that the repeated application
of the same set of simple rules can lead to increasingly complex
outcomes - the so-called 'chaos' theory (The Economist, 08.09.1984;
26.12.1987, 21.04.1990; Poundstone, 1985; Gleick, 1987). One can
therefore look fof mechanisms that operate in fundamentally the same way
in the housing systems of all capitalist societies, and still expect to
find different housing conditions, tenures, markets, and processes in
different countries - even among equally rich or poor ones. To find
out, or at least speculate about, some of the mechanisms involved is my

second major task here.

One might of course ask why such a task should be
undertaken at all. Why, in other words, some idea of the determinants
of housing system dynamics in capitalist societies is an interesting and
usefulvtask to set oneself upon. Would not a thorough study of any
particular housing system suffice if, for example, the object is to

tackle 'the housing issue' in that particular country?

The answer lies in the need to learn from others.

12



While it is true that "you cannot transport the [housing] system from
one country to another" (Boleat, 1989: 30), features taken from one
system may well prove useful elsewhere. Such 'transplants' (e.g., the
Abbey National Building Society selling endowment loans in Spain; fixed
rate mortgagés - a Contineptal characteristic - being offered in
Britain; a particular planning, tax, or rent control arrangement;
etc.) may or may not have to be copied exactly. Adaptation is often
necessary, and this is especially true in the case of what is broadly
referred to as 'social housing'. To understand what one can or cannot
do with any given housing system feature, one must first understand how
that feature relates to its overall context, and then try and estimate
what its effect will be on a different housing system if it is
transplanted there, and how it should be adapted in order to ensure
success. This calls for some form of comparative analysis (cf. Harloe,
1981; Harloe & Martens, 1984; Jones, C., 1985; Pickvance, 1986). But
to do that one needs to utilise a framework that will be as generally
applicable as possible. In turn, universality of this kind can only be
assured if at the basis of such a framework lie some mechanisms of
housing system dynamics that are thought to be common in all housing

systems.

Housing deprivation, as well as the opportunity to
evaluate housing ideas from other countries, are two very important
reasons to 'theorise' about the housing system at all, but are hardly

the only ones. First, dwellings make up the largest part of the built

environment - which is the typical experience of people born into
'second-' and 'third-wave' civilisations (Toffler, 1981). Second, the
amount of resources directed into housing is very large. In the OECD

member-countries, for example, residential construction as a percentage

of GDP was 5.6 per cent between 1960 and 19867 (OECD, 1988: 66-7),

13



while it is not unreasonable to assume that total consumer spending on
housing must have been between a fifth and a quarter of GDP (cf. Burns &
Grebler, 1977; Donnison & Ungerson, 1982). Third, housing has a very
high degree of complementarity with other goods and services that an

industrial economy produces.8

These aspects of housing - not to mention its socio-
cultural significance - mean that 'events' within the housing system,
as well as policies aimed at influencing it, affect 'events' and

processes in almost all other areas of the economy and society9 - and

0 Thus a purely 'economic', or 'political', or  'sociolo-

vice versa.
gical' analysis of housing, or of the links between the housing sphere
and the wider economy and society, is hardly adequate as a method of un-

derstanding. To show both the need for and effectiveness of an inter-

disciplinary approach will be my third aim in writing this thesis.

But how important is knowledge of social processes?
I accept that it is not axiomatic that some high authority will or
should always intervene in the affairs of men and women, trying to
direct and control them. I think, however, that the advent of a
stateless and/or 'laissez-faire' societybis even less probable than its
opposite - a‘truly and completely totalitarian state. Real 1life has
always tended to veer between these two extremes. Thus, the attempt to
understand and do something about perceived problems is not only
legitimate, but inevitable. 1In this respect, the housing sphere can
be said to force itself upon modern governments and policy-makers with a
vengeance. But to ensure that any responses to such pressures minimise
unintended consequences and optimise intended ones, a deeper under-

standing of the dynamics of the housing system is required first.

14



SECTION 2: Structure of the Thesis.

The three main issues I will address in this thesis
are:
a. Links between the housing system and the wider
(capitalist) economy and society.
b. Determinants of housing system dynamics, i.e., me-
chanisms of housing system evolution and change.
c. The need for and effectiveness of an inter-disciplinary

approach to the housing system.

Permeating this discussion will be the attempt to
build a framework for understanding housing systems and their dynamics,
and for conducting research into them or into specific 'problem' areas
in the field. A corollary to that, will be the attempt to ensure the
universal applicability of the framework, or at least identify the

conditions that would warrant its use across different contexts.

To facilitate the discussion and exposition of these

ideas I have organised the material of the thesis as follows:

Chapter 2: The Housing System and Capitalism.

This chapter defines a housing system, discusses the
analytical relevance of the concept of 'capitalism', and suggests that
the main ways in which capitalism can be shown to affect developments
in the housing sphere are (a) by increasing the dependence of households
on outside parties for their housing, (b) by subjecting capitalists in
the housing sphere to the 'laws of motion' of capital, (c) by causing

the formation of rapidly changing and expanding needs, and of rising

15



expectations, and (d) by facilitating the formation of 'rights' and
'claims' on the part of people with interests in the housing and land

sphere.

Chapter 3: Housing System Dynamics: A Holistic Process.

Understanding these dynamics requires abandoning the
'consumption vs production' dilemma, taking the two together, and look-
ing into the nature of the consuming and producing agents. The latter
employ both economic and non-economic means in pursuing their goals. The
interaction of these means, and of the groups which employ them, is a
holistic process. Recognition of this fact makes an inter-disciplinary

approach to the study of housing system dynamics highly appropriate.

Chapter 4: A Framework For Isolating the Effect of National Socio-

Institutional Features on Housing Investment Levels.

Any simple connection between housing investment and
national income levels (or 'development') is inadequate. 1In addition
to the influence of a historic development pattern and of building
cycles, the socio-institutional context retains its importance, which

can only be gauged on the basis of international comparative studies.

Chapter 5: Housing and the Value of Labour Power.

This chapter paves the way for an analysis of the
relationship of incomes to dwelling prices to households' housing costs
by arguing that the concept of the 'value of labour power' can be
fruitfully utilised for this purpose, even though workers' needs -
which the 'value of labour power' is supposed to reflect - are

determinate only under rather strict conditions.

16



Chapter 6: Dwelling Prices, Housing Costs and Incomes: An Explanation

of Their Relationship.

Dwelling prices tend to reflect the need, capacity
and willingness of households to pay for their housing out of their
earned incomes. Since most earned incomes take the form of wages, the
introduction of a housing cost component in the modal wage (roughly, the
value of labour power), and the increase or decrease of that component,
are likely to affect business profitability, hence workers' incomes
and, eventually, dwelling prices. This mechanism forms a crucial link

between the housing sphere and the wider economy.

Chapter 7: Location Premia & Differential Rents: Extending the

. Explanation.

This chapter completes the account advanced in the
previous one by explaining how dwelling price changes can come about
not in response to changes in households' earned incomes, but to other

influences, thus affecting households' housing costs 'autonomously'.

Chapter 8: Rights and Claims in the Housing Sphere.

This chapter introduces the discussion of the
influence of political and legal factors on the evolution of housihg
systems. It focusses on the role of 'rights' and 'claims' as dynamic

structural factors that both enable and constrain housing processes.

Chapter 9: The 'Rule of Law' and Variations in Private Property Rights:

Britain vs Greece.

This chapter demonstrates how private property

17



rights can have different meanings in different countries by comparing
Britain and Greece. It underlines the importance of differing degrees
of adherence to the 'rule of law' in bringing about these differences in
meaning. It shows the consequences of this difference for the dynamic

of the housing system of each country.

Chapter 10: Form of Government, Official Ideology, and Housing Policy.

This chapter reinterprets the role of the state in
shaping housing outcomes, and stresses that in a systematic sense it is
neither pro-active nor re-active, but both. The state can assume
either role, depending on what it stands for, and on the complexity of

conflicts and group interests in which it becomes involved.

Chapter 11: The Greek Private Rented Sector, 1978 - 1990 (A).

Chapter 12: The Greek Private Rented Sector, 1978 - 1990 (B).

These two chapters apply the approach and insights
developed earlier to a study of a concrete situation. Following on
chapter 3, they demonstrate that developments in the Greek private
rented sector between 1978 and 1990 cannot be understood by divorcing
'economics' from the socio-institutional framework. They show, in
particular, why government intervention in the rented sector in Greece
has not followed’a consistent policy path, but also why it has happened
at all, and why many dwelling-owners and some landlords, in addition

to tenants, have supported it.

Chapter 13: Concluding Comments and Research Implications.

Self-explanatory.

18



FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 1

Those with 1less than half the average disposable income (The

Guardian, 28.04.1989).

In the UK dwellings represented 19% of personal wealth in 1960;
27% in 1970; and 37% in 1976 (HMSO, 1980). The contribution of
dwellings to personal wealth tends in fact to be more pronounced
the lower the wealth bracket. In the UK in 1981 dwellings
represented 8% of the wealth of those whose total wealth was
£200,000 or more; 15% of those between £50,000 - £199,999; 15% of
those between £10,000 - £49,999; and 34% of those whose wealth
was less than £10,000 (Fothergill & Vincent, 1985: 20). See also
Thorns (1981).

