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Investigating Homelessness: In Defence of a Declared and Concerned Ontological Politics

*
 

 

Quantification and pathological individualization are the two dominant trends within 
homelessness research. In acquiring near-exclusive status in this research, they constitute a 
regime of truth and produce a series of unsustainable negations: they deny that they produce 
the realities which they study, they deny that other realities may be produced, they 
delegitimise any alternative methodological positionings, and render power relationships and 
domination invisible, thus obscuring the injustice of life on the streets. As an alternative to this 
regime of truth, this article argues for the mobilisation of a declared ontological politics that is 
concerned with the welfare and dignity of homeless people.  

Keywords: homelessness; ontological politics; power; regime of truth; research methodology. 

 
 
Introduction  

There is a dominant regime of truth in homelessness research. It is composed of two 

separate but complementary aspects, namely the tendency towards quantification and 

pathological individualization of the phenomenon. This regime of truth, like any other, 

constitutes the materialisation of certain realities produced by the research process itself, 

which can only be accomplished at the cost of actively rendering alternative realities invisible 

(Foucault, 1978, 1991; Mol, 2002; Foucault, 2003; Law, 2004; Santos, 2006, 2007). However, 

the main problem of this dominant position is not the fact that it creates absences: they are 

an integral part of the methodological process of making sense of the world. What does 

prove problematic is (1) the process by which invisibilities are transformed into negations, 

with the result that all realities not present in the dominant methodological practice are 

viewed as impossibilities, thus reducing the field of possibilities to what is made to exist; and 

(2) the fact that the particular absences created by this regime of truth are essential to 

understanding homelessness as something characterised, above all else, by injustice and 

eǆtƌeŵe doŵiŶatioŶ. BǇ eŵphasisiŶg the ͞ŵajoƌ statistiĐal tƌeŶds͟ of the pheŶoŵeŶoŶ, this 

regime produces a superficial view of homelessness that prevents access to the plurality of 

ways of thinking and acting that characterise it, leaving out of the produced reality actors, 

spaces and interactions that are vital to the study of life on the streets. Assigning individual 

                                                        

* Article published in RCCS 97 (June 2012).  
I would like to thank Sílvia Portugal for her careful reading of the various versions of this text and for her 
suggestions, and Teresa Tavares for her help with the translation of the article. All the problems that remain, 
however, are entirely my responsibility. 
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causes to a phenomenon that occurs for structural reasons helps naturalise – and, in 

extremis, deny – problems in the housing and labour markets and in state and institutional 

aĐtioŶs iŶ the ͞ǁelfaƌe͟ seĐtoƌ, thus pƌoǀidiŶg suppoƌt foƌ a paƌtiĐulaƌ ǁaǇ of ďlaŵiŶg the 

͞ǀiĐtiŵs͟ foƌ theiƌ situation.  

Concern for the wellbeing and dignity of those who are homeless does not allow 

researchers to be complicit in the reproduction and reinforcement of this regime of truth. It 

is essential to carry out an exercise in ontological politics (Mol, 2002; Law, 2004) which allows 

another reality of the phenomenon of homelessness to be produced1: an ontological politics 

that recognises the multiplicity, complexity and fluidity of its different features and does so 

by emphasising the concern to improve the living conditions of homeless actors. However, 

we also need an ontological politics that explicitly defines itself as such and that, unlike the 

prevailing regime of truth, which denies making choices about what it makes present and 

absent, explains the reasons why certain presences are preferable to others, as well as 

openly acknowledging the fact that it creates absences. This exercise should function on two 

complementary time frames. The first involves the initial step towards a concerned and 

declared ontological politics: a rejection of rendering invisible the domination and injustice 

that characterize homelessness. Since it is only by taking injustice and domination into 

account that it is possible to combat them, the second political ontological moment is 

concerned, by necessity, with the collective production of a more just reality, which does not 

include people living on the streets.  

I will begin by reflecting on the dominant regime of truth in what concerns the two 

dimensions referred to above. My main argument is not that these research positions 

correspond to incorrect perspectives, since this would have to be based on the idea that 

                                                        
1
 In the sense of enactment, which should be distinguished from construction. Both concepts refer to the idea 

that the objects and realities studied are brought into existence by the methodological practices deployed to 
study them and that there is no reality external to these practices. However, the concept of construction 
supposes that these methodological practices stabilise gradually and also stabilise the objects/realities which 
they study – produce. Bearing in mind that the denial that they produce the realities being studied is an integral 
part of the very practices that produce them, the concept of construction is based on the idea that the realities 
being studied and the practices used to study them may gain sufficiently general acceptance for one of the 
multiple practices and one of the possible multiple realities to acquire the appearance of exclusivity. The idea 
that these practices may be altered, thus changing the reality that has been made to exist, is not ignored, but 
the cost of such alterations is emphasised. The concept of enactment rejects this possibility of unique 
stabilisation. It acknowledges that there may be stabilisations, but these will always be multiple, depending on 
the various practices deployed in each space-time. Thus, enactment has a performative dimension: the realities 
which practices make present only remain present while the practices are executed. On the notion of 
enactment, see Mol (2002) and Law (2004). 
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there is a reality of homelessness that is exterior to the methodological practices deployed to 

study it. I do not believe that such an exterior reality exists, and therefore the issue in 

question is not one of perspective.2 It extends further than this: quantification and 

pathological individualization, rather than perspectives, are the wrong methods3 for studying 

and producing a phenomenon characterised by domination and injustice. They make present 

parts of the reality of the phenomenon that do not contribute towards understanding or 

solving it (the use of drugs and alcohol and mental illness), and render absent the 

fundamental realities of life on the streets (the labour market and housing, the role of the 

state, the survival strategies of those who live on the streets, disrespect, stigmatisation, 

social disqualification and poverty). As an alternative, I defend a methodological position that 

explicitly acknowledges itself as a process that produces reality, that creates presences and 

absences, that states the reasons why certain presences are more desirable or necessary 

than others, that clarifies what it makes invisible, and does all this on the basis of a concern 

