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Editorial

In September 1985, a seminar was organised by the National Campaign for the
Homeless (Ireland) in Cork, Ireland at the request of the Social Affairs Section of
the European Commission, to bring together voluntary organisations across the
European community, and to devise policies that would eliminate homelessness.
One of the recommendations of the seminar was that: “the European Commission
fund an association of organisations working with homeless people in the member
states so that they may consult regularly on issues affecting homeless people, on
methods that will secure improvements in the conditions of homeless people and
advise the Commission on policy that will improve the conditions of homeless
people.” This recommendation led to the establishment of the Federation
Europeenne d’Associations Nationales Travaillant avec les Sans Abris (FEANTSA)
in 1989 and in 1991 the European Observatory on Homelessness (EOH). Those who
participated in the seminar noted the need to gather information on the following
areas to facilitate the development of programmes to deal with homelessness.
These included:

e the extent and nature of homelessness in the member states
e the numbers of homeless people, profiled by age and sex
e the precise legal position of homeless people in the member states

e details of existing projects which help homeless people, especially innovative
projects undertaken by the government, voluntary or private sectors

e details of existing studies on the problem of homelessness, and
e the causes of homelessness

Between 1991 and 2005 the EOH produced nearly 40 books and reports. They
documented the extent of homelessness in Europe, examined issues of measure-
ment and profiled homeless people. Themed volumes on homeless women and
youth, immigration, legal systems, welfare regimes and housing regimes were also
produced over this period. Thus, the EOH more than fulfilled the mandate set down
by those who participated at the 1985 seminar. These various outputs provided
increasingly sophisticated analyses of homelessness at the European level. The
European Typology of Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS) developed
by Bill Edgar and Henk Meert, emerged from this research, and this facilitated more
rigorous comparative research.
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Following a restructuring of the EOH in 2006, where the practice of having each
member state represented by one researcher was replaced with a smaller more
focused EOH, the then joint co-ordinators of the EOH, Bill Edgar and Joe Doherty
conceived of the European Journal of Homelessness (EJH) as a vehicle for nurturing
and disseminating research on homelessness in Europe. Initially envisaged as an
annual themed volume, in 2011 it moved to two open editions per annum. Bill Edgar,
who edited the first two volumes of the journal, and Joe Doherty stepped down as
co-ordinators of the EOH in 2009, having taken on that role in 1997. Volker Busch-
Geertsema took on the role of co-ordinator, with Eoin O’Sullivan taking on Editorship
of the EJH. In addition to producing the EJH, the EOH, since 2011, also produces
an annual comparative research study and commencing in 2006, organises an
annual European research conference on homelessness.

In conceiving the EJH, Edgar and Doherty set out a vision for the EJH where the
journal would provide ‘a critical analysis of policy and practice on homelessness in
Europe for policy makers, practitioners, researchers and academics.” Thus, from
the beginning the EJH aimed not only to publish theoretically and methodologically
robust research on homelessness, but also to provide a forum where researchers
would interact symbiotically with policy makers and practitioners. This desire to
inform policy was set out explicitly whereby the EJH would ‘facilitate the develop-
ment of a stronger evidential base for policy development and innovation.” The EJH
set out not only to showcase research on homelessness in Europe, but to also learn
from significant developments in policy, theory and methodology by publishing
contributions by established researchers in North America and the Antipodes.
These contributions have proven a source of stimulation for researchers in Europe
and inspired research on for example, the costs of homelessness and the duration
of shelter use. While European researchers have learned much from research
outside of Europe, equally the aforementioned European Typology of Homelessness
and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS), the subject of vigorous debate in the pages of the
EJH, has had a global impact on defining and measuring homelessness.

Over the 10 years of publication EJH has published 75 peer reviewed articles, 39
reviews and evaluations of local, national and European homelessness strategies
and policies, over 60 think pieces (34) and debates (34), 13 research commentaries
and 46 book reviews. The range of topics covered are shown in the table below.
Some of the highlights include:

— Debates on FEANTSA’s European Typology of Homelessness and Housing
Exclusion (ETHOS) developed by Bill Edgar and Henk Meert then members of
the European Observatory on Homelessness in 2005 (Volumes 5.2; 6.2; 8.2)

— Examination of the dimensions and development of Housing First (Volumes 5.2;
6.2; 8.1)
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— Participation and the issue of agency: the role of homeless people in shaping
their own conditions of living and determining their own futures: issues of choice
and constraint (Volumes 4; 5.2)

— Evaluation of the jury report following the EU Consensus Conference on
Homelessness December, 2010 (Volume 6.2)

— Asustained recurrent interest in issues of governance especially the competing
and collaborative roles of the housing market, local, national and supranational
state authorities and various representatives of civil society NGO and community
based organisations. And in this context, the concept of fluctuating relevance
of welfare regimes (Volumes 1; 2; 3; 6.2; 8.1; 8.2; 9.2)

— Social and housing exclusion and the issue of poverty (Volumes 4; 5.1; 7.1; 7.2;
9.1); and the related processes of punitiveness and criminalisation (Volumes 6.2;
7.2;8.2)

— Quality and effective delivery of homeless services, the focus in the first two
volumes, recently revived (Volumes 1; 2; 8.2)

— Evidence and data collection — an abiding theme: ‘point-in-time’ and ‘longitu-
dinal data’ and ‘qualitative’ and ‘quantitative’ approaches (volumes 3; 5.2; 7.1;

8.2)

— Housing and housing rights (Volumes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5.1, 5.2, 9.1, 9.2; 10.1)

Pathways into, through and out of homelessness (Volumes 2; 3; 5; 6.2)

Topics covered in EJH 2007-2016

TOPICS

KEYWORDS

Data

measurement, collection, definition (ETHOS)

Categories of homeless

young people, long term, migrants, older people, rough sleepers,
refugees, women, families

Tenure, accommodation

hostels, shelters, private rented sector, homeownership, temporary
accommodation, independent living, community provision, rent
arrears

Services

delivery, procurement, quality, standards, costs

Homeless voices (as
agents)

participation, consumer choice, communities, on the streets

Welfare & benefits

employability, living conditions, labour market, poverty, deprivation,
social/ economic /political (multiple) exclusion, demography