3 As indicated by P. Spencer's calculation that real capital gains
in the British housing market as a percentage of personal
disposable incomes rose from 10% in 1984 to 60% in 1988 (Brittan,

1990).

Hence Brittan's comment that '"there is a good deal of agreement
that housing and land are central to many of Britain's economic
problems, but much less agreement on how the 1link should be
analysed' and described" (Brittan, 1990). See also Barrett &

Hooper, 1983; Maclennan, 1986.

One remarkable exception is Benwell Community Development Project,

1978.
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"[A] theory is not an untested assertion of alleged fact. The
statement that saccharine causes cancer is not a theory, it is a
hypothesis, which will either prove to be true or false after the
right sorts of experiments have been completed. Instead, a theory
is a deliberate simplification (abstraction) of factual
relationships that attempts to explain how those relationships work
... it is an explanation of the mechanism behind observed
phaenomena"

(Baumol & Blinder, 1988: 13).

By comparison, non-residential construction was 7.6 per cent,
investment in machinery & equipment 8.6 per cent, and exports of

goods & services 15.0 per cent (OECD, 1988: 66-7).

"The recent upsurge in ownership of cars and domestic equipment has
important implications for housing. It means that many people need
room somewhere in or around their homes for these 1large
possessions. Thus a new source of housing obsolescence has
appeared, for those households which do not have the space to
accomodaﬁe cars, freezers, dishwashers or washing machines will
eventually perceive themselves as deprived ... Housing which
prevents people from sharing in this way of life will become the
slums of tomorrow"

(Donnison & Ungeréon, 1982: 59).

From another angle D. Harvey has made much the same

point:

"[Tlhe whole structure of consumption in general relates to the

20



10

form that housing provision takes. The dilemmas of potential
overaccumulation which faced the United States in 1945 were in part
resolved.by the creation of a whole new life style through the
rapid proliferation of the suburbanisation process"

(Harvey, D., 1985b: 28).

The discouraging effect of high house prices on labour mobility,
particularly in Britain, is a well-known case (Muellbauer &

Murphy, 1988; Boleat, 1989; Brittan, 1990).

It is said that an Englishman's home is his castle. Some castle,
when he has managed to occupy it on mortgage interest tax relief
and borrowed money - only to find that because of Britain‘s
widening trade gap, the Treasury has raised interest rates yet
again (The Independent, 26.11.1988, p. 1), consequently our
Englishman's mortgage debt has become bigger, and he cannot move
downmarket because at the same time house prices are stabilising,
or even falling (The Guardian, 23.01.1989, p. 4; 05.03.1990, p.

1; 05.03.1990, p. 3; 10.05.1990, p. 5; Counsell, 1989b)!
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CHAPTER 2: The Housing System and Capitalism.

Below I define a housing system. I discuss the
concepts of tenure, 'mode of housing production', and housing process,
and show how any housing system can be conceptualised as a 2 x 2 matrix
of four distinct housing processes. I argue that a housing system
proper emerges only in the capitalist era. I discuss the extent to
which the concept of capitalism can usefully inform the study of modern
societies, even those some of whose characteristics are apparently non-
capitalist. I finish by drawing attention to those features of
capitalism that are particularly relevant to the development‘of housing

systems.

SECTION 1: The Housing System.

I take the term 'housing system' to mean the
totality of relations that people form with one another (individually or
through collectivities of various kinds), as well as the roles these
people assume, while they go about producing and/or consuming

residential land and buildings.

Such ‘people or collectivities can be sellers and
buyers of dwellings, builders and planning authorities, governments,
tenants and landlords, finance and exchange professionals, and of
course households. Occasionally some of the roles are carried out by
the same person or agency, as in self-building. The above definition

of a housing system conforms to the standard definition of a system as

"not just a totality of parts but rather a totality of
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relations among and including those parts"

(Goodall, 1987: 461).

I would argue further that where the majority of the
population build their homes themselves, or hire contractors to do that
for them, the housing 'system' becomes less of a system. The collapse
of a housing 'system' to a simpler entity becomes more pronounced where
self-building and/or contractor activity is carried out in the absence
of third parties or agencies, which might otherwise impose planning or
building regulations, and/or where there is no, or only a very limited,
housing market. ‘A sufficiently large number of householders must first
become dependent on others for shelter before a housing system proper

begins to emerge.

For example, one cannot speak of a Greek housing

'system' during the 19th

century, as at that time, and even well into
the 20th century, Greek peasants (70 per cent of the economically
active population in 1920 - Freris, 1986: 36) built their own homes
using a variety of locally procured building materiéls. This author's
father (a geoponist) saw hovels made of dung during his excursions in
rural Macedonia in the 1930s. The more affluent among the peasants
would employ local craftsmen and builders, who often practised their
skills in addition to other occupations (Eleutheroudakis, 1929, vol. 5,
p. 384). Even as recently as 1952 agricultural advisers would instruct
peasants as to how fast how many pairs of hands could use or make and
use stones, bricks, clay-and-straw bricks, etc., in order to erect
simple constructions (Papasoteriou & Spyrou, 1952: 673-5). In towns and

cities contractual building was far more common than in the countryside,

undertaken by a small, fluid, casualised, and occasionally more
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specialised labour force. Still, speculative building (i.e., building
for the general market when the client is wunknown), exchange

professionals, or outside finance were virtually non-existent.

It is also wrong to assume that the multiplication
of relationships, dependencies, and roles that gives rise to a housing
system proper is a spontaneous corollary of urbanisation. Turning to
the Greek experience again, speculative building, which in the Greek
context is appropriately measured by the number of permits issued for
buildings four-storey high or more, has never contributed more than
half of all buildings, even in the capital. 1Its peak - 47.4 per cent of
all buildings in Greater Athens & Piraeus - was in 1978. The Greek
housing system has indeed become more complex and 'system-like' since
the civil war, but still household-controlled housing processes

predominate.

A housing system proper appears not so much as a
result of urbanisation as of capitalism. There are two reasons for
this. First, in its countries of origin (chiefly Britain) capitalism
was made possible by, among others, the forcible separation of the
mass of the peasant producers from the means of production, including
land. Because the latter is a sine gqua non of housing production,
wherever that pattern prevailed people quickly came to depend on others
for shelter, and sought to secure accomodation either through the build-
up of market capacities (which meant higher incomes), or through forms

of collective action, or both. A housing system evolved as a result.

By contrast, Greece, along with many other

countries since, got to know capitalism primarily through the economic
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pressures the first industrialisers exercised upon her. Her
agricultural population, who were already  or were soon to become
independent small-holders, were not thrown out of their land by some
group of big landowners. Yet over the decades many peasants have had to
leave agriculture behind and migrate. Many of these people have been
able to utilise their real estate‘wealth, as well as take advantage of
the wide distribution of landed property in Greece, in order to house
themselves in the cities. They did not become dependent on private
landlords and speculative builders the way their British counterparts
did. Hence the Greek housing system is only gradually evolving towards

more complexity and interdependence.

Second, capitalism brings about advanced, and
growing, specialisation. The majority of the population lose building
skills in the course of social development, the more so since housing

standards rise at the same time.

Together the two reasons mean that most of the wage-
earners (working and middle class) tend to be housed through processes
over which they have less and less direct control or influence. They
even come to rely on external financing in order to buy or build their
dwellings. Again, rising housing standards make the housing dependence
of households on specialist suppliers wider and more pronounced. As a
result residential land and buildings are increasingly commodified,
i.e., acquire exchange values. At the same time productivity in the
housebuilidng industry tends to lag behind that in most other industries
(I come back to this in chapter 6), which means that the long-term price
of housing (a necessity) relative to other goods tends to rise

accordingly, other things held equal.
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External dependence, commodification, and the
relative expensiveness of residential land and buildings make for a
perpetual tendency towards imbalances between the supply of and the
demand for housing, in quantity and quality that different social groups
demand and/or need. Such imbalances are at the heart of the 'cobweb' or
'hog cycle' mbdels of housing market behaviour (Robinson, 1979; The Eco-
nomist, 17.01.1981, p. 23). What is not often appreciated is that
'cobweb' models presuppose a complex, i.e., highly marketised, housing
system, with a high degree of interdependence between its decision-
making units. For this reason, a 'cobweb' model is more appropriate
for the British, US or Canadian markets for new owner-occupied, or even
private-rented, housing than for the Greek market (cf. chapters 10 and
11). It is also obviously inappropriate for describing public provision
processes (see, e.g., Donnison & Ungerson, 1982, on housing allocation

criteria followed by Eastern European governments).

In turn, a recurring imbalance of this type causes
volatility in the production of housing, and in the political
articulation of housing-related demands and claims by, or on behalf of,
various groups. There 'is thus an in-built pressure for continuous

change in the housing systems of capitalist societies.
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SECTION 2: Tenures and 'Modes of Housing Production'.