                                                        
2
 Throughout the text, the fundamental epistemological distinction between perspectivism and constructivism 

will be deployed, introducing into the discussion the idea of ontological politics, understood as a particular type 
of constructivism. In broad terms, I understand perspectivism to be a methodological position that conceives of 
the reality being studied as something external to the methodological process of supplying meaning for the 
ǁoƌld. HeŶĐe, ŵethodologǇ is Ŷot a ŵatteƌ of ͞pƌoduĐiŶg͟ ďut ͞disĐoǀeƌiŶg͟ a ƌealitǇ, aŶd the diffeƌeŶt ǁaǇs of 
describing and analysing it are conditioned by the different positions which the subjects occupy in the world, 
leadiŶg to sepaƌate ͞ǀieǁs͟ of the saŵe ƌealitǇ, ǁhiĐh is theƌefoƌe appƌoaĐhed fƌoŵ diffeƌeŶt standpoints. In 
this ǁaǇ, the possiďilitǇ of ͞agƌeeŵeŶt ďetǁeeŶ peƌspeĐtiǀes,͟ iŶ the seŶse of appƌoaĐhiŶg the correct reality, is 
something contemplated by perspectivism. Constructivism, on the other hand, rejects the unity of the real, 
affirming that the actual differentiated positioning of the subjects creates different realities. As this is not a 
solipsistic position, this construction of reality is a collective exercise, carried out by relational networks rather 
than isolated individuals (no isolated element in the network has total control over the reality they all produce), 
from which different phenomena result which, in discursive terms, are often given the same name. Ontological 
politics emerges as a way of clarifying certain constructivist premises. Firstly, it accentuates the relational 
nature of the production of reality, contesting certain constructivist lines which, whilst taking interaction as a 
taĐit staƌtiŶg assuŵptioŶ, do Ŷot ŵake this eǆpliĐit, thus ĐƌeatiŶg ĐoŶfusioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ͞ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀisŵ͟ aŶd 
͞solipsisŵ.͟ IŶ ŵakiŶg oŶtologiĐal politiĐs the ĐeŶtƌe of the ŵethodologiĐal pƌoĐeduƌe, ǁe aƌe foƌĐed to aĐĐept 
that realities exist outside individual perceptions, yet there are no realities outside the meanings that are 
constructed by a relational network. In addition, a methodology that makes its political ontological nature 
explicit reveals a possible dimension of intentionality in the production of realities: if these are performed by 
interactionally linked individuals, it is then plausible that, collectively, they may strive to enact them in a 
politically or morally desirable way.  
3
 It becomes essential to deploy a broad concept of method. In doing so, it becomes clear that any 

methodological position has a political dimension. The methodological choices we make are far from reducible 
to the different techniques for producing information, and even less reducible to taking a position on the 
͞ƋuaŶtitatiǀe/Ƌualitatiǀe͟ diĐhotoŵǇ. TakiŶg the ŶotioŶ of oŶtologiĐal politiĐs as its ďase, a ŵoƌal positioning 
concerned with the welfare and dignity of the actors whose lives are being studied obliges the researcher to 
contribute towards improving their living conditions through the work s/he is doing, which should enable a 
better world to be produced, namelǇ ďǇ ƌeǀealiŶg the ƌelatioŶal iŶeƋualities that ƌeduĐe ĐeƌtaiŶ iŶdiǀiduals͛ life 
possiďilities. I uŶdeƌstaŶd ͞ǁƌoŶg͟ ŵethods to ďe all those ǁhiĐh, ĐoŶǀeƌselǇ, ĐoŶtƌiďute iŶ soŵe ǁaǇ toǁaƌds 
reproducing a status quo in the distribution of power that continues to hurt actors already being hurt in the 
studied phenomena.  
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that results from the indignation felt by the researcher in the face of the oppression and 

injustice that characterise homelessness.  

 

͞How ŵaŶy hoŵeless are there ;aŶd who are theyͿ?͟ 

There is no consensual definition of homelessness in space or time or amongst institutions 

and researchers.4 The only thing that all the definitions seem to have in common is the fact 

that they are based on what lacks to the individuals who live on the streets: the lack of 

housing, social ties, money, physical and/or mental health, etc. Not only does a consensual 

definition not exist, but more than this, it cannot exist, given that the homeless do not 

ĐoŶstitute a ͞sepaƌate ĐategoƌǇ͟ fƌoŵ the ƌest of soĐietǇ ďut aƌe paƌt of a continuum of 

precariousness – in housing, to a large extent – together with the domiciled population. The 

͞hoŵeless͟ ĐategoƌǇ oŶlǇ eǆists to the eǆteŶt that it is Đƌeated ďǇ the ŵethodologiĐal 

practices deployed by researchers, by professionals who work with subjects living on the 

streets and by policymakers who work on the phenomenon.  

These actors consider the conceptual range of the definition to be an essential issue. It 

wavers between very restricted definitions – to ďe ͞hoŵeless͟ stricto sensu, literally sleeping 

oŶ the stƌeet oƌ iŶ soŵe otheƌ ͞puďliĐ͟ spaĐe Ŷot destiŶed foƌ this puƌpose – and other very 

ďƌoad defiŶitioŶs, iŶ ǁhiĐh ďeiŶg ͞hoŵeless͟ ďeĐoŵes liŶked to aŶd ĐoŶfused ǁith ŵaŶǇ 

other situations of precariousness and vulnerability, in particular housing vulnerability 

(Jacobs, Kemeny and Manzi, 1999; Brousse, 2005; Gaboriau and Terrolle, 2009).  

Definitions with different ranges will always produce different figures for the number of 

individuals living on the streets. In general, non-government institutions use broader 

definitions and state institutions more restricted ones, duly resulting in larger or smaller 

͞hoŵeless populatioŶs.͟ This diffeƌeŶĐe also oƌigiŶates – in a complementary way – from the 

ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh the ͞hoŵeless͟ aƌe ĐouŶted. Fƌoŵ a statistical point of view, it is possible to 

͞ŵeasuƌe͟ this ͞populatioŶ͟ as stock – considering the number of subjects that correspond 

to a giǀeŶ defiŶitioŶ of ͞hoŵeless͟ at a paƌtiĐulaƌ poiŶt iŶ tiŵe – or as flow – taking the 

number of individuals that coƌƌespoŶd to a giǀeŶ defiŶitioŶ of ͞hoŵeless͟ oǀeƌ a peƌiod of 

                                                        
4
 There are various discussions regarding definitions of homeless(ness). Brousse (2005), Jacobs, Kemeny and 

Manzi (1999) and Damon (2008: 2-7, 129-148) consider it necessary to define a population, despite identifying 
various problems in the process. The qualitative positions of Hopper (1997), Rullac (2012), Zeneidi-Henry (2002: 
16-50) and, in particular, Gaboriau (2004) and Gaboriau and Terrolle (2009) appear more interesting, being 
characterised by rejections of a definition, which they consider unnecessary for a conception of homelessness 
that emphasises its procedural links with other situations of structural poverty and domination. 
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time (for instance, one year).5 GoǀeƌŶŵeŶts usuallǇ pƌefeƌ to ͞ŵeasuƌe the hoŵeless 

populatioŶ͟ as stoĐk, giǀeŶ that the figuƌes aƌe alǁaǇs loǁeƌ thaŶ those foƌ floǁ, aŶd 

institutions that do not depend directly on the government in general opt for measurements 

of flow. NGOs that work with homeless people have a clear interest in justifying their 

existence and institutional continuity and therefore need funding. Using a broad definition of 

͞hoŵeless͟ to suppoƌt ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt ďǇ floǁ ǁill pƌoǀide figuƌes that aƌe alǁaǇs ŵuĐh 

higher than those measured by stock based on a more restricted definition. If the available 

;pƌoduĐedͿ statistiĐal data alloǁ us to state that ͞theƌe aƌe ŵaŶǇ hoŵeless iŶdiǀiduals,͟ it 

will then be necessary to preserve the institutions that work with them. Conversely, it is in 

the interest of governments to publicly present a relatively low number of homeless 

individuals in order to downplay the problem. Moreover, measurement by flow will always 

shoǁ a higheƌ Ŷuŵďeƌ of iŶdiǀiduals ǁho aƌe ͞teŵpoƌaƌilǇ͟ hoŵeless, i.e. ǁho do Ŷot liǀe oŶ 

the streets for long periods of time, whereas measurement by stock will overrepresent the 

Ŷuŵďeƌ of ͞the ĐhƌoŶiĐ hoŵeless,͟ i.e. those ǁho haǀe ďeen homeless for several years.  