Media

public opinion, stigma

NGO & voluntary sector

agency, participation, homeless voices, communities

Policies & Solutions

sustainability, prevention, housing for unusual groups, staircase
model, Housing First, housing led, housing ready, staircase
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State & EU governance welfare regimes, national & local planning and housing strategies
(urban/regional), EU strategies

Criminalisation marginalisation, enforcement, social exclusion, eviction, stigma,
victimisation, fear, control, containment, punitiveness, exclusion
(public space, train stations)

Consensus national, pan-Europe

Rights criminal law, human rights, right to housing

Approaches to study pathways, poverty, capabilities, participation, medical studies,

(theory and method) longitudinal research, social mix, open method of coordination,
structure/agency

All EU member states, with the exception of Cyprus and Malta are referenced in the
journal as case studies or as comparators. Twenty-two countries are explicitly cited
in the titles of articles, reviews or debates. Outside of the EU Norway, USA, Canada,
New Zealand, Uruguay and Australia also feature. A key challenge for the next
decade of the EJH is to broaden both the geographical coverage and as Michele
Lancione in his contribution to this anniversary edition notes, to encourage submis-
sions from the broad ‘social science family’, including anthropology, criminology
and geography.

To mark 10 years of publication, an anniversary issue of the EJH was proposed by
the EJH editorial board on the theme of ‘Researching Homelessness in Europe’
focusing on the broad areas of theory, methods and policy impact. The special
issue was not intended as an ‘audit’ of the EJH, though reference to and evaluation
of the journal’s content and impact was encouraged. Rather we looked for an
assessment of the ‘state of play’ of homelessness research in Europe and a consid-
eration of its prospective directions of research development. We approached
some of the best-known experts on homelessness who have been associated with
the journal to submit contributions. While all replied with enthusiasm, several,
because of work commitments, were unable to contribute within our relatively short
time frame. We are grateful for the eleven authors below for their submissions. We
were minimally directive in that while we suggested areas or topics of focus and
reminded each of the journal’s philosophy and remit we recognised each as an
established authority and we were primarily interested in their interpretations and
judgments; we were not therefore prescriptive as to content or coverage.

Synopsis of the articles

‘Researching Homelessness in Europe: Theoretical Perspectives’ by Nicholas
Pleace is the first of 8 articles in this anniversary edition. In an exemplary and adroit
handling of a copious and complex literature, Pleace presents a forensic analysis
of recent theory development in homelessness. He starts with the ‘new orthodoxy’,
a perspective that came to the fore during the 1990s, which established that home-
lessness is the result of the interplay between structural and individual factors.
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While recognising this amalgam of the individual and structural as an advance in
understanding, Pleace argues that the new orthodoxy has its own problems arising
from its ‘inherent vagueness’ and lack of precision especially with regard to how
the causal interaction between the personal (individual) and the structural works.
The identification of relatively homogeneous subgroups of homeless people and
the demarcation of pathways (into, through and out of homelessness) went
someway to address these problems, but they in turn are also seen as problematic.
In the absence of appropriate European data, subgroup analysis relied too much
on taxonomies developed in the USA where data collection was and remains more
comprehensive (see Culhane, this issue). As data collection in Europe improves (see
Benjaminsen and Knutagard, this issue) subgroup analysis will become more
sensitive to European contexts. Pathways analysis served to highlight agency — a
recognition of the cognisance of homeless people themselves in having some,
albeit restricted, choice in how they conduct their lives. Welcome as agency is, in
Pleace’s view, subgroup analysis and pathways research have swung the theory
game away from structural explanations towards an undue emphasis on individual
experiences. This tendency labelled ‘cultural gravity’, together with ‘assumptive
research’ (that is, the assumption that we know what homelessness is), constitute
for Pleace the main obstacles to innovative theory development. As a corrective
Pleace argues in the final section of his paper for a refurbishment of structural
explanations which embrace not just systems failure (support, welfare and housing
etc.) but also takes account of the impact of wider structural realities of poverty and
inequality. Pleace here prefigures aspects of later commentaries in this issue by
Arapoglou and Lancione.

In their article ‘Homelessness Research and Policy Development: Examples from
the Nordic Countries’ Lars Benjaminsen and Marcus Knutagard conduct a nuanced
examination of the evolution of recent homelessness policy in Finland, Denmark
and Sweden. These countries (along with Norway) have an established history of
data collection and measurement of homelessness and a tradition of a relatively
(compared with much of Europe) close relationship between research and policy
development. Benjaminsen and Knutagard’s paper reflects on the way research
evidence on Housing First programmes and interventions in North America has
informed the development of experimental Housing First programmes in Nordic
countries. The impact has been uneven. In Finland and then Denmark Housing First
programmes have been espoused, challenging hitherto dominant ‘treatment first/
housing ready’ approaches. In Sweden, however, the authors suggest that the
continuing commitment to a long-established staircase model and the difficulties
in accessing affordable social housing have inhibited the adoption of Housing First.
As Benjaminsen and Knutagard observe, the interplay between research and policy
can be difficult to articulate when policy development does not always follow a
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linear path and research is not necessarily primarily aimed at contributing to new
policies and practices. Even when research evidence points to the benefits of new
developments, implementation and structural barriers can inhibit their adoption.

Bordka Fehér and Néra Teller’s ‘An Emerging Research Strand: Housing Exclusion
in Central and South East Europe’ recounts a rather different story from that of the
Nordic countries and starkly illustrates the uneven relationship across European
regions between research and homelessness policy. This is an ambitious paper
seeking to ‘summarize the state of the art of research’ in Central Eastern and South
Eastern Europe. Citing evidence, particularly from Poland, Slovakia, the Czech
Republic, the Baltic states, Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia, the
authors identify the differential impact of a series of political, economic and social
upheavals - the post-Soviet transition to a market economy, the Balkan wars and
the recent refugee/immigrant crisis — in exacerbating problems of social exclusion
and the challenge of homelessness. There is little or no history in homelessness
research in this region. This has led to the instigation of policies based on weak or
no evidence, the most alarming example of which is the re-criminalisation of home-
lessness in some counties — a policy with clear political motivations. However, while
conscious of considerable uneven development from country to country, Fehér and
Teller highlight the emergence in the past decade of significant advances in the
development of housing and welfare research with exploratory qualitative and
quantitative studies on the nature and causes of homelessness, an emerging
understanding of pathways into and out of homelessness and analyses of the
effectiveness of policy responses for selected groups. Mirroring developments in
West Europe and overseas there has been a reorientation of research towards a
more structural understanding of homelessness. The authors end with a plea for
more comparative, interdisciplinary and applied research within and across CEE/
SEE countries.