From the point of view of housing system dynamics
housing conditions are the starting and ending points of each
evolutionary phase, but are not by themselves of primary operational
significance. Crucial considerations in this respect are how dwellings
are produced, how they are bought, sold, rented, or otherwise made
available to end-users, how these activities are financed, and whether
the rewards or penalties accruing to specific agents in the housing
system are sufficient in order to induce them to behave in desirable
ways. A housing process is a shorthand for a subset of such activities,
that can be shown to comprise a reasonably self-contained circuit
between one or more kinds of agents and, invariably, some type of end-

user.

Housing processes must not be confused with 'modes
of housing production'. In Britain speculative housebuilding is in the
hands of developers and builders (often through chains of subcontracting
- see Ball, 1980b; 1981; 1988), who try to secure development gain by
means of landbanks (Ball, 1983; 1985a). 1In Greece it is carried out by
builders who enter into an 'exchange arrangement' with owners of urban
plots, the two parties sharing the created floorspace between them
(Emmanuel, 1981; Pirounakis, 1986). Often builders will get funding for
their operations by selling in advance. The first practice adds a strong
contractual dimension to  speculative building in Greece, while the
second violates the reguirement that in speculative building the client
- be unknown (Ball, 1984). The Greek experience shows why one cannot
theorise about the housing system on the basis of 'modes of housing

production'. There are simply too many of them, and they change all the
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time (cf. Ball's 1984 critique of Cardoso & Short's 1983 attempt to do
just that). Equally, one cannot - the way Emmanuel, for instance, does

-~ postulate the existence of 'modes of housing production' that are

"necessarily associated with capitalism, one of its stages of
development, or its laws of motion"

(Ball, 1986b: 158).

Of course 'speculative building', as a generic term, tends to appear and
spread as dwellings are commodified, and the dependence of households

on outside suppliers for their housing increases. But,

(a) there is no ONE universal speculative housebuilding mode,
but MANY, perhaps as many as there are different capitalist societies,

and
(b) considering a housing system in its entirety, the actual-

ly present 'mix' between, say, public housing provision, private
renting, and owner-occupation, as well as their particular forms and

meanings, are never the same between any two different societies either.

Equally, no particular 'mode of housing production'
can be thought of as 'intrinsically' associated with any particular
tenure. 1In Britain, for instance, the 20th—century fact that most new
dwellings for owner-occupation have been produced by the speculative

housebuilding industry may have caused some people to forget:

a. That a variant of the modern British speculative
housebuilding industry was responsible for the production of dwellings

oth

for private renting in 1 century Britain (Kemp, 1982, 1986), and

b. That owner-occupation in other countries has been the
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result of very different ‘'modes of housing production' - contractual
housebuilding, self-building, or government-assisted building - (Pi-

rounakis, 1987).

Thus a particular 'mode of housing production' and a particular tenure
do not have to go always together, even though they may do so for

prolonged periods of time.

Like 'modes of housing production', tenures carry
different meanings depending on.‘ context. For example, a Bulgarian
owner-occupier could, even before the recent liberalisation in Bulgaria,
bequeath his home to his close relatives, but could sell it only
through, and after permission from, the 1local council (Gallacher,
1987). A Greek can sell his, but has to operate in a rigid market, and
face a 15% transfer tax (although no capital gains tax - see Papamichos
& Skouras, 1981). Greeks who own flats ('condominia') in high-rise
buildings (perhaps most householders in the capital and Salonica) are
obliged by law to take the management of the building in turns (e.g.,
supervising répairs, seeing that the building does.not run out of fuel
in winter, collecting each resident's share of the electricity bill for
the common spaces of the building, etc.), and hold owners' meetings re-
gularly. A Greek, as a rule, can in practice, and often in law, do more
with his property than a British owner-occupier, who is overburdened

with local planning regulations1

(and, until recently, with rates). On
the other hand, a British home-owner can usually sell his property,

often realising an untaxed capital gain, far more easily than a Greek.

As a form of property (cf. Reeve, 1986), a tenure
is not an immutable category, but a set of rights, obligations,

liberties and non-liberties that are determined socially and legally.
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It is an array of characteristics that can change depending on time and
place; This is true as much for landlords and tenants as for
'independent' owner-occupiers. Part of the reason for such variability
has to do with the way a particular tenure has come about in a given
society. For example, the expansion of owner-occupation in countries
such as France, Spain, or Germany has relied on far more active and
direct government support than it has in Britain (Pirounakis, 1987;
ECMF, 1987a; 1987b), where the main ways the state has helped owner-
occupiers have been mortgage interest tax relief and the abolition of
tax on imputed rent. The inappropriateness of conventionalising the
concept of tenure to the point of abusing it has led some authors to

argue, correctly, that

"'tenure' has become more widely used as a taxonomic
'shorthand’' to describe broad categories which very often do
not have substantive, binding attributes. This means that
diverse social and economic relations are reduced to
unexamined tenure categories which do not have much
correspondence with real-world attributes"

(Barlow & Duncan, 1988: 229).

To suggest a possibility: Even if a country had 100
per cent owner-occupation,2 one should not expect no tenurial
diversification whatsoever. Location, housing conditions, or
selectively applied planning or building regulations might eventually
create a systematic bias for or against particular subsets of the
housing stock and/or of the population of households. As soon as that
happened new tenures would begin to creep in, even though all stock

would in name be owner-occupied (cf. Kemeny, 1981).
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SECTION 3: Housing Processes.

If neither tenures nor 'modes of housing production'’
provide a satisfactory basis for building a general framework in order
to explain change in a housing system, an alternative is offered by the
concept of 'housing processes', as defined above. But to avoid the
pitfall of 1losing oneself in an endless stream of national
peculiarities; the housing processes that make up a housing system must
be thought of in such a way as to allow insights into the system

without being exclusive to any particular national housing system.

Let us start by considering the case where housing
is provided to end-users - perhaps because it is their legal“right to
enjoy this provision, or because there in no alternative to outside
provision. Potential providers are volume speculative builders, the
central state, municipal authorities, or non-profit organisations,
usually subsidised by the state. For example, in 1969 5.2 ©per cent
and 56.1 per cent of dwellings completed in Sweden were built by state
and non-profit institutions, respectively; 19.0 per cent and 31.7 per
cent in Holland; 0.7 per cent and 34.7 per cent in France; 2.5 per cent
and 22.1 per cent in West Germany. .In the same year, local authorities
in Britain completed 50.5 per cent of all dwellings, and even in the
USA they completed 2.6 per cent of the total (Heidenheimer et al., 1983:

102).3

Alternatively, housing can be acquired by the end-
users themselves if they have wide access to land, and direct control
over the financing and/or building process. Contrary to the previous

case, housing processes involving acquisition occur more often and
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strongly in countries with either precarious power structures (the
strongest case), or extensive distribution of landownership, or both.

Examples of housing acquisition abound. Here are some:

(1) The ingquilinarios of Veracruz, who

"while they sought to negotiate the level of rents, they did
not, unlike the rent strikers of Glasgow, appeal to the state
to interveﬁe, in spite of the willingness of one sector to do
so. At heart, they did not want a welfare system, but ... a
new society, free of foreigners, speculators, and policemen"

(Castells, 1983: 334).

(2) various squatters' movements in Latin America (Drakakis-

Smith, 1981; Ward, 1982b; Castells, 1983; Rodwin, ed., 1987).

(3) Urban immigrants in Turkey, who gain(ed) a foothold in the
cities (mostly Ankara) by participating in informal and semi-formal
networks of patronage in the gececondu areas (Donnison & Ungerson, 1982;

Payne, 1982).

(4) The widespread practice in Greece of building (often via
contractors) on own land, but without planning permission, with the
state subsequently legalising the settlements and/or supplying urban

amenities like running water, sewerage, electricity, and telephony.

Rarely in real life can a housing process be
described as either purely 'provision-based' or purely 'acguisition-
based'. All sorts of 'blends' are possible. Pressing for the provision

of urban amenities to settlements of unauthorised dwellings erected with

private means, is one 'in-between' example. Essentially, a

strategy that combines 'provision' and 'acquisition' is employed
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wherever the people involved value what they see as their autonomy from
the state or big private interests, or have reasons to mistrust the
state, but at the same time their resources fall far short of their
needs. Another possibility is that they employ 'combination' strategies
whenever they fail to conceive a radical transformation of existing
housing arrangements as either beneficial or feasible, and therefore
opt instinctively for 'short-range' demands. For instance, the Glasgow
and Clydeside rent strikers did not ask for public housing (Damer, 1980,
1985; Melling, 1980; 1983; Castells, 1983). It was, rather, the gov-
ernment and the Labour Party which, for different reasons each (Merrett,
1979; Dunleavy, 1981; Ball, 1983), saw in public housing a proper
response to the housing problem of the times. Equally, despite unrest
in the Greek rented sector since 1978, there have been no calls
whatsoever for creation of a public housing stock, and ‘only minimal

calls for direct public housebuilding.