The multiple forms of calculation make quantification problematic, to say the least, if not 

impossible. However, additional issues relating to practical difficulties should also be 

mentioned. The fact that various homeless individuals cannot be visually identified as such 

(Gaboriau, 2004: 115-116; Damon, 2008: 3; Gaboriau and Terrolle, 2009; Rullac, 2012) or the 

difficulty in gaining access to many of the sleeping places that these individuals choose for 

reasons of privacy and protection – often in spaces where people may walk past without 

realising that a human being is sleeping just a few metres away (Pichon, 1996, 2002; 

Gaboriau, 2004: 115-116) – make it difficult to accept that it is possible to obtain 

representative figures foƌ the ͞hoŵeless populatioŶ.͟ The possiďilitǇ of ĐaƌƌǇiŶg out a suƌǀeǇ 

iŶ ĐollaďoƌatioŶ ǁith the ͞ǁelfaƌe͟ iŶstitutioŶs that ǁoƌk ǁith people liǀiŶg oŶ the stƌeets 

would not help in obtaining data that could be interpreted as representative either – at least, 

not representative of the population which the study intends to cover. Several homeless 

individuals shun contact with these institutions and will not eat or spend the night in them 

(Snow and Anderson, 1993; Pichon, 1996, 2002; Gaboriau, 2004; Damon, 2008: 228-229; 

                                                        
5
 OŶ issues ƌegaƌdiŶg ŵethods foƌ ĐalĐulatiŶg the ͞hoŵeless͟ populatioŶ, see Bƌousse ;ϮϬϬϱͿ foƌ a ǀieǁ ǁhiĐh, 

whilst identifying their problems, defends the usefulness of quantification. See Gaboriau (2004) for a firm 
rejection of the quantitative position. Between total rejection of quantification (Gaboriau) and the search for 
solutions to the problems of calculation (Brousse), Damon (2008: 129-148) stands closer to the latter than the 
former position. Hopper (1997) and Zeneidi-Henry (2002: 38-42) are further removed from Brousse, defending 
qualitative methodologies but without the fierce criticisms of quantification levelled by Gaboriau. 
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Rullac, 2012; Gowan, 2010). They cannot therefore be found in institutional facilities and, in 

the case of various subjects, no institution can say where they sleep at night. These 

individuals will not figure in any statistical survey said to ďe ͞ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of the hoŵeless 

populatioŶ,͟ ƌegaƌdless of the ŵethod ĐhoseŶ to gatheƌ the data. IŶ the fiŶal aŶalǇsis, 

iŶstitutioŶal ĐoŶtaĐt does Ŷot seƌǀe to defiŶe aŶǇ ͞hoŵeless populatioŶ,͟ ďut oŶlǇ to Đƌeate a 

conceptual distinction (whether inteŶtioŶal oƌ ŶotͿ ďetǁeeŶ ͞those ǁith seĐuƌe housiŶg͟ aŶd 

͞iŶdiǀiduals ǁho aƌe useƌs of seƌǀiĐes.͟  

It is impossible for researchers to safeguard themselves from these questions by resorting 

to a ͞ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe͟ saŵple pƌoĐeduƌe ǁhiĐh alloǁs theŵ to igŶoƌe individuals who are 

impossible to contact. Given that it is not possible to count these subjects, we cannot know 

how many they are, and therefore how can we work on the basis that they are residual for a 

statistical survey of this population?  

In short, the only populations about whom quantitative data can be produced are the 

͞ideŶtifiaďle hoŵeless͟ oŶ the stƌeets oƌ iŶ iŶstitutioŶs ;ƌegaƌdless of the defiŶitioŶ usedͿ 

aŶd the ͞useƌs of seƌǀiĐes͟ ;Gaďoƌiau, ϮϬϬϰ; Gaďoƌiau aŶd Teƌƌolle, ϮϬϬϵͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, studies 

ƌefeƌƌiŶg to hoŵeless iŶdiǀiduals that aƌe ƌepeatedlǇ takeŶ to ďe ͞ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe͟ of this 

population have thus the perverse characteristic of actually referring to another population. 

As Gaboriau and Terrolle state,  

In short, the survey is feasible. It has already been done. It will be done today with the 
guarantee of competent statisticians and experts. It will allow for substantial funding. It will 
pƌoǀide the illusioŶ of the ƋuaŶtifiaďle aŶd the ͞kŶoǁŶ͟ – if ͞ƋuaŶtitǇ͟ is ďetteƌ defiŶed, ǁe 
feel we are in control of the situation. This apparent rigour will serve as an alibi for some cause 
or another. But it will provide a figure that does not correspond to the population of homeless 
people. (2009: 15)  

These problems mean that there are no reliable statistics for homelessness (Blau, 1992: 

15-30; Hopper, 1997; Gaboriau, 2004; Zeneidi-Henry, 2002: 38-49; Damon, 2008: 139-144). 

Given the enormous difficulties regarding quantification, the validity of any future statistics 

produced on the problem may also be questioned. Even if the data produced were reliable, 

would it help us to understand the living conditions of people on the streets? Given that data 

reliability is low or non-existent and that, even if this were not the case, a quantification of 

the number of people living on the streets would not serve to understand how they live, it is 

ƌeasoŶaďle to state that ͞the Ŷuŵďeƌ of these hoŵeless people does Ŷot help us to 

uŶdeƌstaŶd theŵ ďetteƌ oƌ to peƌĐeiǀe the ƌealitǇ of theiƌ ďoŶd to soĐietǇ͟ ;Guiďeƌt-Lassalle, 
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2006: 46). This being the case, we should view any figures for the number of homeless 

individuals – whether officially, institutionally or academically produced – with less than full 

confidence, regardless of the definitions or statistical procedures used.6 The only thing we 

know for certain about the phenomenon is that there are too many individuals living on the 

streets. We do not know this because there are 500 of them, or 5,000, but because, as 

MaĐhado Pais states, ͞it does Ŷot ŵatteƌ to ŵe hoǁ many [homeless individuals] there are – 

eǀeŶ oŶe ǁould ďe too ŵaŶǇ͟ ;ϮϬϬϲ: ϯϴͿ.  

