
THE  GREAT  'RIGHT TO BUY'  RIP  OFF! 
  

Generations to come will be at a loss to comprehend how we could be so spectacularly 

duped for so long.  That's because they will see the cold hard facts for what they are - 

stripped bare of all the mesmerising 'hype' - before and after the event. 

   

 

SCENE  1:  PRIOR  TO  'RIGHT TO BUY' 
 

A typical council tenant and family, insulated from the insecurities and injustices prevalent in 

the Private Sector.  Injustices such as: slum conditions;  sudden, inexplicable hikes in 

rent;  unlawful actions by exploitative, uncaring landlords, more or less free to evict tenants 

who complain too much, or whose mere presence in the property could impede its sale. 

  

None of these anxieties for council tenants.  Not only were they protected against 

unwarranted rises in rent, but also cushioned in the event of being unable pay the full 

sum.  Decorating, repairs, councils had a legal duty to maintain their properties to a set 

standard and even rehouse when modernisations proved uneconomic.  As a result, many such 

tenants ended up in very desirable dwellings and locations which, in the commercial world, 

would cost a fortune to live in.  This socialist-ordained system of housing served its residents 

well, which fostered a strong loyalty toward the Party behind it... Labour. 

  

 

SCENE  2:  PLOT TO UNDERMINE POLITICAL LANDSCAPE 
  

Such solidarity was a constant source of frustration for the Conservative opposition whose 

policies were tailored more to suit property owners rather than renters, so they proceeded to 

hatch an audacious plot to turn council tenants into owners by engineering the means to 

convert their rent payments into mortgage instalments.  It would call for a clever PR strategy 

by the Conservatives, but, with the right presentation, there was every chance they could not 

only get away with it but be hailed as heroes in the process.  After all, on the surface, the 

scheme was all win, win!... Poor families who had paid rent all their lives, with nothing to 

show for it, suddenly having that count as a deposit toward owning their own home... all done 

at local level so no cost to the taxpayer... councils still receiving income from the property 

but released from the duty to maintain it... and all thanks to the magnanimous ingenuity of a 

Conservative Government... what was not to like? 

  

Nothing if you're happy to throw away public money for party political purposes!  Because 

that's what it amounted to.  It was as if this pious Conservative government which liked to 

paint itself as 'anti': 'state hand-outs' and the 'something for nothing culture', not to 

mention, the 'Nanny State', had undergone a sudden personality crisis.  Or is a more plausible 

explanation that, when it comes to buying votes, there is no principle too precious to be 

ditched? 

  

 

SCENE 3:  LEGALISED  LOOTING 
  

For, who would dare rain on such a joyous parade?  And risk the wrath of so potentially 

powerful a voting block?  In truth, there was only one body with both the authority and 

knowledge necessary to blow the whistle on this 'smash and grab scam' and that was the 



victims themselves - the out of pocket council landlords.  But each Local Authority had its 

own political master, so they were effectively bound, gagged and held at gun-point before the 

alarm could be sounded.  Thus, the door was prized open for a legalised looting, whereby 

tenants of prime properties were invited to smash through the protections of the Magna Carta 

and grab the deeds off their landlords. 

  

Melodramatic?  Over-simplistic?  Unfair?  After all, at the end of the day, who was really 

hurt?  So what if Councils lose a bit of their vast housing stock - first to tenants and then to 

Housing Associations?  Less of a maintenance headache.  And whenever the need arises for 

replacements, then they've got the proceeds of the sales haven't they?  Well no.  That was a 

popular misconception - an impression - deviously propagated, lest it give a clue to the 

perpetrators' ultimate objective... to put an end to social housing!  

  

 

SCENE 4:  GOVERNMENT  ASSURANCES  UNDER  SCRUTINY 
  

So, the pretty, painless picture was painted. and, with no voices of dissent, to point out the 

nasty long-term consequences, the scheme gathered momentum.  But now we have a 

universal Council Tax replacing household rates and in this harsh climate of austerity, the 

cracks are starting to surface, calling for the crucial role of councils and social housing to be 

entirely re-appraised.  We can no longer put off scrutiny of the protective shield surrounding 

'Right to Buy' (R2B) hype... 

  

The principal premise to be put to the test:  "Councils have more to gain than to lose." 

  

1.  Councils are not permitted to sell to their tenants at full market value, even though the 

property may subsequently change hands for over ten times the sum they received, or have 

been converted into multi-household occupancy, raking in over ten times the rent they were 

allowed to charge. 