Provision and acquisition are two dimensions along
which one can conceptualise housing systems and processes. But a
housing system does not evolve only on the basis of urban, or
specifically housing, struggles and movements, and of the results of the
latter in terms of institutionalised patterns of provision or
acquisition. It also evolves on the basis of income levels, and the
degree to which housing consumers participate in various markets.
Moreover, in so far as purchasing power implies the exercise of choice
(e.g., which area of a city would I like to live in? which house or
flat, and which design, to buy? how do I want it decorated? etc.), it
has—a-cultural—-dimension—that—-cannot be -dismissed -simply because -it_is
money that has enabled its manifestation. Thus, when Castells, for

example, says that modern urban movements combine "the search for
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cultural identity", "the search for increasing power for local

government", and "collective consumption trade unionism",

"in contradiction to the notion of the city for profit in
which the desirability of space and urban services are
distributed according to levels of income"

(Castells, 1983: 319),

he is laid open to attack. He forgets that money is spent according to
cultural choices as well, and therefore the shaping of a city on the
basis of income is not less of an urban movement than the sort he seems
to prefer. 1In reality it is both sorts of activity, with their many
variations and interconnections, which continuously 'make' a city, and
define its 'urban meaning' (ibid., p. 303). Market and non-market, or
even anti-market processes of housing provision or acquisition interact,
sometimes in an antagonistic, sometimes in a complementary, fashion,

and it is the totality of those processes that makes a housing system.

The dimensions I have just discussed can be depicted

along the lines of the following 2 x 2 matrix:

Fig. 2.1: Housing Processes.

Market (M) Non-market (N-M)
Provision (P) (i) (ii)
Acquisition (A) (iii) (iv)

Any housing process can be conceptualised as combining any two of the
above dimensions, while the precise 'blend' and its form can only be

ascertained through empirical investigation. Ahy housing system may
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include any of a number of such combinations. For example, (i) is a
situation where housing is provided through the market on the basis of
ability to pay, Dbut where consumers have minimal direct influence over
the development, financing, and housebuilding process as such. This is
the case of speculative housebuilding in Britain and the USA. (ii) is a
situation where housing is provided by the state, probably at subsidised
prices, as a welfare item. (iii) is a case where people acquife their
housing through the market (say, via contractors), but with a large
measure of control over things like access to land, building design, or
financing. (iv) is a case where again housing consumers have some direct
control over a range of things that affect them, but with minimal
market-mediated inputs, as in many instances of 'Third-World' self-build

housing (cf., e.g., Gilbert & Ward, 1986).
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SECTION 4: The Relevance of the Concept of Capitalism.

I argued above that the hallmark of a housing sys-
tem is the separation of housing production from housing consumption
and, less strongly, the multiplication of interconnected housing
processes. i also argued that the emergence of housing systems is a
corollary of the development of capitalism. I feel that this 1last
point deserves further explanation in view of the fact that housing
systems exist in many countries, at least some of whose characteristics
are, or have been, apparently - and often strongly - non-capitalist, and
even anticapitalist. Examples are all the Eastern European countries
prior to perestroika, and Greece. In all such cases, how can it be
said that their housing systems are the result of capitalism? And, more
generally, how useful is the concept of capitalism in facilitating un-

derstanding of those systems?

The answer to the first of the two questions is
rather simple. The housing systems of many countries that did not
develop indigenous versions of capitalism have nevertheless been

responses to upheavals - the flight from the countryside, urbanisation,

etc. - which were caused by 'exported' capitalism (cf. Brewer, 1980),
and inevitably so. This is what happened to Greece, for example.4
Yet more obviously, state housing provision - a phaenomenon histori-

cally associated with social-democracy and communism - was ushered in as
a response to what were perceived as the injustices and/or ineffi-
ciencies of capitalist housing processes (cf. BCDP, 1978; Melling,
1980; 1983; ed., 1980; Dunleavy, 1981; Heidenheimer et al., 1983;

Jones, 1985; Shapiro, 1985; Ashford, 1986).
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What is less easy to explain, particularly as
regards state housing provision, is the apparent unwillingness and/or
inability of all centrally planned economies (or perhaps of economies of
ANY kind) to (a) ban yariety from their housing systems (i.e., to
achieve only one housing process), and (b) to reconcile the producer
and consumer roles of households with respect to their housing. It is
well-known, for instance,' that the housing systems of Eastern European
countries exhibit at least as much complexity as those of the West
(Grant, ed., 1980; Andrusz, 1984; 1987; Dangschat, 1987; Hegedus, 1987;

Szelenyi, 1983; 1987; Tosics, 1987).

I think that the separation of the two roles
reflects the advantages of specialisation, which may not be possible, or
even desirable, to dispense with now, no matter what the social system
is. Perhaps certain forms of democratic involvement and control will
eventually lead to a new and successful blend of the two roles (cf.
Ball, 1983; Donnison, 1987b), but this remains to be seen. More
importantly, the preservation of a high degree of variety in a housing
system, in terms of 'modes of housing production' and tenures, may not
just be inevitable, but also desirable in that if allows people certain
flexibilities which they might not otherwise have. The existence of a
private and/or public rented sector, for example, may facilitate the
entry of newcomers (students or workers) to a city, while a universal
owner-occupied sector of the British type may inhibit it. But urban
immigration may also be facilitated, as the Greek experience shows, by
means of relatively easy access to cheap peripheral urban land, i.e.,
owner-occupation of the Greek type. On the other hand, the wide
availability of owner-occupation as an alternative to renting may check

some otherwise unscrupulous or inefficient landlords.
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Turning to the second question - to what extent the
concept of capitalism is useful in studying the housing systems of
societies with apparently non-capitalist characteristics -, the answer
is 'a great deal'. In general, the problem can be posed in the

following way:

If the three premises of capitalism are
(a) the separation of economy and polity (cf. Giddens, 1973);
(b) competition, and
(c) the mass of the population are forced purely by means of economic
coercion to sell their labour power in the market place,
then the problem is about the extent to which these premises
are violated by factors such as
1/ a large state sector;
2/ state interference in the economy;
3/ absence or erosion of civil and individual liberties;
4/ a weak industrial base, and/or

5/ a large informal economy.5

The problem can be solved by examining the
epistemological status of both the concept of capitalism - as developed,
for example, by Marx in his 'Capital' - and the seemingly non-capitalist
aspects themselves. The fifst type of examination is about assessing
whether the 'laws of motion' of capital,6 which are central to the
'source' model of capitalism as per Marx, are at the root of the
economic preésures modern societies experience, EVEN THOUGH

(a) the full effects of those laws are ameliorated or
distorted through political interference, and

(b) the units of analysis through which the laws and
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pressures are manifested can be at a far remove from the archetypal
units of analysis employed by Marx (i.e., individual, disorganised

workers and individual capitalists).

The second type of examination asks whether non-
capitalist aspects can be assigned 'ontological primacy' (whether, that
is, they can be deemed as having an autonomous and ACTIVE role to play
in social development), or are merely manifestations of backwardness,

and hence transitory, or both.

Let us dwell, briefly, on these two queries. 1In the
first, the main issue seems to be about kinds of fusion between economy
and polity beyond which the 'laws of motion' of capital cease to
operate. There is nothing in the 'source' model of capitalism to

establish firm guidelines on this. The reason 19th

century Britain
served as that model is that there the relatively high degree of freedom
that competition and private enterprise enjoyed, allowed the 'laws of
motion' of capital to operate and manifest themselves very forcefully.
But even in Britain political and state interference in the economy
inescapably occurred, and was not always unequivocally in the interests
of the capitalists.7 In yet other cases - France, Germany, Sweden,

Japan, or Brazil - the state has played a much more energetic role in

promoting capitalist industrialisation and guiding the economy than

19th, or even ZOth, century Britain (or America) ever did (Kidron,
1970; Burks, 1981; The Economist, 17.01.1987; 25.04.1987). Thus,
fusions of the economy and polity, even if quite strong, are not

necessarily anticapitalist. The conceptualisation of the economy and
polity as distinct spheres was the result of the requisite breach with

Absolutism (i.e., a feudal state - see Anderson, P., 1979) so that the
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forces of private enterprise and competition, politically veiled as
individual and citizenship rights, and legally as private property

rights, could be given a free hand.

What this means is that one must distinguish the
'laws of motion' of capital both from the conditions that facilitate or
hinder their operation, and from responses to them. For example, anti-
trust legislation in the USA is a political attempt to stop or even
reverse the monopolisation of an industry by one or two big firms. Yet
such legislation cannot 'prohibit', so to speak, the inherent tendency
of capitalist industry to move towards increasingly oligopolistic
structures (cf. Buzzell, 1981) - which is one of the 'laws of motion' of
capital. A society may indeed armour itself against at least some of
the most undesirable effects of free-roaming capitalism (cf. Ashford,
1986; Galbraith, 1990), but unless it engages in successful grand-scale
planning, it will still be struggling against economic forces (the 'laws
of motion' of capital) over which it will have, at best, only partial

control.