Moƌe thaŶ ďeiŶg iŵpoƌtaŶt to studǇiŶg the pheŶoŵeŶoŶ, defiŶiŶg ǁhat ďeiŶg ͞hoŵeless͟ 

means is vital for its statistical quantification, since these calculations serve to support 

politiĐal ŵeasuƌes. The ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh people aƌe defiŶed as ͞hoŵeless͟ is a poǁeƌ 

mechanism that classifies particular individuals in a particular social position, reinforcing a 

position of structural domination (Gaboriau, 2004: 113-115). In other words, as previously 

stated, the ŵethodologiĐal pƌaĐtiĐe of defiŶiŶg a ͞hoŵeless populatioŶ͟ is a ŵeaŶs of 

ĐƌeatiŶg the ͞hoŵeless͟ as a ĐategoƌǇ. This ĐategoƌǇ ǁill alǁaǇs ďe disƋualified iŶ ǀaƌious 

ways – not least because it is based on what subjects lack – and it will be on this basis that 

the institutions working with homeless individuals will find justification for intervening over 

those who live on the streets in a way that denies their capacity to act and think. There are 

therefore political aspects to the defiŶitioŶ of ͞hoŵeless͟ that ŵust ďe ĐoŶsideƌed ;Hoppeƌ, 

1997; Zeneidi-Henry, 2002: 16-50; Gaboriau, 2004; Damon, 2008: 2-7, 129-148; Rullac, 2012). 

Through this categorisation, homeless individuals are generally represented as a 

͞hoŵogeŶeous gƌoup,͟ deŶying the huge diversity of situations, behaviours, biographies and 

worldviews of people who live on the streets. This homogenisation facilitates the 

deǀelopŵeŶt of puďliĐ poliĐies, giǀeŶ that theǇ teŶd to ďe ǀieǁed as haǀiŶg a ͞siŶgle oďjeĐt.͟ 

Since the actual empirical heterogeneity of homelessness is ignored, these policies will target 

an abstract subject produced as real, rather than concrete individuals. Thus, this political 

treatment of the phenomenon will always result in a mismatch between the policy targets 

and the subjects to which they are applied.  

As stated at the beginning of this section, there is a total continuity between situations of 

domination, poverty and precariousness (whether housing-related or other) experienced by 

                                                        
6
 As an example, it is with this reduced degree of certainty that we should view the data which tells us that 

there were 1,377 homeless individuals, in the restricted sense, in Portugal in 2007-ϮϬϬϴ ;data Ŷot ͞statistiĐallǇ 
ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe͟ of the ĐouŶtƌǇ, ďut gatheƌed iŶ LisďoŶ iŶ ϮϬϬϳ aŶd iŶ Coiŵďƌa aŶd Aŵadoƌa iŶ ϮϬϬϴͿ ;Edgaƌ, 
2009: 74). 



RCCS Annual Review, 5, October 2013                                                                                                                                     Investigating Homelessness 

71 

aĐtoƌs ͞ǁith͟ aŶd ͞ǁithout͟ hoŵes. If theƌe is Ŷo stƌaightfoƌǁaƌd diǀide ďetǁeeŶ ͞ǁith͟ aŶd 

͞ǁithout a hoŵe,͟ theŶ it is Ŷot possiďle to defiŶe aŶd statistiĐallǇ ĐalĐulate a ͞hoŵeless 

populatioŶ͟ ;Gaďoƌiau, ϮϬϬϰ; Gaďoƌiau aŶd Teƌƌolle, ϮϬϬϵͿ. Thus, a defiŶitioŶ of 

homelessness is of little sociological use. Failing to define it does not make it difficult to 

study; on the contrary, it revalues the empirical, which comes to be seen as the only valid 

source for determining whether the individuals with whom the researcher interacts may or 

ŵaǇ Ŷot ďe ĐoŶsideƌed ͞hoŵeless.͟ AŶǇ defiŶitioŶ, ǁhetheƌ ďƌoadeƌ oƌ ŵoƌe ƌestƌiĐted, ǁill 

always be an exercise in dichotomous compartmentalisation of reality and this should be 

avoided: it is precisely by looking at the interaction between those ͞ǁith͟ aŶd ͞ǁithout a 

hoŵe͟ that it is possiďle to pƌoduĐe soĐiologiĐallǇ ƌeleǀaŶt ǁoƌk.  

IŶ additioŶ, a defiŶitioŶ ďased oŶ ͞ǁhat these suďjeĐts laĐk͟ has the iŵŵediate effeĐt of 

oďsĐuƌiŶg ͞ǁhat theǇ haǀe.͟ This ŵaǇ Ŷot ďe ŵuĐh, aŶd it ŵaǇ eǀeŶ ďe deǀastating in its 

scarcity – ever-present in their daily lives – but it does not mean that we should ignore what 

they have: representations of the world and of themselves, desires, knowledges, capacities, 

values, feelings. The question posed by Gaboriau and Teƌƌolle is iŵpeƌatiǀe: ͞CouldŶ͛t ǁe talk 

about the wretched in some other way, in terms of what they think, with their outlook on life 

aŶd oŶ ouƌ soĐietǇ?͟ ;ϮϬϬϳ: ϮϵͿ. HoŵelessŶess ƌeseaƌĐh has to look ďoth at ǁhat iŶdiǀiduals 

lack and what they possess; it has to recognise the voice of those who live in the misery 

which is life on the streets without ignoring the fact that this misery is real and limiting. 

Academic-scientific discourse on the phenomenon has to be constructed with those who live 

on the streets and take into account how they see their situation.  

 

Pathological individualization  

The pathological individualization of homelessness features as the other dominant 

methodological stance, which very often supplements quantification. There are two ideal-

typical registers for pathological individualization: (1) one derived from the medical model; 

aŶd ;ϮͿ aŶotheƌ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to the ͞aŵoƌalitǇ͟ of hoŵeless suďjeĐts, ƌepƌeseŶted as aĐtoƌs ǁho 

reject the domiciled normativity of the rest of society. In socio-historical terms, the latter 

prevailed up to the early 20th century, emphasising that homeless individuals were to blame 

foƌ theiƌ situatioŶ aŶd foĐusiŶg oŶ theiƌ ͞aŵoƌalitǇ, laziŶess aŶd ;possiďleͿ daŶgeƌousŶess.͟ 

During the period of strong state regulation and relative economic prosperity that followed 

the Second World War, the structural dimensions of poverty began to be emphasised, and 
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attention was paid to the factors that led certain groups and subjects into dominated 

situations (Castel, 1996, 2003; Gowan, 2010).  

Since the 1980s the medical model has gradually established itself as the guiding force 

behind the definitions, representations and actions of domiciled society to address 

homelessness and people who live on the street. It is now the official positioŶ of ͞ǁelfaƌe͟ 

institutions and prevails in academic-scientific research. This model conceives of the 

phenomenon as a series of individual cases, viewing the fact that people live on the streets as 

a symptom of individual disturbances or disorders (Blau, 1992; Lyon-Callo, 2008; Gowan, 

2010). It is therefore a perspective that argues that what is needed is to identify and treat 

iŶdiǀidual pƌoďleŵs. MediĐallǇ, ͞hoŵelessŶess [is] Ŷeitheƌ the ƌesult of ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ Ŷoƌ soĐial 

injustice [...] but a symptom – of addiction, mental frailties, post-traumatic stress syndrome 

aŶd otheƌ siĐkŶesses͟ ;GoǁaŶ, ϮϬϭϬ: ǆǀiiiͿ. Thus the ideal-typical medical model distances 

itself fƌoŵ the ͞;aͿŵoƌalisiŶg͟ ƌegisteƌ ďut ĐoŶtƌiďutes as ŵuĐh as the latteƌ toǁaƌds aĐtiǀelǇ 

rendering invisible the systemic aspects of homelessness (Gowan, 2010).  