Set within the framework of recent theoretical developments which have challenged
orthodox accounts of policy diffusion and transfer, Vassilis Arapoglou’s paper
‘Researching Housing Exclusion and Homelessness in Southern Europe: Learning
Through Comparing Cities and Tracking Policies’ examines the issue of ‘policy
mobility’ — the transfer of policy initiatives from one social, economic and political
context to others with different societal complexions. The attendant challenges of
‘policy translation’ are scrutinized conceptually and variously illustrated by
reference to supported housing, affordable housing and the housing of recently
arrived immigrants and refugees. Arapoglou’s account demonstrates that the
process of translation is always complex and frequently contested. In particular,
Arapoglou highlights the challenges posed in southern Europe by the neoliberal
conventions, with attendant austerity tropes, that characterises many homeless-
ness strategies and poverty policies originating in the EU and elsewhere. These he
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suggests clash with the distinguishing characteristics of the Mediterranean welfare
regime which include civic pride, pluralism, associationalism, local democracy
movements, informal and spontaneous acts of solidarity and organised forms of
community care and, more recently, a variety of grassroots initiatives stimulated by
anti-austerity politics. Referencing Gramsci’s ‘theory of hegemony’ and ‘philosophy
of praxis’, Arapoglou examines the contradictions and tensions embedded in policy
mobility, and discusses how some of these tensions may be addressed by a
considered process of ‘translation’ and a ‘politics of learning’. His conclusion
considers the potential of policy mobility approaches for comparing homelessness
initiatives within and across different types of welfare states.

Dennis Culhane, in his lucid commentary on ‘The Potential of Linked Administrative
Data for Advancing Homelessness Research and Policy’, identifies and explicates
the research potential in linking administrative data across multiple social systems
and geographical scales. In the context of a widening use of integrated administra-
tive data systems in North America, Europe and Australia, Culhane enumerates the
benefits that the use of such data brings to social research: the data has already
been collected and does not have to be generated by expensive and time consuming
trials and is therefore relatively cost effective, it does not rely on self-reporting and
is population-based and, further, as data accumulates over time the potential for
longitudinal analysis grows. With regard specifically to homelessness research
integrated administrative data offers a low cost, continuous source of measurement
of the prevalence and duration of homelessness in a community. When linked with
other records, such data can facilitate interrogation of, for example, discharge
practices from social welfare systems such as prisons and other institutions in
assessing the impact on homelessness. Similarly, interventions to reduce rates of
homelessness or to expedite exit from homelessness can be tracked and the
impact on other health and social welfare systems evaluated. Notwithstanding
Culhane’s enthusiasm for the collation and interrogation of administrative data — an
enthusiasm clearly demonstrated over two decades of innovative research only a
fraction of which is cited in this article — he is acutely aware of the risks associated
with the use of integrated administrative data for social research. The final part of
his article is devoted to encouraging an explicit and transparent discussion of the
ethical considerations relating to issues of intentionality, privacy and security. In
Culhane’s view compilation and analysis of integrated administrative data enter-
prise requires a new set of legal, ethical, technological and procedural standards.
He concludes that the basic ethical requirement for the operation of integrated data
systems is a transparent communication strategy that brings together government
data owners and community partners with ‘general citizenry (including sceptics)’.
In this way, he argues people can participate and ensure appropriate policies for
the beneficial use of data.
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Nicolas Herault and Guy Johnson’s ‘Homelessness in Australia: Service Reform
and Research in the 215t Century’ begins in 2008 when the newly elected Australian
Labour Government made homelessness its highest policy priority. This funda-
mental change was predicated on the emergence over some years of the so-called
‘new homeless’ — young people and families replacing ‘skid row’ populations — and
changes in the housing market characterised by a crisis of affordability and
contraction in the availability of social housing. From the beginning research
evidence was explicitly identified as key in determining the direction of homeless-
ness initiatives. Overall A$11 million was allocated to support the development of
programmes to both prevent homelessness and end chronic homelessness. A$5
million of this total was awarded to Melbourne University to undertake a large scale,
national longitudinal study focusing on housing instability and homelessness. The
resulting project, ‘Journeys Home’, is the main subject matter of Herault and
Johnson’s article. Their informative and detailed account suggests that the research
design and methodology of the longitudinal study might serve as a base model for
similar studies elsewhere. The finding from analyses of the six-wave dataset cover
among other topics health, psychological distress and crime, exit rates and
substance usage; these have made important contributions to the evidence base
certainly in Australia and, as Herault and Johnson suggest, perhaps internationally
—the interrogation of the database continues. Yet, disappointingly, despite ‘Journeys
Home’ being recognised around the world as an exceptional dataset capable of
answering fundamental questions about the dynamics of homelessness, it has yet
to have a meaningful impact on Australian homelessness policy and service
delivery. The authors attribute this failure to resistance from entrenched interests
committed to transitional support tied to short and medium term accommodation,
and to a lack of political leadership and commitment. For Herault and Johnson a
key message of the Australian experience is that it is important to have independent
non-aligned people and institutions driving policy and practice change and
conclude that the bigger lesson is that ‘without structural reform increasing the
supply of affordable housing, the capacity of systems reform to reduce homeless-
ness, let alone end it, is limited’.