Similarly, since Marx's time, the units of analysis
through which the 'laws of motion' of capital operate, have become, and
are becoming, different. Along with individuals, modern capitalist
agents can be joint-stock companies, unit trusts, insurance companies,
local governments, co-operatives, states, and, of course, professional
managers. Again, one should not view such transformations as
paradoxical, provided one sees capital as a 'recursive' phaenomenon.
Recursiveness.  is a tendency towards increasing orders of complexity on
the basis of successive applications of relatively simple rules

(Poundstone, 1985). 1In other words, although the capitalist system may
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explode continuously into highly variegated patterns, the logic behind

it may remain unaltered over quite a large number of metamorphoses.8

The question of how to treat non-capitalist features
of any given society to-day cannot be answered unequivocally. Are such
features - whether 'backward' (i.e., 'pre-capitalist') or of a socialist
nature - transitory or do they have some more lasting significance? 1In
many respects, the question reminds one of debates concerning the nature
of economic growth. The crucial choice to make - whether to view
disturbances and frictions of all kinds as part of the nature of growth,
or as temporary deviations from an otherwise smooth growth path, cannot
be readily resolved by recourse to evidence (Gottlieb, 1976: 48).9 To a

large extent, it is a matter of conjecture.

Traditional ‘developmentalists' (see chapter 4) as
well as traditional marxists have often found themselves agreeing on the
transiency of the non-capitalist features of many societies (see
Corbridge, 1986, for an exposition of both views, and a critique).
Where they had differed was on how to interpet the so-called socialist
societies - a higher social order, or an aberration? To many on the
Right, the current upheavals in Eastern Europe appear as a vindicétion.
Fukuyama has even rushed to announce the 'end of history' because, he
says, the West (i.e, liberal democracy and market economics) has
triumphed, and an era of 'boredom' is about to ensue (Atlas, 1989). The
recent spread of democratic reform in Latin America (The Economist,
23.01.1988) reinforces such views. They are erroneous because they are
eclectic, i.e., they emphasise only those features that appear to
conform to the Right's  highly stylized version of a mythical capi-

talism (cf. Galbraith, 1990). They are also erroneous because they take
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such features out of context.

The Left has erred similarly. Leontidou (1985;
1986), for instance, interprets Athenian urban and housing history as a
result of the transition to capitalism and the incorporation of the
country into the world market. So far, so good. But she subsumes
national specificities under the notion that Greece has belonged to the
imperialist 'semi-periphery'. As a result, she attaches a 1lot of
importance to superficial similarities between Gfeece and certain Latin
American countries. On the basis of those similarities she invents
typologies of social classes that purport to capture the particularities
of 'semi-peripheral' class patterns as opposed to those of 'core'
countries. At the same time she draws most of her evidence from Greece
- a country whose property rights pattern, including the distribution of
land and home ownership (see chapters 8, 9, 11, 12, and Appendix II),
are markedly different from that of any Latin American country. Not
surprisingly, she has difficulty accounting for the formation or
absence of urban movements in 'underdeveloped' countries (like Greece),
and resorts to the explanation that a 'radical' political leadership

was/was not present. This is cyclical reasoning.

On its part, the Communist Party of Greece (CPG) has
for decades analysed Greek society by reference to 'state monopoly
capitalism' (a concept whose appropriateness even for advanced capital-
ist countries is questionable - cf. Wirth, 1977) and to 'relative
retardation' - both in the same breath. Worse, the Party's effort to
remain blindly faithful to Stalinist precepts, has at times led it to
invent instances of backwardness. In 1930 the CPG described Greece as a

country "without serious feudal remnants". In 1934 it found "serious
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remnants of quasi-feudal relations". And in 1966 it re-asserted that
"despite their important decrease after the war, certain partial feudal
remnants still exist in the countryside" (Ladis, 1972, p. 41). All this
ambivalence, while feudalism never took hold in Greece (or in Byzantium
or the Ottoman empire) (Anderson, 1979; Vergopoulos, 1975; McGowan,
1981; Tsoucalas, 1983), and the few pockéts of 'feudalism' that did
appear at the end of the 19th century were liquidated‘with the 1917

agrarian reform (Vergopoulos, 1975).

Interestingly, if one chooses to focus on other cha-
racteristics of modern Greece, one can come up with a radically
different, but equally spurious, interpretation. Namely, that Greece is
by now a full-fledged capitalist country (Mastrantonis & Melios, 1983;
Mavris & Tsekouras, 1983; Melios, 1983; 1984). Among others, these
authors (working through the magazine 'Theses') stress the development
of monetary, exchange, and wage relations in Greece. They also dismiss
the significance for class structuration of the security of tenure that
public sector employees enjoy in Greece, and quite peremptorily assign
most of these employees to the 'proletarian' class (Mavris, 1984). The
error of this particular view has been exposed quite decisively by

Tsoucalas (1986) (see also Hoff, 1985).

I will not go into details. Rather, I will advance
my case utilising Vergopoulos; (1975) thesis on the 'social incorpo-
ration' of Greek agriculture. This author denies that the overwhelming
presence of the small familial holding in the Greek countryside is a
sign of retardation. On the contrary, he argues that such fragmentation
is the normal and necessary way by which modern capitalism incorporates

agriculture into the economy. He cites the dependence of Greek farmers
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on state subsidies and 1loans as evidence. I do not agree with
Vergopoulos' functionalist hue here. But even if capitalism 'needs'

this type of rural fragmentation,

the crucial point I wish to emphasise is that such a pattern

of landownership among the peasants implies and conditions a
very different political dynamic from a situation where the
typical agricultural production relation involves, say,
capitalist farmers and hired labourers, or whatever else.
This dynamic, in turn, diffuses into the societal whole 1in
ways quite removed from a conception of a capitalist state as
the instrument of the ruling class in a dichotomous class

model (cf. Giddens, 1973).

For example, as a result of this dynamic the state may be forced to con-
sistently heed the interests of small proprietors in counterdistinction
to the requirements of industrialisation. In Greece the discrepancy
between ostensible policy and the anti-industrial/anti-capitalist

resilience of society at large is striking (see chapters 8 and 9).

Thus both on the Left and on the Right, stylized
versions of capitalism have been applied on actual societies by means of
an unharranted eclecticism. This is a thoroughly unhelpful approach, as
it mystifies and obscures much more than it is supposed to illuminate.
Obfuscation is a danger inherent in the blanket use of all general
terms. I have already warned against the mistake of thinking that what
is meant, say, by 'speculative building' or 'owner-occupation' in one
country, means the same in another. The same warning can be advanced in

relation to the category 'informal sector':

"Infravalorization of wage labour is confused with small
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enterprise and non-commodity production or with illegal modus
vivendi; the specific nature of gender exploitation is lost
as women's work is associated with unskilled manual labour;
any badly paid job is disguised as unemployment and, lastly,
no distinction is admitted between brutal, alienating labour
relations and potentially autonomous, creative forms of
production"

(Connolly, 1985: 86).

Connolly's comments are also apposite to discussi-
ons about self-help building. The latter must not be confused with
self-building, at least in Greece (Emmanuel, 1981), as more often than
not it has involved contractors rather than physical inputs on the part
of the user household. Unsurprisingly, at times it has involved both.
Self-help must more appropriately now be taken to mean housing processes
under the direct control of the household, in counterdistinction to,
say, speculative or state building. Neither is self-help necessarily
illicit building - both versions are equally plausible. And even self-
building proper, it is increasingly acknowledged, must not be
counterposed to the market, as it often involves various proportions of
purchased inputs (cf. Ward, ed., 1982; Gilbert & Ward, 1986; Hardoy &
Satterthwaite, 1987; Peattie, 1987; Renaud, 1987; Scottish Federation

News, 1987; Officer, 1988).

In conclusion, the concept of capitalism can be
fruitfully used to study societies with apparently non-capitalist chara-
cteristics to the extent that the fundamental economic and political
tendencies of capitalism, revealed through historical experience, are

identified as major sources of pressure for change in such societies.
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The form, direction and nature of change need not be identical between

different societies.

Understandably enough, the historical experience
that usually provides the necessary benchmark is that of the advanced
capitalist countries. But to ask only whether Greece, for instance,
will become more like Britain, given time, misses the point. Strong
similarities may indeed develop, to the extent that both countries
participate in an increasingly internationalised global economy, and
are therefore subject to the same 'laws of motion' of capital. Equally,
differences may well remain or ensue because these 'laws' can operate -
in typical 'recursive' fashion - through many diverse channels,
determined by both old factors (perhaps remnants of past social orders)
and new developments, which is another way of saying that capitalism is
as adaptable as it is revolutionising. Thus, rather than seeking to
show that any particular country conforms to a model set by another, or
that it is on its way there, a more useful qgestion is the extent to
which particular laws of motion of capital are arrested, enhanced, or
their operation is distorted, by social and political factors in

concrete situations.

I will wutilise these ideas in my discussion of the
relationship between dwelling prices and incomes (chapter 6), and also
of the recent upheaval in the Greek rented sector (chapters 11 and 12).
But having shown how the concept of capitalism can inform the study of
societies with apparently non-capitalist characteristics, it is now
time to turn to those 'fundamental tendencies' of capitalism that are

directly relevant to the dynamics of housing systems.
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SECTION 5: Capitalism and the Housing System.