For Conrad, 

medicalization consists of defining a problem in medical terms, using medical language to 
describe a problem, adopting a medical framework to understand a problem, or using a 
ŵediĐal iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶ to ͞tƌeat͟ it. This is a soĐioĐultuƌal pƌoĐess that ŵaǇ oƌ ŵaǇ Ŷot iŶǀolǀe 
the medical profession, lead to medical social control or medical treatment, or be the result of 
intentional expansion by the medical profession. Medicalization occurs when a medical frame 
or definition has been applied to understand or manage a problem. (1992: 211) 

It is therefore a process by which a particular phenomenon comes to be understood and 

managed in accordance with an analytical framework derived from the medical model. 

Whilst the medical profession does not necessarily have to be involved in the process, its 

presence reinforces the domination of medicalization as a means of observing and dealing 

with the phenomenon. Three separate but complementary levels of medicalization can be 

identified: i) a conceptual level, in which a medical vocabulary is deployed to frame the 

phenomenon; ii) an institutional level, in which the organisations involved use a medical 

approach to deal with a specific problem within their area of expertise; iii) and an 

interactional level, in which the direct doctor–patient relationship is present and in which the 

former defines and (medically) treats an individual problem that may or may not be social in 

origin (and therefore, in empirical terms, not a pathology of the subject-patient). It is only on 

this third level that the medical profession is always involved (ibidem: 211).  
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The involvement of the medical profession is not a conditio sine qua non for the 

medicalization of a phenomenon. In recent decades, the medical model has been extended 

to various aspects of society, and several professions not directly linked to medicine have 

begun using a medicaliziŶg disĐouƌse. The ĐapaĐitǇ to ͞ŵediĐallǇ͟ defiŶe ďehaǀiouƌs aŶd 

people – for Conrad (1992), the main indicator of the power of the medical model – is 

present in various research studies on homelessness originating in psychology and social 

work, among others, which use medical frameworks to approach the problem and see the 

identification of individual pathologies in each homeless person as their principal concern. 

The main objective of such studies is to discover – define, produce – the ͞ŵeŶtal illŶess͟ oƌ 

alcohol and/or drug addiction that prevents a particular homeless individual from getting off 

the stƌeets aŶd ͞iŶtegƌatiŶg͟ iŶto doŵiĐiled soĐietǇ. IŶ this ƌegisteƌ, the solutioŶ foƌ gettiŶg 

off the streets (not for ending homelessness, but for each individual exit) lies in the personal 

conversion of the individual, in his/her adaptation to a society which, although it may be 

seen as unjust, is above all naturalised (Blau, 1992; Lyon-Callo, 2008; Gowan, 2010). The 

individualization of causes and solutions for homelessness renders invisible the structural 

factors that make certain suďjeĐts ͞hoŵeless,͟ aŶd thus hoŵelessŶess Đoŵes to ďe seeŶ as a 

͞sǇŵptoŵ of the seǀeƌe ŵeŶtal illŶess aŶd suďstaŶĐe aďuse of the feǁ aŶd [as haǀiŶg] little 

to do ǁith ǁoƌkiŶg aŶd housiŶg ĐoŶditioŶs foƌ the ŵaŶǇ͟ ;GoǁaŶ, ϮϬϭϬ: ϱϬͿ. As a 

consequence of the doŵiŶaŶĐe of the ŵediĐal ŵodel, the ĐategoƌǇ of the ͞ŵeŶtallǇ ill aŶd 

deǀiaŶt hoŵeless͟ is Đƌeated aŶd hoŵogeŶised; it is a ĐategoƌǇ that is ͞sepaƌate fƌoŵ the 

ƌest of soĐietǇ͟ aŶd ǁhose eǆisteŶĐe is Ŷot due to the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh soĐietǇ is oƌgaŶised, but 

ratheƌ to iŶdiǀidual faĐtoƌs that diffeƌeŶtiate ͞hoŵeless͟ suďjeĐts fƌoŵ those ǁho aƌe 

͞doŵiĐiled͟ ;Blau, ϭϵϵϮ; LǇoŶ-Callo, 2008; Gowan, 2010).  

In rejecting the medical model as a means of constructing knowledge on homelessness, it 

should be borne in mind that  

systemic inequities contribute to the production of many behaviors that are commonly read as 
pathological disorders among people without permanent shelter. Reading these behaviors as 
individual disorders certainly plays a role in silencing work against exploitative social conditions 
and in limiting our ability to work more effectively against the condition that [this] work 
documents. (Lyon-Callo, 2008: 52) 

Various behaviours on the part of homeless individuals which are taken to be indicators of 

͞pathologies͟ aƌe ŵoƌe oƌ less effiĐieŶt ǁaǇs of dealiŶg ǁith the haƌshŶess of life oŶ the 

stƌeets. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ͞ǁith the ŵediĐalizatioŶ of soĐial pƌoďleŵs, it ďeĐoŵes ĐoŵŵoŶ seŶse to 
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understand the coping strategies of homeless people as symptoms and evidence of mental 

illŶess͟ ;ibidem: ϱϯͿ. AŵoŶgst otheƌ thiŶgs, the ͞ŵediĐalizatioŶ͟ of ĐeƌtaiŶ ďehaǀiouƌs tuƌŶs 

the ͞hoŵeless͟ iŶto the ͞passiǀe ǀiĐtiŵs͟ of pathologies, deŶǇiŶg theŵ the ĐapaĐitǇ to aĐt 

and reflect on the world and on themselves, socially and morally justifying that they should 

ďe ďiopolitiĐallǇ ŵaŶaged ďǇ ͞ǁelfaƌe͟ aŶd ƌepƌessiǀe iŶstitutioŶs.  

The ŵediĐal ŵodel aŶd the ͞;aͿŵoƌalisiŶg͟ ƌegisteƌ aƌe ideal tǇpes. IŶ praxis – including 

the praxis of production of academic-scientific knowledge – the two models combine, 

ĐƌeatiŶg aŶ aƌĐhetǇpe of the ͞hoŵeless͟ iŶdiǀidual that is ĐhaƌaĐteƌized siŵultaŶeouslǇ ďǇ 

͞ŵeŶtal illŶess, dƌug addiĐtioŶ, alĐoholisŵ, laziŶess, aŵoƌalitǇ aŶd ĐƌiŵiŶalitǇ͟; theƌefoƌe, 

this individual must be taught to ͞iŶtegƌate͟ iŶto soĐiety. In practice, the medical model is 

not axiologically neutral but, on the contrary, incorporates moral considerations, leading to 

the ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌitǇ of ͞ƌepƌessiǀe͟ aŶd ͞ǁelfaƌe͟ pƌaĐtiĐes aŶd disĐouƌses ;FeldŵaŶ, ϮϬϬϲ; 

Lyon-Callo, 2008; Gowan, 2010). The dominant research trend is therefore not reduced to 

the ideal-typical medical model but refers to pathological individualization in general, 

ǁhetheƌ this oĐĐuƌs uŶdeƌ the ƌegisteƌ of ͞ŵeŶtal illŶess͟ oƌ ͞soĐioĐultuƌal deǀiaŶĐe,͟ oƌ 

even (as is more common) a combination of both.  