In the penultimate contribution to this anniversary issue, ‘Homeless
Non-Governmental Organisations and the Role of Research’, Mike Allen explores
the reciprocal and often complex relationships between homelessness research
and NGOs. Allen’s principal focus is on the role and motives of homeless NGOs in
commissioning and undertaking research and the impact this research has on NGO
practice. In this later context — citing the example of Housing First and the challenge
to traditional homelessness taxonomies by Dennis Culhane and his colleagues in
North America — Allen also references the influence on NGOs of research emanating
from the broader research community. Throughout Allen uses ‘Focus Ireland’,
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where he is Director of Advocacy, Communication and Research, as a case study.
NGO research reflects all aspects of their multiple functions: evaluations of the
process, impact and outcomes of service delivery, assessment of social return on
investment, advocacy appraisal and fundraising. But can on occasion also be
agenda setting, exampled in this paper by the adoption of regular measurement of
homelessness by Irish statutory bodies. The ethical challenges of NGO homeless-
ness research reflect those of the wider research community whether academic or
state sponsored, with additional unease regarding the potential exploitation of NGO
clients. Citing such concerns, some NGOs refuse to engage in research arguing
that their primary role is to address clients’ personal problems; thus, Allen argues,
buttressing individual interpretations of homelessness with a consequent down-
playing of structural issues. Here Allen cites Amartya Sen’s critical take on ‘posi-
tional objectivity’ in support of his arguments, and echoes - though without direct
reference — some of the concerns raised by Pleace’s notions of ‘cultural gravity’ and
‘assumptive research’ (see this issue). Addressing ethical concerns is central to
Allen’s advocacy of research and Focus Ireland has established a ‘research ethics
committee’ to this end. The impact of research findings on the practice of service
delivery, Allen suggests, is rarely direct and sometimes hard to detect. Field workers
—and some mangers — rarely read research reports. Allen argues for the establish-
ment of conduits for the communication and transfer of research findings. In this
context, he cites Focus Ireland’s ‘lunchtime and occasional evening talks’ in part-
nership with researchers from Trinity College and plans to stream these to other
Focus Ireland centres in other Irish cities. Allen also advocates collaborative NGO
research, to avoid duplication certainly, but more proactively to enable better
resourced, larger studies with robust research designs. Allen concludes his article
with an evocation for NGOs to engage in a ‘critical and constructive dialogue with
frontline staff and service users’ to tease out and articulate ‘timely questions’ for
future research endeavour.

This anniversary edition concludes with Michele Lancione’s article ‘Beyond
Homelessness Studies’. This is a challenging and provocative paper calling for a
period of self-reflection and auto-critique on the part of the homelessness research
community. In the context of major political and social changes evidenced by
growing nationalisms, the treat of EU dismemberment, refugee influx, continuing
austerity and economic uncertainties, the author argues that it is time to rethink our
notions of what homelessness research is all about - to go ‘beyond homelessness
study’, to challenge the status quo and to question habitual ways of thinking.
Lancione approvingly references Pleace’s identification of ‘cultural gravity’ and
‘assumptive theory’ (see Pleace in this issue) as among the main risks facing current
homelessness research and adds a third — which he suggests is implicit in Pleace’s
critique — the fact that most research is policy driven, related to the evaluation of
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this or that program, often at a very small scale and with little interaction with
broader debates and agendas. Being self-referential it is often ‘out-of-sync’ with
the latest advances in social theory, and as a consequence not able to contribute
meaningfully to those debates. This is not a blanket criticism. Lancione recognises
in 10 years of publication, the EJH has frequently reflected on and posed such
questions and that even among the work he castigates there is frequently an implicit
and sometimes explicit, appreciation of such problems. Reflecting on some of the
papers in this anniversary issue Lancione cites approvingly Culhane’s recognition
of the dangers of uncritical data collection and measurement as an objective means
to bolster political ambitions, and Herault and Johnson’s acknowledgment that
data, no matter how well constructed, can be ‘porous’ because its impact and
effectiveness depends on factors that transcend data itself — in the Australian case
the opposition of policy makers and the inertia of homelessness practitioners. And
he is appreciative of Benjaminsen and Knutagard’s demonstration that ‘context
matters’ and how structural forces and political orientations can lead to very
different results in homelessness policies and practices. Yet, as an incitement and
challenge to homelessness research and homelessness researchers, Lancione
concludes with the question: how can this field of study address and overcome the
future risks of being assumptive, relativist, policy-driven, self-referential, inertial and
potentially positivist?

Finally, we would like to thank all those who have so generously contributed to the
journal over the past ten years with a special thanks to the contributors to this
anniversary edition for their enthusiasm and for so willingly committing time to
writing their articles. We hope this anniversary issue will spark significant response
and initiate lively debate which will feature in future issues of the journal.

Joe Doherty and Eoin O’Sullivan,
December 2016.
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> Abstract_ This paper explores the theoretical developments in homeless-
ness research and relates them to the European context. The paper asserts
that European academics have relied too heavily on American research and
evidence, and that there are dangers in using these ideas and data to
interpret European homelessness. The increased emphasis on individual
characteristics and actions in theoretical debates about homelessness is
considered and the importance of new arguments that homeless people
exercise controls over the nature of their homelessness is explored. Finally,
the paper discusses how to take forward analysis of a social problem that
has both individual and structural elements.
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Introduction: The New Orthodoxy

Victorian investigations of extreme, unaccommodated poverty looked for individual
moral lapses, active choices not to work honestly, to drink too much and to be
criminal; or for individual tragedies, decent people finding themselves in desperate
situations despite their very best efforts (Ribton-Turner, 1887; Freeman and Nelson,
2008; Higginbotham, 2008; O’Sullivan, 2016). Twentieth century scholars used
statistics and ethnographic techniques to study homeless populations, defined as
people using emergency accommodation and living rough. Data from this research
repeatedly showed a very high prevalence of mental health problems, initially in
combination with problematic drinking and, later on, with illegal drug use, within
largely lone adult male populations (Scott, 1993). However, research into homeless
families, who tended to be very poor but not seriously mentally ill; data that raised
questions about how high the prevalence of support needs was among homeless
individuals; and apparent spikes in homelessness linked to economic recession,
downward shifts in affordable housing supply and cuts to welfare systems, caused
some academics to redirect their attention to structural factors (Burt, 1991).
Academic debates about homelessness can be characterised by arguments about
whether structural factors, or individual pathology, provides the better explanation
of why homelessness occurs (Gowan, 2010; Farrugia and Gerrard, 2015).