The relevance of capitalism for the dynamics of
‘housing systems can be captured by the following four general proposi-

tions:

(1) Capitalism tends to increase the dependence of households

on outside agents for their housing.

(2) The 'laws of motion' of capital affect the behaviour of
capitalists in the housing sphere also. For instance, speculative
builders or landlords may face qualitatively different obstacles and
opportunities from those faced by capitalists in other spheres, but
cannot, on account of that, be assumed to be impervious to the
imperatives of capital accumulation. On the other hand, whether there
are capitalists in any particular housing system, or in a sector of it,
and, generally, how the nature of agents in the system determines the
extent of their éusceptibility or adaptability to those 'laws', cannot
simply be assumed, but requires empirical investigation. This 1is

further discussed in chapters 4, 11 and 12.

(3) The spread of capitalism has been associated with the
emergence and strengthening of civil and political individual rights
(Giddens, 1973; Barbalet, 1988). People in a capitalist society expect
(or have the moral and political right to expect), for example,
equality before the law, with all that this entails in terms of access
to property and opportunities. People in a socialist society expect (or
should legitimately expect) the establishment of socialist rights of
egalitarian participation in the wealth sociefy produces (Campbell,
1983). Either way, people have become increasingly enabled to pursue

constant improvement in their living standards, including their housing
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conditions. Herein lies a prime source of pressure for change in the
housing system, i.e., the fact that while people's expectations are
rising along with the growth in social production and productivity,
their opportunities - and hence power - to do something about their
needs are not merely a function of their purchasing power, but are also
institutionalised in the political and legal system. This is again

discussed in chapters 3, 9 and 10.

(4)>Fina11y, far from annihilating the political and legal
side of social life in favour of a universal commercialism (or 'econo-
mism'), capitalism maximises their significance, precisely by allowing
the institutionalised transformation of 'needs' into 'rights' and
'claims' (cf. Turner, B.S., 1986; Barbalet, 1988). By their very
nature, rights and claims are both 'structure-' and 'agent-'related
categories of social life. They are structural because, once created,
they are there for people to take advantage of, or to subject others to
concomitant obligations (possibly), i.e., they have both 'enabling' and
'constraining' dimensions. Meanwhile claims can become rights through
successful collective action. And obviously rights, no less than
clainmsg, are created, upheld or opposed by real people, who act as
social agents. For example, the rights and claims of landowners or
landlords, as checked by the rights and claims of other groups, define
their effective power, but also the landownership or rented sector
pattern. Patterns of rights and claims also define tenures, housing
subsidies, and development and building activity or 'modes'. How
they come about, how they constrain and/or enable particular housing
processes, and what the relationship of housing-sphere-specific rights
and claims to wider patterns of rights and claims in a society is, are
thus cardinal questions to ask in order to understand housing system

dynamics. I do this especially in chapters 8 to 10.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 2

And not always unamusingly. Look at this reported incident:
"Brontosaurus ban: Farmer Mr Denis Brant has been told by
council planners to remove a huge model brontosaurus from land
near Newbury because the gift to his 13-year-old daughter,
Katie, is not a grazing animal"

(The Sunday Telegraph, 14.01.1990).

The only one to actually do so is Mongolia, according to The
Guinness Book of Answers, 1989, p. 339. It is unclear, though,
what is meant by owner-occupation in this, as well as in each and
every, national case.

3 These instances belong to a deliberately 1limited view of housing
provision. A wider view would include general infrastructure
provision, like roads, sewerage, electricity, tap water, etc.

4 Although Greece is special because even before it re-emerged as a
nation-state around 1830, her (expatriate) bourgeoisie had become

well integrated into European capitalism. So, in a sense, ca-

pitalism in Greece was both indigenous and alien. (Psyroukis,

1975.)

To various degrees, all features of modern Greece.

I.e., the tendency towards equalisation of the rate of profit

between various industries; the tendency of the rate of profit to

fall, provided various counter-tendencies do not neutralise the

50



first; the tendency towards capital concentration and
centralisation; towards reproduction of a 'reserve army of the

unemployed'; towards 'realisation' crises, and internationalisation

of markets and capitals; the continuous revolutionisation of
production processes, and the commodification of human
relationships.

7 Witness the prolonged struggle over the repeal of the Corn Laws,
or, perhaps, the gradual introduction of a shorter working day, or
the prohibition of child labour.

8 Hence Marx's famous dictum in his prologue to the fist German
edition of Capital, "De te fabula narratur” - Of you the story is
told. He wanted, that is, to make it clear to his German readers
that, although Capital was based on the British experience, its
conclusions (i.e, the 'laws of ﬁotion' of capital) were applicable
to Germany as well.

9

"Adjustment for trend has been called the 'fundamental logical
problem of time series decomposition'... Common to all methods of
trend elimination is the presupposition that the force of growth is
separate from fluctuation and that the economic system tends to
grow by a smooth, continuous movement and then to oscillate around
that movement... Converseiy, ... economic development has a mixed
dynamic of creation and innovation, and ... 'evolution is
'

essentially a process which moves in cycles,' so that the trend 'is

nothing but the result of the cyclical process or a property of it
A

[Schumpeter, 1939, I, p. 206]. Those who accept this in

itself unprovable hypothesis necessarily oppose trend elimination
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from cyclical contours ..."

(Gottlieb, 1976: 48).
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CHAPTER 3: Housing System Dynamics: A Holistic Process.

Below I review the debate on whether housing studies
should more appropriately focus on the consumption or production side of
housing, and conclude that this is a false dilemma. The difficulty
stems partly from confusing the focus of analysis with 'theory' (section
1), and partly from the way the two sides are defined. For example,
it is often overlooked that the nature of the decision-making units
behind production and consumption affects the substantive content of

these concepts (section 2).

From the point of view of housing system dynamics
the consumption/production dichotomy (or overlap) is important mainly in
so far as it sheds light on the behaviour of social groups which advance,
oppose, or support patterns of rights and claims over housing resources.
The broader issues, therefore, are (a) how needs are formed (section
3), and (b) how resources are accessed (section 4). Access can be
achieved by a variety of strategies, often involving both economic and
political means. The two operate and cause change together. Therefore,
one has to go beyond a purely 'economic' or a purely 'political'
analysis of housing system dynamics, and combine them instead (section

5).

SECTION 1: Housing: A Consumption- or Production-Orientated Approach?

A number of authors from within the broad marxist
fold have recently attempted to redress what they view as the one-
sidedness of both mainstream, and particularly neoclassical, housing

research, and of some marxism-inspired work (involving, chiefly, the
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'collective consumption' thesis). They argue that a lot of housing
research is overly pre-occupied with the consumption side of housing
(keywords: tenures, housing sub-markets, subsidies, taxation, state
policy), and pays scant attention to the production side (cf. Harloe

& Martens, 1984; Ball, 1983, 1986b; Dickens et al, 1985).

This type of critique has led to a quest for better
theorised housing analysis (Ball, 1986b), in which the emphasis should
lie on 'production' (Dickens et al., 1985) or, in a more sophisticated
version, 'provision' (Ball, 1983, 1986a, 1986b, 1988). Ball, in
particular, has advised against concentrating on either production or
consumption on a priori grounds, and said that only detailed analysis
can reveal which aspect, which relations, and which agents are important
(Ball, 1986b: 158). He has asserted that "landownership, relations of
production, exchange agencies (where they exist) and housing consumers"
matter, but warned that "forms of finance and the state" are "problema-

tic and contingent" factors (ibid., p. 160).

I am afraid that even Ball's analysis is not satis-
factory. It is not enough to restate that in particular national cases
particular factors are likely to be more important than others - that
much we know already. I have shown, moreover, that the term 'housing
provision', as used by many authors currently, is highly inadequate:
housing is not only 'provided' to households, it can also be 'acquired'

by them, and the difference is substantial (chapter 2).
The real question is whether it is possible to

show that relations between the various factors are not equally ad hoc,

but instances of a more general mechanism or mechanisms that is/are
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responsible for housing system evolution and change in capitalism.
Labelling an eclectic mixture of demand and supply relationships and
factors "structures of housing provision" (Ball, 1983, 1986b) does not
get us nearer to understanding those mechanisms than we were before the
introduction of the novel terminology. On the positive side, drawing
attention to the significance of socio-economic relations amohg agents
involved in housing 'provision', has indeed served to expand our know-
ledge of particular national housing systems (see Dickens et al., 1985;
Martens, 1985; Folin, 1985; and of course Ball's entire - and remarkable
- work). Having said that, it is also true that Marxism-inspired
approaches have by no means a monopoly of intelligent interest in the
supply side of housing (cf. Grant, ed., 1980; Emmanuel, 1981; Paris,
1984; Rodwin, ed., 1987; Weesep & Maas, 1984). Lastly, Ball's (1986b)
formulation of the 'provision' thesis faces us with the paradoxical

suggestion that the state need not always be important (p. 160).