Pathological individualization combines with quantification, with the latter contributing a 

great deal to the former. Given that, as seen in the previous section, there are more 

͞hoŵeless͟ ǁheŶ the populatioŶ is ŵeasuƌed as flow rather than as a stock, and that 

calculating them according to the latter restricts the population to a group of subjects who 

have been on the streets for a long time – and therefore can be supposed to be more 

adapted to these living conditions – a restricted definition that supports quantification by 

stock faĐilitates the ͞pathologisatioŶ͟ of the pheŶoŵeŶoŶ ;Wƌight aŶd ‘uďiŶ, ϭϵϵϴ: ϰϭ-46; 

O͛“ulliǀaŶ, ϮϬϬϴ: ϳϰͿ. This faĐilitatioŶ of ͞pathologisatioŶ͟ ƌesults fƌoŵ the aďseŶĐe of a 

longitudinal view of measurements by stock, which can also lead to confusion between the 

causes of homelessness (i.e. the reasons why subjects end up on the streets) and the effects 

of life on the street which, at most, may be causes for the persistence of homelessness (i.e. 

the reasons why subjects remain on the streets). This confusion may lead to psychological, 

drug and alcohol problems being interpreted as the causes of the phenomenon when in 

reality they may be derived from the situation of living on the streets, and may therefore be 

factors that partly explain why certain individuals remain homeless (Blau, 1992: 17; Phelan 

and Link apud O͛“ulliǀaŶ, ϮϬϬϴ: ϳϰͿ. “oŵe ŵethods of statistiĐal pƌoduĐtioŶ distoƌt the 
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phenomenon more than others, facilitating pathological individualization, but all statistical 

pƌoduĐtioŶ has a distoƌtiŶg effeĐt. As Blau states, ͞soĐial sĐieŶĐe ƌeseaƌĐh [...] ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ 

tuƌŶs deŵogƌaphiĐ ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs iŶto Đauses of hoŵelessŶess͟ ;ϭϵϵϮ: ϭϳͿ.  

 

A declared and concerned ontological politics 

As with any other method, quantification and pathological individualization produce specific 

realities; each of these methods constructs a particular kind of homelessness, mobilising 

specific practices, discourses, actors and materialities and does so by studying concrete 

spatial-temporal contexts. Like any other method, quantification and pathological 

individualization make parts of homelessness present, and do so at the cost of rendering 

other parts invisible (Law, 2004). In conceiving of the issue in this way, the problem of 

quantification and pathological individualization is not that they are wrong perspectives. The 

argument of this text aims to extend beyond perspectivism, considering that quantification 

and pathological individualization are wrong methods, incapable of producing realities that 

take into account the enormous power differences and structural domination that 

characterize homelessness.  

We are not facing a problem of perspective since, if we were, we would have to believe 

that there is one essentialist reality of homelessness that can be discovered through the 

correct use of certain methodologies. This is not the case. This phenomenon, like any other, 

is produced by the methodological practice itself (Mol, 2002; Law, 2004). The problem with 

quantification and pathological individualization is the fact that, whilst being as selective 

about the realities they produce as any other method, they do not acknowledge this. The 

reality of homelessness they produce is brought into existence at the cost of annulling 

alternative realities. It constitutes a regime of truth (Foucault, 1978, 1991, 2003), a particular 

representation of the possibilities of reality. It is a regime of truth that is as much discursive 

as material – discourse is, in itself, materiality but, puƌsuiŶg FouĐault͛s ƌefleĐtioŶs ďased oŶ 

the ideas of Law (2004), Mol (2002) and Latour (1987), a regime of truth is also constituted 

by things, objects, and the physical practices of subjects. The regime of truth constituted by 

the combination of quantification and pathological individualization has to be deconstructed 

since, given its dominant character, it denies that other realities of homelessness exist or 

may exist. The statements which these methods make about the phenomenon acquire the 

status of (quasi) exclusivity, and are thus uncritically accepted by the media, politicians, 
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ordinary citizens and the sections of academia that dominate research in this area. New 

statements will be produced based on them, supported by a spiralling process that, as it 

advances, has the effect of increasingly hiding the choices which these methods make, in 

particular the realities of the phenomenon which are repeatedly made invisible7 – public 

policies that are incapable of ensuring a dignified standard of living for those who live on the 

streets, deregulation of the housing and labour markets, the capacity of homeless actors to 

act and reflect, the unofficial interactions in which they are involved, the multiple survival 

strategies they are forced to develop in the face of the failure of the state and the market, 

etc.8 As Law (2004) and Latour (1987) argue, a fundamental part of the process of knowledge 

production – of reality production – is its retrospective annulment. Its production context is, 

to a great extent, negated by its justification context (Feyerabend, 1993).  

Since the reality of homelessness is produced by the methodological practices we mobilise 

to understand it, the truth about this reality is also produced by these practices and is not, 

therefore, a criterion for knowledge validation (Foucault, 1978, 1991; Mol, 2002; Foucault, 

2003; Law, 2004). It could only be so if there was only one reality of homelessness, exterior 

to the practices of knowledge production, passive, coherent with itself, and able to be 

discovered through the use of various methods. If this were the case, we could argue that 

one perspective on it would be better than another and seek the appropriate method for 

accessing this reality. However, we are not in this kind of situation. Homelessness is 

characterised above all by its fractionality (Mol, 2002; Law, 2004). It is multiple – composed 

of the failures in the labour and housing markets, failures of the state, the subjectivities and 

survival strategies of those who live on the streets, the set of institutional disciplinary and 

͞ǁelfaƌe͟ ŵeasuƌes, the disĐouƌses aďout it, aŶd all the otheƌ faĐtoƌs that ŵaǇ ďe iŶĐluded iŶ 

a discussion of the subject. Yet it is multiple without being plural, it is more than one without 

being various: all the different realities of homelessness that we can identify, that we can 

produce, are linked. They combine, coordinate and cooperate in complex ways, contributing 
                                                        
7
 On the process of producing statements in scientific practice in general, see Latour (1987) and Law (2004). 

8
 However, the statements of those who defend this regime of truth do not go unquestioned, and various 

authors, although still a minority within academia, have contested them. The work of Gaboriau and Terrolle 
(Gaboriau, 2004; Gaboriau and Terrolle, 2007, 2009), Lyon-Callo (2008), Gowan (2010), Hopper (1997, 2003) 
and Bourgois and Schonberg (2009) are exercises in the deconstruction of quantification and individualized 
͞pathologisatioŶ,͟ ďǇ ŵakiŶg ǀisiďle the stƌuĐtuƌal aŶd iŶteƌaĐtioŶal dimensions of homelessness which the 
dominant regime of truth renders invisible. These authors, in different ways, use ethnographic approaches to 
produce alternative realities of homelessness, emphasising the domination and injustice that are present in the 
lives of homeless actors. Despite the heterogeneity of their work, it is possible to find a common positioning on 
homelessness, one which I share. 
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to constructing one reality of homelessness with an apparent singularity, and this is achieved 

by reducing what may exist to what is actively made to exist, turning the realities produced 

by quantification and pathological individualization into a single reality with the status of 

exclusivity and denying the existence and legitimacy of the alternative realities that are made 

invisible in the process.  