A ‘new orthodoxy’ arose in the 1990s and began to shape theoretical debates and
the conduct of homelessness research (Caton, 1990; Pleace, 1998; 2000; Farrugia
and Gerrard, 2015). This new orthodoxy contended that homelessness was not
individual in nature, nor was it structural, but instead resulted from the interaction
of structural and individual factors (O’Flaherty, 2004; Fitzpatrick, 2005). Structural
factors, in the new orthodoxy, referred to the operation of housing and labour
markets, cultural and political factors contributing to inequity —i.e., sexism, racism
and other forms of stigmatisation; and to the operation of welfare, public health and
social housing systems. Individual factors centred on needs, characteristics, expe-
riences and, importantly, behaviour.

The new orthodoxy was posited on the idea that most homelessness research
tended to suffer from one of two main theoretical flaws (Neale, 1997). The first
theoretical flaw, which dated back to the first attempts at studying homeless
people, was a near-total emphasis on observable individual traits (O’Sullivan, 2016).
Homelessness was explained using analysis of specific people in specific places,
which by and large meant people living rough or in emergency shelters, whose
apparently very high support needs were used to ‘explain’ their homelessness, with
little or no reference to contextual variables (Hopper, 1990; O’Sullivan, 2008). The
second theoretical flaw in existing homelessness research — according to the new
orthodoxy — was a second set of ideas that viewed homelessness as the polar
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opposite, as almost entirely a consequence of capitalism, in a context of failures
within, and cuts to, welfare systems. Homelessness was seen as being inflicted on
powerless people by forces that were, literally, beyond their control, or as a function
of individual pathology (Pleace, 2000).

Within the new orthodoxy, labour markets, housing markets, welfare systems,
health and social housing systems, and individual needs, behaviour, characteristics
and experiences all combined to cause homelessness (Caton, 1990; Pleace, 2000;
O’Flaherty, 2004). When someone experienced the wrong combination of structural
and personal factors, homelessness was created and sustained. Homelessness,
was a negative assemblage of structural and individual disadvantages; homeless-
ness was a pattern (Lee et al., 2010).

In the new orthodoxy, three factors worked in combination. These were personal
capacity, access to informal support and access to formal support.

The risk of homelessness increased if someone lacked personal capacity, which
meant resilience, coping skills and access to financial resources. This meant labour
market disadvantage, limiting illness, disability, low educational attainment, a
disrupted childhood, mental iliness, drug addiction, criminality — indeed, anything
that limited someone’s innate capacity to self-care in a free market economy.

Limits to personal capacity could be countered by a partner, family or friends if they
were able — and were prepared — to offer informal support. If someone could not
put a roof over their own head, a family, a partner or a friend might do so. If there
was no partner, friends or family, these supports were absent, as was the case if
these potential sources of informal support had no resources to spare or were
simply unwilling to help.

Formal support from health, welfare, social housing systems and homelessness
services could, in turn, counteract limits to both personal capacity and to informal
support. Barriers to health, care, support and housing services for homeless
people, ranging from negative responses based on stereotypical images of home-
lessness through to local connection rules, could, however, block access to formal
support (Baptista et al., 2015). Formal support services might also simply be under-
resourced, which might in itself generate homelessness. This raised the possibility
that countries with well resourced, highly accessible welfare systems would have
less homelessness, an argument for which there is some evidence (Stephens and
Fitzpatrick, 2007; Benjaminsen and Andrade, 2015).

Systemic failure — focused specifically on homelessness services rather than
welfare systems as a whole — had also been identified by researchers as a cause
of homelessness. It had been apparent for decades that some members of the
homeless population were recurrent and long-term users of homelessness services
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(Macgregor-Wood, 1976; Dant and Deacon, 1989). However, the true nature of that
population and how small it might actually be would not start to become clear until
the ground-breaking longitudinal analysis of Culhane and his colleagues on service
administrative data in the US (Culhane et al., 1994). These studies indicated that 10
percent of Americans using emergency shelters were long-term homeless people
with high support needs, with another 10 percent characterised by recurrent home-
lessness and relatively high support needs (Kuhn and Culhane, 1998). Some people
were not being brought out of homelessness by existing services, something that
was found in EU Member States as well as in the USA (Sahlin, 2005).

A triad of support systems kept homelessness at bay: personal capacity, informal
support and formal support. If one set of supports failed, homelessness might be
avoided; remove two and the risk of homelessness increased; once all three were
gone, homelessness was, from a new orthodoxy perspective, practically inevitable.

Structural factors were apparently at the core of the new orthodoxy: economic
systems actively generated inequity; barriers to welfare, health and housing services
and inadequate homelessness services were all contributory factors. Yet the factors
that predicted - indeed, determined — homelessness were individual. Individual
capacity, if it were sufficient, meant the risk of homelessness could be effectively
resisted, particularly if combined with sufficient informal support from friends, family
and a partner. Vulnerability to homelessness due to structural factors began with
individual characteristics; severe mental iliness, drug addiction, criminality, sustained
worklessness and limiting illnesses all undermined individual capacity and they might
also undermine or remove access to informal supports (Dant and Deacon, 1989). The
new orthodoxy was posited on the idea that structural factors ‘caused’ homeless-
ness only when someone had limits to their personal capacity and insufficient access
to informal support. One had to need formal support to prevent or exit homelessness
before inadequacies within, or barriers to, that formal support started to matter as a
cause of homelessness (Pleace, 2000; Lee et al., 2010).

The new orthodoxy has influenced both research and practice. Academic research
has explicitly linked homelessness service failures to a false construct of homeless-
ness as the result of individual pathology, without sufficient acknowledgement of
structural factors or a lack of informal support as causes of homelessness. Services
have been criticised because they seek to ‘correct’ deviant behaviours, treat mental
health problems and drug-addiction, and ‘staircase’ homeless people towards
independent living through training and treatment (Pleace, 2008). Some American
research found evidence of reprehensible practice and failure in staircase services
(Stark, 1994; Lyon-Callo, 2000; Dordick, 2002), echoed in European analysis
(Hutson and Liddiard, 1994; Sahlin, 2005; Busch-Geertsema and Sahlin, 2007).
A more complex picture was suggested by other research, which reported
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‘staircase’ models that were supportive, choice-orientated and relatively effective
(Pleace, 2008; Rosenheck, 2010), rather than total institutions (Stark, 1994).
However, the idea that homelessness services failed because they greatly over-
emphasised individual behaviour and had fixed, preconceived ideas about who
homeless people were, became pervasive (Busch-Geertsema and Sahlin, 2007).