More generally, the terms in which most of the
housing consumption vs production debate has been conducted, have been

unhelpful in terms of theory-building because

"the focus of analysis is being confused with something called

'theory

(Kemeny, 1987: 259).
But Kemeny's suggested alternative, namely to construct

"conceptual frameworks derived from disciplines such as
Marxism, sociology, geography, and political science"

(ibid, p. 250),

is not a solution either. For one thing, the problem of explaining what
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makes housing systems 'tick' is not addressed - Kemeny simply urges his
readers to do so. At least M. Ball has attempted it, and has indeed
illuminated many aspects of the British housing system. For another
thing, Kemeny's suggestion that particular 'disciplines' are all
possible avenues to genuine knowledge is questionable. Castells (1976a,
1976b), for example, has dismissed mainstream urban studies on the
grounds that the 'urban' is neither a real nor a theoretical object of
analysis. The fragmentation of social reality into 'aspects',
legitimately discussed in the context of appropriate 'disciplines' such
as economics, sociology, etc., has beeh held by some to be more than a
heuristic device (which it can very well be): it serves, they have
argued, as a deliberate counter-procedure against marxism (Cockburn &
Blackburn, eds, 1969), which is supposed to be the main approach to the
study of social life that is both holistic and critical of the status

quo.

This does not mean that marxism, or a certain inter-
pretation of marxism, is the correct path to true knowledge. The point,
rather, is that there is nothing necessarily 'theoretical' (i.e., illu-
minating) in the perspective one chooses to focus upon (as Kemeny
himself would admit), while there may indeed be demerits in some
attempts to compartmentalise reality (cf. Ball, 1979). Housing, I have
argued, is precisely one area where such an attempt is likely to be

especially unhelpful.
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SECTION 2: Housing Investment and Housing Consumption.

Since any attempt to explain housing system dy-
namics has to take account of the multiplicity of existing housing
systems, and utilise comparative housing research, the researcher must
be aware that analytical concepts such as housing investment, house
prices, or housing expenditure are not immutable categories, but are
themselves problematical. One must constantly ask whether it is
legitimate to take any given housing ecconomic concept for granted in
forming additional research questions, or whether the concept itself

should first become the object of investigation.

(A) Investment is a process that depends critically
on who the investor is. | Investment in dwelling wealth cannot be
expected to exhibit the same characteristics and sensitivities across
different housing systems; In one system the decision-makers may be
families, in another the state, in yet another speculative builders or
prospective landlords. 1In Sweden, for example,‘ co-operatives accounted
for 16 per cent of the housing stock in 1980 (Clapham & Millar, 1985:
10), and in Oslo for 45 per cent of households in 1983 (Kintrea & Munro,
1985: 35). Co-operative housing in both Sweden and Norway has involved
features usually associated with owner-;ccupation, like the right (and
opportunity) to sell one's equity or interest in the co-op (which in
effect means the right to live in a co-op dwelling) at market prices.
In West Germany social housing, in many different forms, has played for

1 The recent

decades a wvery important role in housing provision.
innovation of Housing Action Trusts in Britain (CB News, 1989, p. 14) is

another example along the same lines.
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It is wrong to expect one investment model - e.q.,
the 'cobweb' capital stock adjustment model mentioned in chapter 2 - to
capture the behaviour of each and every one of those different agents.
Although there are speculative developers and builders in Scandinavia
and West Germany, understanding the housing investment process in those
countries would necessitate taking account not only of how housing
investment agents other than those behave, when considered in
isolation, but of how all agents behave, or are likely to behave, in

interaction with one another. In another example from Sweden,

"[t]lhe downturn in the property development market has meant
that many property companies are offering their services to
co-operatives. In general, they have not been successful in
generating much business, because of the attitude of co-
operative owners who éonsider them to be less caring and more
expensive than the service from the co-operative, although the
evidence for HSB [one of the two  major co-operative
organisations of Sweden - NP] seems to indicate that the HSB
services are in fact more expensive"

(Clapham & Millar, 1985: 24).

This example brings to mind the British case, where
at times many Local Authorities have felt they could exercise a choice
betWeen setting up their own Direct Labour Organisations (to the open
hostility and resistance of the big private builders in particular - see
Direct Labour Collective, 1980) and employing private contractors to
build or rehabilitate public housing for them (Direct Labour
Collective, 1978). (For an example of a more positive relationship
between a LA and the private housebuilding sector in Britain, see Sim,

1985.)
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The two cases cited contrast in that in Sweden
private capital has sought or accepted collaboration with the non-profit
sector, whereas in Britain the relationship between the private building
and the municipal sectors has always been much more strenuous. I will
not get into the reasons for the difference; I am only stressing it,
pointing ou£ that non-market and/or acquisition-oriented housing
processes (see chapter 2) may well give their place to market and/or
provision—oriénted ones in the course of social development, but not
necessarily or inevitably to the stereotypical speculative developer or
builder of the USA or Britain, or to a bureaucratic state either. Other
forms, perhdaps combining end-user control with state assistance or

private external financing, are possible.

(B) Housing consumption is usually taken to mean
"consumer allocations to pay for the services rendered by the total
inventory of dwellings [ ] the amount spent for rent or home-ownership
expenses" (Burns & Grebler, 1977: 47). The way this concept is defined
affects subsequent estimates of the so-called income elasticity of
demand for housing; knowledge of the 1latter has important policy

implications:

"With inelastic demand, a subsidy for general income support
[ ] will be less effective in raising levels of housing
consumption than one of the same amount earmarked
specifically for housing"

(Burns & Grebler, 1977: 50).

The problems of determining what counts as housing consumption, and what

does not; are three-fold.
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First, consumption expenditure on housing has to be
disentangled from investment expenditure on housing. Burns & Grebler
(1977) try to do this via a shift in their definition of housing: from
"housing as a competing use of capital” they arrive at "housing as a
competitor for consumption resources" (p. 47). But their shift in the
definition does not seem to be able to cope with cases where the
investing and the consuming agents are one and the same - as very often
has been the case in Greece and many other countries. This is
important. The main usefulness of the distinction between housing in-
vestment and housing consumption is that it allows one to investigate
cases where apparently desirable areas for investment, like (usually)
industrial development or restructuring, are starved of funds because
these are directed elsewhere - e.g., into housing. But competition of
capitals presupposes competition of capitalists, who consider investment
alternatives depending on their rates of return. Where, however, the
investing and consuming agents coincide, the field of economic activity
so circumscribed is not open to competition, it is a closed personal or
household field geared towards autarky, and therefore what we have here
is a form of economic activity inherently and often deliberately un-
capitalist, if not outright anti-capitalist. This is a finite field in
the sense that all that is invested is consumed by the same agent and is
not sold on a market (i.e., it is not meant for sale on the open
market), hence no extended reproduction of capital takes place, and no
meaningful rate of return can be applied. Whatever funds are invested
and consumed in this way cannot be said to have competed against other
funds (capitals) for the field of activity in question (e.g.,
housebuilding), and consequently that field cannot be said to have been
in competition with other fields for funds. (I will return to this

topic in section 3.) An example from century England is
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appropriate here:

"A man of means who wished to build a country mansion or a
town house for his own use might perhaps ignore cond?tions in
the capital market: even in years of acute shortage of funds
some building took place. But if such a man contemplated
putting up a house as an investment he would surely consider
the yield he could obtain by buying other assets and, in
particular, government stock"

(Ashton, 1959: 87).

The point I am  making is this: It is often not
possible to distinguish consumption from investment expenditure on
housing. If, however, in comparing different time periods or countries,
one chooses, in some cases to drive an arbitrary wedge between
consumption and investmenf, and in other cases to conflate the two,
without sufficient theorisation and justification, then any figures for
the income elasticity of demand, for example, will be severely distorted
(over- or under-stated). 1If, on the other hand, one chooses to avoid
comparative research, and base one's policy recommendations only on the
study of short time periods or of very ad hoc environments, then there
is no way of telling whether, say, the size of the elasticity arrived at
in this way can be of any use in other contexts. What is needed is
awareness of any subtle changes in the meaning and significance of
housing consumption and investment across different settings, so that
time series} or cross-sectional, studies can be conducted using the

appropriate magnitude for each time period or locality.

The second problem in determining what can count as
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housing consumption involves deciding which from among clearly
consumption expenses are to be included in the analysis, and which left
out. Does expenditure on minor repairs, fuel or electricity qualify?
What is a house without power supply, tap water, and other amenities
that in an advanced society are widely conceived as necessities?
Following the neoclassical device of talking in terms of housing
services instead of actual dwellings can lead to Byzantine complexities:
Why not include, for example, expenses on items of furniture, cookery,
entertainment, etc., that a larger dwelling space makes possible and
desirable, thereby helping create potential demand for (cf. Donnison &
Ungerson, 1982: 59)? Why not include household expenses on neighbourhood
child-care facilities, schools, or rates, which are obviously related to
the location of a dwelling? Space and location are, according to
neoclassical theorising, two typical housing services (Straszheim, 1975:
79), and attempting to price them in terms of the costs that their use,
or consumption, incurs, or even in terms of the opportunity cost of non-
available room or of an inconvenient location, seems quite legitimate.
But if one were to follow that road, it would soon become apparent that
one would be talking of by far the largest part of total household
consumption expenditure. Such a shift would be at the cost of
understanding anything specific about the consumption of the housing

commodity as such.