It is useless to study homelessness if we do not feel outraged by the fact that there are 

people living on the streets, who are oppressed, hungry, cold, treated without respect, 

without dignity. To study homelessness is useless if we do not feel revolted when we see 

these people͛s ĐapaĐitǇ to aĐt deŶied as theǇ aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted ;ƌeifiedͿ as ͞ŵeŶtallǇ ill,͟ oƌ 

when we see them in possession of a purely negative action when they are constructed 

(reified) as ͞ĐƌiŵiŶal aŶd idle.͟ It is this ƌealitǇ of doŵiŶatioŶ aŶd iŶjustiĐe that should ďe 

studied. In order to do so, we need different methods from those which have acquired the 

status of near-exclusivity. We need a broader understanding of method – a method 

assemblage (Law, 2004) – that allows us to make present the injustice of life on the streets, 

the institutionally produced elements of domination, the suffering felt by concrete bodies, 

the indignation of homeless actors over this, and the panoply of power relations that can be 

observed in the interactions in which they are involved. This exercise should be carried out 

openly and must assume a concern for a better world, a desire for the elimination of the 

enormous power differences that disqualify those who live on the streets, and a recognition 

that the only way to do this is to eliminate the existence of people living on the streets. We 

need a methodological positioning that explicitly places the researcher in the field and 

acknowledges his/her influence over the research and its influence over him/her. We need a 

methodological approach which assumes that the researcher considers that there are some 

realities of homelessness that are more important to produce than others, given that not all 

can be present simultaneously (Law, 2004). However, this being the case, this declared 

commitment to the construction of a particular reality through the mobilised methodological 

practice also implies that the realities that are deliberately made absent are made explicit. 

This does not mean that all of them should be made explicit in the same way – multiplicity 

would make this impossible – but that we should, at least, clarify that we are producing 

absences during the research process, that we are aware of doing so and that we want to do 
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so – to make present the structural dimensions of the phenomenon, to openly make absent 

the ͞ŵeŶtal illŶess͟ of hoŵeless aĐtoƌs, to ŵake iŵpliĐitlǇ aďseŶt otheƌ ƌealities.9  

If it is not the search for truth but the production of reality(ies) that directs 

methodological practice, then methodology is a political problem par excellence. Method is 

the means of producing the realities that we, as a society, are interested in producing. It 

therefore becomes necessary to acknowledge this aspect of method in studying 

homelessness or any other subject. Investigating the world is an exercise in ontological 

politiĐs ;Mol, ϮϬϬϮ; Laǁ, ϮϬϬϰͿ, aŶ eǆeƌĐise iŶ the pƌoduĐtioŶ of ƌealities: ͞a politiĐs that has 

to do with the way in which problems are framed, bodies are shaped and lives are pushed 

aŶd pulled iŶto oŶe shape oƌ aŶotheƌ͟ ;Mol, ϮϬϬϮ: ǀiiiͿ. It is, hoǁeǀeƌ, ŶeĐessaƌǇ to ŵake this 

selection explicit and to seek to develop methodologies that enable fluid, complex and 

sometimes incoherent realities to be produced, rejecting the exclusivity of any particular 

reality, specifically the one that is currently dominant. Ontological politics is an integral part 

of any method: it is through it that we make the choice about which realities are made 

present and which are made absent. However, quantification and pathological 

individualization are exercises in a covert ontological politics which does not acknowledge – 

in fact, rejects – its nature as an ontological politics. They produce knowledge and realities 

but in the same process they deny that they do so. They choose the reality they produce, at 

the same time choosing the knowledge about it that is made present, whilst denying that 

they do so. They locate the realities they produce outside their own methodological 

practices, denying that they influence them whilst producing knowledge about them. In this 

way, they reduce discussion of homelessness to questions of perspective: they argue that the 

reality is the same but the perspectives on it are different. Howeveƌ, if ͞the ƌealitǇ is the 

saŵe,͟ giǀeŶ that ƋuaŶtifiĐatioŶ aŶd pathologiĐal iŶdiǀidualizatioŶ pƌeseŶt theŵselǀes as the 

aĐĐepted ͞ĐoƌƌeĐt͟ ŵethods, theiƌ ͞peƌspeĐtiǀe͟ oŶ this ƌealitǇ, ǁhiĐh is eǆteƌioƌ to the 

practices, cannot fail to be correct.10 If the ͞peƌspeĐtiǀe͟ is ͞the ĐoƌƌeĐt oŶe,͟ theŶ it ŵust 

also ďe eǆĐlusiǀe, giǀeŶ that the alteƌŶatiǀe ͞peƌspeĐtiǀes͟ ŵust ďe ͞ǁƌoŶg.͟ This ŶegatioŶ 

for the sake of methodological domination is unsustainable, and what is rendered invisible by 

these presences is too iŵpoƌtaŶt to ƌeŵaiŶ aďseŶt. FeǇeƌaďeŶd͛s ;ϭϵϵϯͿ logiĐ ŵust ďe 

                                                        
9
 “ee Laǁ ;ϮϬϬϰͿ foƌ a ďƌoadeƌ disĐussioŶ of the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ ͞pƌeseŶĐe,͟ ͞ŵaŶifest aďseŶĐe͟ aŶd 

͞aďseŶĐe as OtheƌŶess͟ ;iŵpliĐitͿ. 
10

 Oƌ at least, it Đould Đoŵe to ďe, giǀeŶ that ĐeƌtaiŶ ͞ŵiŶoƌ͟ iŵpƌeĐisioŶs aƌe ƌeĐogŶised iŶ the pƌaĐtiĐal 
application of the method. 
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ƌeĐogŶized as fuŶdaŵeŶtal iŶ ŵethodologiĐal pƌaĐtiĐe: ͞aŶǇthiŶg goes,͟ pƌoǀided that it is 

justified. Any reality that is produced is legitimate, provided that the fact that we are 

producing it and the way in which we do so are duly explained. However, whilst it may be 

legitimate to produce all realities, not all of them are desirable. It is here that ontological 

politics becomes particularly relevant. Opting for the reality that does not conceal 

domination or the one that makes those living on the streets responsible for living on the 

streets are substantially different choices, and a researcher who is concerned with human 

dignity cannot be complicit in the production of the latter.  

If quantification and pathological individualization are not the path(s) to follow, this is, to 

a large extent, due to the profoundly decontextualized nature of the statements they make. 

The knowledge they produce is related to a particular context – a particular reality – but the 

part of the process that leads to the annihilation of its own influence on the production of 

reality conceals the space-time of this reality. It turns that which is local knowledge (which all 

knowledge is)11 iŶto ͞uŶiǀeƌsal͟ kŶoǁledge. A ƌeality produced in a specific way in a concrete 

space-time thus becomes the reality, not only for this time and space but for many others as 

well.  