Equally, service responses that failed to acknowledge individual characteristics,
needs, experiences and behaviour have also been subject to academic criticism. The
‘housing-only’ response of British statutory services, which offered secure social
housing to vulnerable homeless individuals without support services has been criti-
cised by researchers and practitioners as being effectively over-focused on housing
need (Dant and Deacon, 1989; Pleace, 1995; McNaughton-Nicolls, 2009).

New service interventions that emphasise shared humanity and a respect for the
choices of homeless people have appeared, the leading one of which is, of course,
Housing First. In a Housing First service, homeless people are not blamed for their
situation; their housing need is recognised as related to structural factors and is
met, but there is at least equal emphasis on meeting individual support needs
within a framework characterised by service user choice, harm reduction and a
recovery orientation. Housing First is, in many senses, almost akin to a manifesta-
tion of the new orthodoxy (Tsemberis, 1999; Hansen-Lo6fstrand and Juhila, 2012;
Padgett et al., 2016; Pleace, 2016). By contrast, a traditional, basic emergency
shelter can be directly related to the ideas within the old orthodoxies that homeless
people mean less, have less and are less than ordinary citizens, which is ‘why’ they
are homeless (Lancione, 2016).

Subgroups and Agency

The problem with the new orthodoxy is an absence of precision. If homelessness
is, indeed, the result of a negative assemblage of individual and structural factors,
questions then arise as to how exactly this happens and what it looks like. Neale’s
criticism of arguments emphasising structural factors or individual factors is that
homelessness is too diverse to support either set of assumptions. As she notes,
this is an equally effective critique of the dangers of the imprecise melding of indi-
vidual and structural factors within the new orthodoxy (Neale, 1997). Hopper also
highlights the inherent vagueness of the new orthodoxy, arguing that both a single
pattern and a set of patterns are hard to see within an essentially heterogeneous
population (Hopper, 2003). Writing in 2000, the author similarly criticised the new
orthodoxy for lacking a clear expository framework (Pleace, 2000).
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For critics, the new orthodoxy was not a testable hypothesis; it failed, even in broad
terms, to explain how this causal interaction of personal and structural worked. The
criticism was that the new orthodoxy amounted to a series of vague suggestions,
not a coherent, testable, social scientific theory (Neale, 1997; Pleace, 2000; Williams
and Cheal, 2001; Pleace and Quilgars, 2003; Somerville, 2013).

For Fitzpatrick, the way to move beyond these limits was to look at the detail, to zoom
in on homelessness causation and explore whether distinct patterns were present.
There might well not be one ‘homelessness’, triggered by a consistent negative
assemblage of trigger variables, but there could be identifiable, predictable clusters
of homelessness, taking differing forms. If ‘internally homogeneous subgroups’
existed, this allowed for the possibility that the individual factors would sometimes
be more important than structural factors, or indeed vice versa, depending on which
form of homelessness one was talking about (Fitzpatrick, 2005). According to these
ideas, economic structures, housing structures, patriarchal and interpersonal struc-
tures and individual attributes do not manifest homelessness in one - ill-defined and
unexplained — form, but as a series of distinct social problems (Williams and Cheal,
2001; Fitzpatrick, 2005). Subsequent work on ‘multiple-exclusion’ homelessness
used statistical analysis to explore clusters of characteristics in a specific, long-term
and recurrently homeless population, arguing that it did, indeed, have distinct,
predictable characteristics (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011).

While Fitzpatrick and others have sought to refine the new orthodoxy, other voices
have questioned it on a fundamental level. These criticisms centre on the idea that
structural factors were being over-emphasised and that agency was effectively
being removed from homeless people (McNaughton-Nicolls, 2009).

From this perspective, the new orthodoxy disempowers homeless people, both as
agents whose decisions might negatively influence their situation and as agents
whose individual actions might enable them to find their own way out of homeless-
ness. The assumptions of old orthodoxies — that homeless people were powerless
in the face of structural forces or could not overcome their own limitations due to
issues like mental health problems — were still present.

From this perspective, homelessness is navigation; it is a navigation that may be
constrained in various ways, but homeless people nevertheless take decisions that
influence their trajectories through homelessness. Understanding that individual
choices influence homelessness along with individual characteristics, needs and
experiences as well as structural factors, leads to the idea that people take specific
pathways through homelessness (Snow et al., 1994; May, 2000; Clapham, 2003;
Fopp, 2009; McNaughton-Nicholls, 2009; Parsell and Parsell, 2012; Somerville,
2013). This line of criticism of the new orthodoxy is distinctive because the study of
an individual homeless person is not simply a ‘diagnosis’ to explain their homeless-
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ness (Lyon-Callo, 2000; O’Sullivan, 2008). There is recognition of the homeless
person as an agent — a thinking person taking a particular ‘pathway’ through home-
lessness (Clapham, 2003) and not simply someone who is a victim of their own
vulnerabilities in a harsh world — while also acknowledging that structural factors
are present. This emphasis on actions and behaviour brings individual character-
istics to the fore, making understanding homelessness a matter of understanding
individual choices to a much greater extent than is suggested by the new orthodoxy
(McNaughton-Nicolls, 2009; Parsell and Parsell, 2012).

Theory and Evidence

Relatively primitive individualist explanations of homelessness, which over time
shifted towards ethnography, started to be challenged by academics arguing that
structural factors were fundamental to understanding homelessness. In turn, these
two underdeveloped ideas were replaced by the new orthodoxy, in which negative
assemblages of structural and individual factors were seen as creating homeless-
ness, which was, in turn, criticised for lacking precision (Neale, 1997; Clapham,
20083; Fitzpatrick, 2005). The study of subgroups, in which homelessness stopped
being one social problem and became many, combined with a recognition of indi-
vidual agency, has begun the process of working towards an analytical framework
for European homelessness research (Pleace, 2005).

However, homelessness research, both in the European context but also more
broadly, is still uncomfortably close to being a conceptually inconsistent mess.
Research focused on structural factors, on individual pathology, using the new
orthodoxy, using a choice-focused ethnographic ‘pathways’ analysis and using
subgroup analysis is occurring, and being published, at the time of writing.