Finally, there exists a problem in relation to those
housing consumption expenses, usually rent or loan repayment
installments, that allow one, whether tenant or owner, primary access to
a dwelling, i.e., give one the right to use a dwelling in more-or-less
prescribed ways, and to the discretionary exclusion of other parties.

Neoclassical economists 1like to incorporate imputed .rents in their
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conceptualisations of housing consumption expenses (see the debate
between Merrett et al., 1989; Hancock & Swales, 1989; Pirounakis, 1989).
The neoclassical argument is that there is something called '"real
income" which is neither money nor income in kind, but the flow of
services that any item, especially a long-lasting one, yields to its
owner (Hancock & Swales, 1989); hence a house yields a '"real income"
over its life, which must be priced through calculation of an imputed
rent even where no actual rental payments take place. In my view this
argument belongs to the realm of shadow-fighting: real magnitudes, like
monetary income or in kind, are ignored in favour of obscure service

flows2

which must, in turn, be priced in an equally obscure fashion
through regression exercises that typically involve circular reasoning
(cf. Ball, 1979). The possibility that a whole - a dwelling and its
location, for instance - is greater than the sum of its parts in a way
that no decomposition of the whole into its parts can reveal, is ignored
as well. Further, the calculation of imputed rents usually involves
asking the following question: What would a given owner-occupier pay
for rent if he had to rent instead of owning? Now, there may be
circumstances where calculation of an imputed rent, in the form of
actual income not spent on rent, is possible - e.g., one or few working
class households who own their dwellings in a situation where the vast
majority do not, the wages of all are more-or-less at the same level,
and all live in approximately similar dwellings. Then obviously those
households who do not have to pay rent are better off than the rest by
the amount of rent saved. But these are rather strict conditions. As
soon as owner-occupation expands and/or wages and dwelling types begin
to vary, there is no standard of comparison which one can base
calculation of an imputed rent on. It is pointless, in such

circumstances, to ask what a household would pay for rent if it had to:
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The very act of searching for rented accomodation, especially if under
pressure (an occurence which implies absence of alternatives - whereas
often owner-occupation is precisely an alternative to renting), would
affect the prevailing prices for rented accomodation, and the structure
and workings of the housing market. One household searching for rented
accomodation would not, of course, affect the housing market conditions
significantly, but the neoclassical project is about assigning imputed
rents to the entire owner-occupied stock - a different matter
altogether. Consequently, prevailing rental prices could not be used in
calculating imputed rents not only on empirical, but also on
theoretical, grounds; certainiy it would be very difficult - and
probably uninteresting - to learn what rental prices would be like in a 7

different, non-existent market.

It is thus better to limit the definition of housing
consumption expenditure to payments that allow a user or consumer to
obtain a dwelling for his and/or his kin's personal use. These

expenditures can take only the following forms:

(a) One-off cash payments to buy title to a dwelling;

(b) Rental payments;

(c) Loan repayment installments (for buying, building,
expanding, altering or repairing a dwelling);

(d) Cash payments associated with building, structurally
repairing, rehabilitating, expanding, or otherwise

substantially altering a dwelling.

Some of the above expenses can also count as investment in dwelling

wealth, but whether - on account of that - housing investment can be
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assumed to be in competition with capital investment proper is a
different matter, and I have urged caution against such an assumption.
If these four items are to be accepted as the only genuine forms of
consumption expenditure on housing, then, for example, the loan that a
building sociéty extends one in order for him to buy a second-hand house
should not be carried as either investment or consumption expenditure in
the given financial year - it is merely a tranfer payment, representing,
that is, a transfer of wealth through the financial system from one or
more parties to one or more other parties. The repayment installments,
however, should count as consumption expenditure. The expenses incurred
by an owner in having a contractor build his home could count as

either éonsumption or investment expenditure, depending on what one
wants to measure. 1f, for iﬁstance, these expenses came from the
proceeds of a bank loan, the actual payments to the contractor could
represent housing investment, while the repayment installments would
count as housing consumption (double counting should be avoided, of
course). But if the builder were a capitalist building for the general
market, as 1is often the case in Britain, or the owner of the property a
prospective speculative landlord, then the outlays of either of those
agents should definitely count as investment. Equally, when a state
builds dwellings, its outlays are to be considered investment in so far
as the relationship between the state and the people concerned is
bureaucratic, paternalistic, and dominated by a logic of industrial
exigency and expedience. A characteristic example is departmental

housebuilding in the Soviet Union (Andrusz, 1984):
"The formal rejection in the Soviet Union of private ownership

of the means of production initially created a tendency for

those possessing a set of property rights in the productive
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sphere to extend their range of activities to embrace the
production (and maintenance) of objects of collective
consumption in order to ensure the reproduction of their
labour needs"

(Andrusz, 1984: 78).

In conclusion, the proper use of the concepts of
housing investment and consumption requires an understanding of the
nature and rationale of investing and consuming agents in any particular
society or setting. But how does this insight help one discuss larger
processes - for example, the relationship between spending on housing
and national income (see ch. 4)? The answer is that the extent to which
housing investment and consumption are or are not conflated, and
therefore are or are not in the hands of the same agents, affects the
formation and strategies of various social groups, who end up trying to
uphold rights and/or advance claims over housing resources (land,
buildings, materials, know-how, utility infrastructure). In turn, the
pattern of rights and claims thus created (e.g., the landownership pat-
tern or the scope and authority of the planning practice) influences the

way any society responds to its housing needs.
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SECTION 3: Needs: Prime Variable of Social Dynamics.

It is an empirical fact that the correspondence
between (housing) needs and resources is not one-to-one: the material
needs of some pgople, or groups, overshoot their material resources at
'any one time. But "needs" can be a very vague concept, while a
"resource" is anything that enables one to (strive to) achieve a certain
goal. On its part, 'demand', or 'effective demand', the way it is
defined by economists, is simply realised sales, or realised purchasing
power, while 'potential demand', an admittedly wvaguer concept, is
merely expected effective demand (cf. Donnison & Ungerson, 1982). 'De-
mand' is not a problematical notion, while 'needs' is. For this reason
I will now concentrate on the latter, and later see what happens when

the two come together.

Needs are formed on the basis of perceptions of what
is desirable and/or necessary, and often of what is just. Apart from
immediate biological urges it is society, or social development if one
likes, which creates needs (cf. Galbraith, 1958; Hayek, 1961), and for
this reason they cannot be said to exist prior to their being acted
upon, prior to their instigating a social (including a political and
economic) dynamic. But needs must not be confused with utopian dreams
or capricious desires: for needs to arise and spread, a certain
element of attainability must usually be present too. Otherwise, if
something is perceived as unattainable, one may not feel it is worth
pursuing, ana therefore that thing may not be experienced as a need -
at least to the eyes of most people, which is what counts from the point
of view of social dynamics. It has been observed, for example, that

people, when asked, often do not put forth their '"real" most pressing
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needs, but what they feel are their most feasible ones.3

Obviously the larger the number of people who are

4 the

aware of their needs and are prepared to do something about them,
greater the '"realism" of those needs, and their importance in shaping
social dynamics. In other words, needs become an objective factor
behind social change only to the extent that they are socialised, i.e.,
they become standards of well-being shared by an increasing number of
people, and eventually the majority or a great many of them, in any
given society or sub-section of it (e.g., a social class). In
capitalism the 'socialisation' of needs, as defined here, determines,

of course, the value of labour power (see chapter 5), and is

empirically approximated as the average (or modal) wage:

"The actual value of ... labour power ... depends not merely
upon the physical, but also upon the historically developed
social needs, which become second nature"

(Marx, 1959: 837).

Some needs are universal. These are usually
epitomised in the notion of necessities, which were defined by A. Smith
as

"whatever the custom of the country renders it indecent for
creditable people, even of the lowest order, to be without"

(Smith, 1976: vol. 2, p. 870).

Needs other than necessities are particular to different social classes
and strata. That is to say, people in any given social stratum will
tend to perceive as need anything contributing to the standard of well-

being normally associated with their class or "station in society". 1In
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the absence of institutionalised artificial barriers to social mobility,
they are, in addition, 1likely to incorporate in their notion of needs
standards of well-being normally associated with the stratum or class
immediately above or, at any rate, near their own® - but not those
associated with too "distant" classes or strata. Alternatively, if
there are barriers to social mobility, people on the lower rungs of the
social ladder are quite likely to "know their place in the scheme of
things," have no, or only véry modest, aspirations, and consequently no,

or few, needs other than those a rigid social hierarchy allows them to

contemplate and have.

On occasion, however, especially in modern times,
people or groups do have opportunities to conceive of a better future
(better for them, that is), do form new needs, but cannot f