 2.  Nor are they allowed to apply full, commercial controls and rates of interests on their 

mortgages. 

 3.  Up to a third can be discounted off the sale price by allowing the length of past tenancy 

to serve as a deposit. 

 4.  Tenants can time purchase until after the council has shelled out for full maintenance an 

modernisation work. 

 5.  Any mortgage repayment arrangement is money the council would have received any 

way in rent, the only difference being, post sale, all future income from the property is lost. 

 6.  The full level of loss only starts to emerge once the current cost of rebuilding enters the 

equation. together with the obvious consequence that any new-build is bound to become a 

prime target for a repeat performance. 

 7.  Next problem, any funds from the sales are forbidden from being put toward the cost of 

replacement. (A folly in place for forty years) 

   8.  The question therefore, councils are duly faced with is : whether replacing lost 

residences can be deemed a responsible use of public funds or the program for new social 

housing should be slashed?   

[30 years on, Councils will still be seeking effective ways to protect their new-builds 

from R2B - Conservative Enfield coming up with the most inventive so far, till Government 

shifts the goalposts again.] 

  



9.  Councils are thus presented with a 'lose-lose' dilemma... pour money down the drain 

perpetually trying to play 'catch-up' on depleting stock - with funds they haven't got - in order 

to meet their statutory housing obligations... Or, pour money into the pockets of unscrupulous 

private landlords for 'temporary' sub-standard accommodation of the homeless in their 

care.  It's a continual balancing act.  Meanwhile, need is rocketing and more and more 

casualties are slipping through the safety net. 

  

10.  In addition, councils are obliged to police environmental health standards of private 

rented properties, the most common breach being 'overcrowding', whereupon the burden 

of accommodating of those surplus tenants evicted as a result, duly falls onto the 

council.  But R2B is far from the only drain on council resources. 

  

 

SCENE 5:  EXTERNAL  FACTORS 
  

Today in 2015, the number in Britain below the poverty line, renting from private landlords is 

4 million and rising.  Yes, enforced sales and depleting stocks have taken their toll, but none 

would deny the problem owes more to misguided EU expansion.  Similarly, nor can the 

blame for the drain on council resources be put down solely to 'R2B', although it can all be 

justly laid at the door of No 10... in cahoots with No 11. 

  

It is they who formulate the allocation of funds - fixed to favour those Authorities run by 

their Party, plus their target 'marginals'.  They, who forbid councils from raising Council Tax 

- even if only to make up for inflation - while continuing to feed the myth of wasteful 

spending.  They, who impose austerity cuts in an ideological drive to pressure Local 

Authorities to sell off more properties and resort to more 'outsourcing' of their services to the 

private sector.  They too who deviously hide away the embarrassing 'cost downsides' of their 

so-called 'money-saving' policy initiatives - keeping the bad news 'off the books', for others 

to mop up the mess made - a classic case in point being, the 'Bedroom Tax' which has 

many echoes of 'R2B'... 

  

 

SCENE 5:  BEDROOM TAX - CRACKS  PAPERED  OVER 
  

Portrayed as a scheme to give larger households access to larger accommodation, 

currently occupied by smaller households, it proposed extra charges for rooms deemed 

'surplus to needs'.  All very fine in theory, but a prior study across the country had 

already found the true problem to be more one of an insufficiency of smaller-sized 

accommodation, not the reverse.  Moreover, any attempt to impose charges would prove an 

administrative nightmare, sparking off all sorts of appeals, etc.  Obviously, such a sudden, 

sizable snatch from an already struggling weekly purse would cause untold upset and 

hardship, thus adding to the benefit bill and to the strain on increasingly hard-pressed 

resources - not just of Local Authorities, but; Health and Social services, Police and Justice 

system, not to mention, a whole host of charities, like: Citizens Advice Bureaux, Credit 

Unions, Food Banks, etc. 

  

Said 'knock on' effects were deemed to more than nullify any nominal savings, especially if 

any cases went to European Court.  What is more, the minor level of additional rehoming to 

be gained could be far more effectively achieved, without resort to such all-round upheaval -

 so costly in social as well as financial terms.  But, for a headstrong, headline-chasing 



government, such damning findings, posed no obstacle to their objective, because they could 

be so easily 'hushed up'.  For one thing there was no compulsion to divulge them, even to 

their coalition partners, much less Parliament!  For another, they could be easily swept under 

the mat as 'long-term, incidental cost repercussions' and thus, like so many similarly 

unwelcome projections in the past, need never sully the budget books.  The only potential fly 

in the ointment therefore, were the Councils, but Government had various ways and means at 

its disposal of ensuring their silence   So, in much the same way as with 'Right to Buy', the 

cracks were smoothly papered over, to allay any serious objections. 