OŶe of the ŵaiŶ pƌoďleŵs of the doŵiŶaŶt ƌegiŵe of tƌuth is this ͞uŶiǀeƌsal͟ Ŷatuƌe. To a 

large extent it is by denying its parochialism that the reality it produces may be presented as 

singular and exterior. It is only possible to fight against this if contextual research into 

homelessness makes its contextualisation explicit. In the positivist model of knowledge, 

universalism is seen as the prime objective of information produced by research. Yet this can 

only be achieved by the process of obscuring research practices, an integral part of which is 

the negation of the context in which they occur. A declared and concerned ontological 

politics can only exist to the extent that it is relative to specific situations. These cannot be 

made invisible; they are a fundamental part of the reality which the method seeks to make 

present. 

This research positioning regarding homelessŶess ĐaŶŶot ďe affiƌŵed as ͞uŶiǀeƌsal.͟ It is 

Ŷot ͞generalizable͟ iŶ the positiǀist seŶse – which should be translated as 

͞decontextualized.͟ IŶstead, a ĐoŶĐeƌŶed aŶd deĐlaƌed oŶtologiĐal politiĐs ŵust fuŶĐtioŶ 

through a praxiography (Mol, 2002) of a specific context, an ethnography of the practices of a 

                                                        
11

 See Law (2004), Latour (1987) and Flyvbjerg (2011) on the local and contextual nature of all knowledge 
produced. 
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particular space-time.12 The concern with the injustice resulting from major power 

imbalances which amount to domination can only be transformed into a part of what we 

produce as present if the research field is approached intensively over a prolonged period.13 

The subjectivities of the actors, the resources they deploy to confront domination and 

survive, the discourses which homeless subjects incorporate, readapt, rearticulate, produce 

and circulate, their relations in areas outside the public eye, in short, a substantial part of the 

set of practices that make up the phenomenon cannot be observed when the realities we 

want to produce do not include them. They cannot be observed when what we are looking 

foƌ aƌe the supeƌfiĐial ͞ŵaiŶ tƌeŶds͟ of the pheŶoŵeŶoŶ, the ideŶtifiĐatioŶ ;pƌoduĐtioŶͿ of 

problems in terms of existing clinical frameworks or the dominant representations of the 

͞aŵoƌal͟ ĐhaƌaĐteƌ of the ͞uŶdeseƌǀiŶg pooƌ.͟ HoŵelessŶess uŶdeƌstood as doŵination 

requires an approach to what lies beyond what is immediately visible when we look at life on 

the streets. When the interest lies in making unjust power relations present, we also have to 

look at ǁhat is takiŶg plaĐe iŶ the ͞ďaĐkstages͟ ;GoffŵaŶ, ϭϵϱ9) of social life, in the hidden 

transcripts (Scott, 1985, 1990) of dominated actors.14 Looking at these realities does not 

allow us to look at others. Once again, what is important is to make explicit that the reality 

that a clear and concerned ontological politics wants to produce is that of the relational 

production of power, not as an end in itself, but as part of a wider ontological politics. As 

previously stated, all realities are equally legitimate but not all are equally desirable. Making 

present the reality of the relational production of power in homelessness is desirable to the 

extent that it is perceived as unjust and degrading. The political exercise includes fighting this 

reality. Yet it is only by producing it as present in all its complexity – the first step in a 

declared and concerned ontological politics – that it is possible to fight it and seek to create 

                                                        
12

 “iŶĐe Nels AŶdeƌsoŶ ;ϭϵϲϱ; AŶdeƌsoŶ aŶd ‘autǇ ϭϵϵϴͿ, the fiƌst ͞ĐlassiĐ͟ ƌefeƌeŶĐe iŶ hoŵelessŶess ƌeseaƌĐh 
in academia, it is clear that this phenomenon has to be the subject of contextualised and prolonged 
ethnographic study. 
13

 The recent ethnographies by Gowan (2010) and Bourgois and Schonberg (2009), curiously both carried out in 
San Francisco, offer excellent examples of the possibility of studying homelessness in ways which criticise the 
dominant regime of truth, proposing the construction of alternative realities for life on the streets, and 
emphasising the enormous power differences and structural and interactional injustices in the lives of homeless 
actors. Whilst it is possible to disagree with the particular positions taken by the authors, both works are 
exemplary not only for the profound knowledge they reveal of the realities studied but also for their committed 
stance towards fighting this domination and injustice and the fact that they explicitly assume the position of 
authors in the field. 
14

 In this respect the good example of research provided by Bourgois and Schonberg (2009) should be noted. 
Their photo-ethnography of homeless addicts in San Francisco is an interesting exercise in studying what takes 
place precisely in social spaces of difficult access for researchers. 
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another, more just, reality that does not include people living on the streets – the second 

political ontological step.  

 

A conclusion... 

... must be rejected, given that the process is open and ongoing. The methodological 

positioŶiŶg defeŶded heƌe does Ŷot aiŵ to pƌeseŶt itself as ͞the path͟ foƌ ƌeseaƌĐh to folloǁ, 

but one possible path. The details of contextual findings can only be approached and 

ƌesolǀed ĐoŶteǆtuallǇ. PƌoǀidiŶg ͞uŶiǀeƌsal͟ ŵethodologiĐal guideliŶes foƌ appƌoaĐhiŶg 

specific fields of research is nonsensical and counterproductive. It hinders good research. We 

need rules, but contextual rules, adapted to the occasion (Feyerabend, 1993; Law, 2004; 

Flyvbjerg, 2011). What validates the sharing of the knowledge we produce is not the fact of 

using the same procedures in different space-times but the explicitness of the different ways 

of doing what we do. This is the main problem with the dominant regime of truth in 

homelessness research. It produces too many negations, reduces the scope of the possible to 

what already exists, so that it no longer makes sense to think of a better (different) world 

than the one that already exists, given that this becomes the best (only) world possible. It 

Ŷegates the ƌeseaƌĐh ĐoŶteǆt thƌough pƌeteŶsioŶs to ͞uŶiǀeƌsalisŵ͟ aŶd does Ŷot 

acknowledge parts of this context due to methodological standardisation. It denies that it 

produces reality(ies), that it produces presences and invisibilities. It denies that it is possible 

to produce alternative realities using alternative methods. The dominant regime of truth 

rejects its political ontological nature. The only defensible general rule is that of explicitness: 

͞aŶǇthiŶg goes,͟ ďut ǁe haǀe to ďe aǁaƌe of ǁhat ǁe aƌe doiŶg aŶd aĐĐouŶt foƌ hoǁ ǁe do 

it. This will vary according to the context being investigated but, in the particular case of 

homelessness, it cannot make injustice and domination invisible. Rejecting the 

methodological domination of the regime of truth discussed is the first step towards 

approaching and fighting the praxiological domination (which must be) present in 

homelessness.  

 

Translated by Sheena Caldwell 

Revised by the author and Teresa Tavares 
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