Quite a lot of the research emphasising structural factors, such as inadequate
housing supply as a direct cause of homelessness in the UK (Greve, 1964;
Glastonbury, 1971; Greve et al., 1971; Drake, 1989) or highlighting rising inequality
in the USA (McCarthy and Hagan, 1991; Burt, 1991), is older material. However,
papers arguing that homelessness is essentially a construct of the neo-liberalist
pursuit of inequity are still appearing (Phelan and Norris, 2008; Willse, 2010; Bullen,
2015). Ethnographic studies emphasising individual pathology are still published
(Nooe and Patterson, 2010), as are papers that feel there is still a need, more than
25 years since the new orthodoxy first started to appear, to argue that homeless-
ness has both individual and structural causes (Cronley, 2010; Lee et al., 2010;
Parsell and Marston, 2012; Piat et al., 2014).
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Not all of the current work on homelessness acknowledges that the evidence
base has undergone radical change in the last 25 years. Longitudinal analysis of
large scale administrative datasets has shown there are patterns in American
homelessness (Culhane et al., 1994; Kuhn and Culhane, 1998; Culhane et al.,
2013). There is a small population with poor mental and physical health, and with
limited or no informal support, who are not getting access to the right services.
These studies found that cross-sectional research had over-sampled a high-need
minority who were the most likely to be sleeping rough or in services, while
anyone experiencing homelessness for a shorter period tended to be missed
(O’Sullivan, 2008). Longitudinal analysis found a much larger, transitionally
homeless population who were poor and who tended not to have high support
needs (Culhane et al., 2013).

Evidence has since appeared indicating that clusters of high-need long-term
homeless people exist elsewhere: in London (Jones and Pleace, 2010); Toronto
(Aubry et al., 2013); Dublin (O’Donoghue-Hynes, 2015); and, particularly, in Denmark
(Benjaminsen and Andrade, 2015). The scale of transitionally homeless populations
appears to be very much smaller in some European contexts where welfare systems
are extensive than in America, while high-need subgroups are still present
(Benjaminsen, 2016). The same work also partially supported the arguments of
those who said homelessness was broadly related to inequity due to evidence of a
transitional, apparently low-need homeless population characterised primarily by
poverty (Pleace, 1998; Farrugia and Gerrard, 2015).

Analysis has also showed that support needs and sets of behaviours associated
with long-term homelessness do not always predate homelessness but can arise
during homelessness. People who do not have high support needs, or indeed any
support needs, when they first become homeless, develop support needs in asso-
ciation with experiencing sustained or recurrent homelessness. Peaks in homeless-
ness also appear to be related to economic recessions, and American research has
found that long-term and recurrently homeless people tend to be a similar age
(Culhane et al., 2013). This work suggests that the flow into long-term and recurrent
homelessness may not be constant; it could peak during recessions, which, when
coupled with data indicating that high support needs can arise during homeless-
ness, raises an interesting possibility: if these data are right, they mean people
without high support needs become homeless at higher rates during recessions
and that some of this group find themselves unable to exit homelessness and
experience marked deteriorations in mental and physical health in association with
what becomes long-term and repeat homelessness.
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Structural factors have become more evident through comparative analysis. Recent
research from Denmark, contrasting results with the USA, indicates that the nature
of homelessness can be distinct in countries with radically different welfare
systems. Homelessness that is related simply to poverty appears to be very unusual
in the Danish context, in marked contrast with the USA (Benjaminsen, 2016).

Criticism of the idea that severe mental illness was actually a demonstrable cause
of homelessness — as people with severe mental illness greatly outnumber homeless
people and mental illness can arise during homelessness — has been around for
decades (Cohen and Thompson, 1992). Systemic failures in mental health treatment
and welfare systems can be associated with homelessness, but current evidence
indicates that poor mental health in itself is not a sufficient or necessary cause of
homelessness (Montgomery et al., 2013). Research has also highlighted how drug
use — sometimes described as another ‘causal’ factor — can arise during homeless-
ness or remain constant, beginning before homelessness, continuing during home-
lessness and persisting after homelessness (Kemp et al., 2006; Johnson and
Chamberlain, 2008; Pleace, 2008).

Domestic violence and abuse has also been found to be a far more frequent cause
of women’s homelessness than is the case for male homelessness, but gender
differences in homelessness causation appear to be only part of a larger picture.
Women appear often to take distinct pathways through homelessness, which are
not explained by differences in structural factors such as differences in welfare
systems, but which are instead linked to agency. Families, disproportionately
headed by lone women, appear often to respond to homelessness by relying on
informal support, only resorting to services once support from friends or relatives
becomes exhausted, according to American and British research (Shinn et al.,
1998, Pleace et al., 2008). Women’s experience of homelessness when they were
without or separated from children has been found to be similar, with reliance on
personal and informal resources again leading to an experience of homelessness
that often remains hidden, and with services again being used as a last, rather than
a first, resort (Mayock and Sheridan, 2012; Mayock and Bretherton, 2016). Studies
of youth homelessness have also shown how young people’s experience of home-
lessness can be shaped by how they respond to their situation. Again, they might
use their own capacity and informal resources rather than going straight to services,
at least when homelessness initially occurs (Fitzpatrick, 2000; Quilgars et al., 2008).

So, simple poverty can cause homelessness, and the extent to which this occurs
can be linked to structural differences, such as those between welfare systems.
Individual support needs, individual actions and levels of informal support may
cause homelessness, allow homelessness to be avoided or result in varying trajec-
tories through homelessness. When homelessness is recurrent or sustained, it can
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be associated with the emergence of a drug problem, mental iliness or other
support needs. There is no single route through homelessness, but apparent
clusters exist, such as women experiencing homelessness trajectories that can be
linked to their choices. Structural factors, individual agency, needs, characteristics
and experiences have all been shown to have an influence on homelessness
causation and the sustainment or recurrence of homelessness. This could be read
as an argument that the simplicities of the new orthodoxy and the old orthodoxies
look set to be replaced with a kind of ‘complex subgroups’ thesis (Pleace, 2005),
but there are reasons to hesitate before going down this road.