  

 

SCENE 6:  PARALYSING  PARADOX 
  

It is precisely such blinkered, short-sighted short-termism that has held this country back for 

so long and has plunged it into the paradoxical mess it's presently in... Our vital services 

stretched to breaking point... Local Authorities so pressured they have to resort to such 

as: milking the cash-cow motorist, raising business rates to crippling levels and now even 

taking out pay-day style loans!... Our major businesses are all 'streamlining', 'downsizing', 

'consolidating', or 'shutting up shop' altogether... So that, for every 'new job' fanfared, at least 

two are secretly lost.  Yet we're supposed to swallow the pretence we're in the midst of an 

economic recovery! 

  

 

SCENE 7:  LEGITIMACY  OF  'RIGHT TO BUY'  IN  THE  DOCK    

  

However, by far the biggest elephant in the 'Right to Buy' room has to be its suspect 

legitimacy.  Whether or not Central Government held legitimate jurisdiction over councils, to 

force them to put all their housing stock 'up for grabs', may be a matter for debate.  But what 

is irrefutable, is the patently false premise on which the entire venture was 

predicated.  Namely, that it was right and just for a percentage of rent paid to a Local 

Authority land-lord to be converted into some sort of loyalty cash award to tenants in order to 

enable purchase of their latest home.   

  

After all, councils have no financial interest whatsoever in encouraging their 

tenants to remain with them, indeed, rather the reverse.  Consequently, the issue of loyalty 

has no relevance, which only leaves one other feasible justification for such an award... that 

tenants had been overcharged and were due a level of compensation for a failure to receive 

full value for money for their rent payments.  Yet, all the evidence is to the contrary, for, 

given all the added security and fringe benefits they enjoyed, council tenants were, if 

anything, already extremely well subsidised by the State, clearly borne testament by the ever-

lengthening waiting lists.   

  

Accordingly, Government's pretext for so wantonly squandering tax-payers money, was 

totally bogus and an outrageous distortion of the law.  Nor, was there any perceivable public 

interest mitigation for all the long-term damage knowingly initiated - in stark contrast to 

the Party political advantage which was all too obvious.  Accordingly, said process 

does constitute an inexcusable misuse of public funds and a gross abuse of power! 
  

 

 

 



SCENE 8:  FALSE  PRETENCES  

  

Naturally in its defence, Government would plead that, since the scheme received prior 

electoral and parliamentary approval, the question of legality cannot arise.  But does that 

really wash?  Were the major ramifications for the future laid out adequately enough in its 

manifesto to enable the level of scrutiny necessary for the electorate to make an informed 

judgement?  Of course not!  And Parliament were similarly misled.  Therefore, any 

semblance of 'sanction' or 'mandate' was obtained entirely under false pretences and thus, 

fails conspicuously to carry an ounce of legal weight. 

  

It is to Britain's eternal shame that its unwritten constitution with all  its proud, 'exemplary' 

protections, has been so humiliatingly exposed as not up to the task of preventing such 

a mutilation of its democratic process.  It is to be hoped our successors will have the sense to 

take the steps necessary to ensure the executive can never again get away with any attempt to 

subvert the legal system.  Said corrective process would also afford the opportunity to rule 

all associated sales unlawful - present, future and past- and so, possibly set in motion a 

process to recoup all illegal proceeds. 

  

 

FINALE:  JUICY  RIGHT  TO  BUY  PIE 
  

So far, up to 40% of ex-council homes are in the hands of private landlords.  Over the years, 

umpteen Conservative MPs have dipped their sticky fingers into the juicy 'Right to Buy' 

pie.  To date, the family of one former Minister in charge of implementing the policy, have 

no less than 40 such dwellings in their possession.  Obviously, it would not be possible to 

claw back every penny, or even every property, but it is a sobering thought that if a full 

audit were done of all the public money lost so far, thanks to Right to Buy, the final 

total would wipe out today's deficit more than twice over!  And that's a conservative 

estimate! 
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