The Limits of Current Theory

A key limitation in current theory is the extent and validity of observation. American
research has delivered solid critical analysis of the limits in only looking at homeless
people in specific contexts and at specific times (O’Sullivan, 2008; 2016). Yet, while
the longitudinal research using administrative data conducted by Culhane and
others in the US has been nothing short of ground-breaking, these are data based
on service contacts; they are not the whole homeless population. Recent American
work, involving Culhane, has begun to explore the possible extent of homeless
populations beyond those who make contact with services, raising questions about
the original thesis on the nature of American homelessness (Metraux et al., 2016).

The literature produced in the US is gigantic, but alongside a mix of robust, careful
quantitative analysis and carefully conducted and contextualised ethnography,
there are a lot of programme and service evaluations. A lot of US research is centred
on exploring how to reduce homelessness by testing different models, not exploring
the nature of homelessness itself. Canadian and Australian research has also
added to scholarly discussion on the nature of homelessness (Parsell and Parsell,
2012; Piat et al., 2014), although, as in the US, quite of lot of the research being
conducted is centred on programme and service model evaluation.

Good quality American, Australian and Canadian research adds to our under-
standing. However, this material is ultimately not about Europe, and that, in itself,
is an important caveat. There is a need for caution in relying on externally generated
evidence and ideas to guide European research, because it is already clear that
patterns in homelessness that exist in countries outside Europe do not necessarily
exist in the same way within Europe (Benjaminsen and Andrade, 2015).

There has been progress in developing an evidence base in Europe. France, Spain
and ltaly have all undertaken significant, if only periodic, attempts to count their
homeless populations. Data on homelessness have also improved in countries like
Poland and Portugal (Busch-Geertsema et al., 2014). In the United Kingdom, home-
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lessness research is extensive, although predominately funded by governments
and the charitable sector, both of which are pursuing specific agendas and, again,
heavily focused on service evaluation (Pleace and Quilgars, 2003). Denmark and
Ireland have integrated data systems that, while not providing every answer,
enhance statistical data on homelessness.

Nevertheless, European data on homelessness are skewed. There are geograph-
ical gaps. There are gaps in evidence on various forms of homelessness. The
evidence base still tends towards studies of visible homelessness - i.e., popula-
tions largely comprised of lone men living rough and in homelessness services
(Busch-Geertsema et al., 2010; Busch-Geertsema et al., 2014). People living
without their own space, without privacy and without security of tenure in Europe
are, at best, partially mapped and partially understood. European data on hidden
or concealed homelessness, which includes youth, family and women’s home-
lessness, are quite limited.

Gaps in data mean gaps in understanding. Not knowing about a population makes
it difficult to theorize about that population and creates the risk — as was the case
in the US - of building theories about homelessness that simply fall apart as soon
as data improve (O’Sullivan, 2008).

Issues around observation exist alongside problems with definition in the European
context. Definitional challenges for researchers and policy-makers exist at two
levels. The first is when homelessness is reduced to an ill-evidenced, over-simplified
construct. For example, assuming that ‘all homeless people are mentally ill’ means
that research, strategy and services are, at best, only covering one group and are,
at worst, wasting resources and causing distress as they attempt to understand
and respond to homelessness solely in terms of ‘mental health’ (Pleace, 2005).
Equally, simply viewing homelessness as a function of housing market failure,
corrected by increasing affordable housing supply, is also a flawed response, as
assuming homeless people have no support needs is no better than assuming they
are defined solely in terms of support needs. At the second level is the question of
what is meant by homelessness itself, questioning why someone on the street or
in an emergency shelter is ‘homeless’, while someone squatting in a building unfit
for habitation or living in a shanty town is not. Concealed homeless households,
without the privacy, safety or security of tenure that would be in place if they had
their own front door, are ‘homeless’ in one European country but are only ‘badly
housed’ in another (Busch-Geertsema et al., 2014).

The work of FEANTSA and the European Observatory on Homelessness in the
MPHASIS project and developing the ETHOS typology has promoted the idea of a
shared European definition of homelessness. Some progress has been made
towards a universal standard for enumeration (Busch-Geertsema et al., 2014). Yet,
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beyond people living rough and, usually, in emergency accommodation, definitions
of homelessness can still be inconsistent and contested, both within Europe and
elsewhere (Amore et al., 2011).

Definition has major implications for theory. As the definition of homelessness
broadens, structural factors may become more prominent, because more and more
poor people enter the equation. It is the recurrently and long-term homeless popu-
lations that, on current evidence, have consistently high support needs, whereas
other homeless people, such as families or those experiencing short term home-
lessness, do not (Burt, 1991; Kuhn and Culhane, 1998; Pleace et al., 2008).

Counting, say, concealed or hidden households as homeless, alongside people
living rough, extends homelessness, even in contexts in which welfare and social
housing systems are extensive and well-resourced (Benjaminsen, 2016). Homeless
families do not look like people who have been living rough for any amount of time
(Pleace et al., 2008). A precariously housed group, or indeed groups, that transition
in and out of homelessness for short periods, if they are counted as homeless, will
be different again and may in turn contain more subgroups (Culhane et al., 1994;
Meert and Bourgeois, 2005). The further one moves away from regarding home-
lessness as only meaning long-term and recurrently homeless people, the more
complex the picture, potentially, becomes. As the definition of the homeless popu-
lation expands, new characteristics, new sets of behaviours and new structural
factors will be added to the mix, and one theory may, in consequence, need to give
way to another (Pleace, 2005).

Analysing homelessness as subgroups or as sets of pathways provides one way to
try to tackle this issue, as it breaks homelessness up into more manageable
conceptual chunks. However, taxonomies always have some element of compro-
mise; there are ‘boundary’ cases that could go into one category or another, and
decisions about the criteria used to identify each subgroup and whether it repre-
sents a robust basis for analysis are rarely straightforward (Bowker and Leigh-Star,
2000). Building a taxonomy becomes more and more complex the broader the
definition of a social problem is and the more extensive the data are. Building clear
and consistent pathways or subgroups is likely to be difficult in a data-rich environ-
ment with a wide definition of homelessness. Recent work from the US has shown
how adding new data can disrupt taxonomies that were assumed to be relatively
robust (Metraux et al., 2016).

Taking something like lone adult homelessness, it can be seen how one presumed
pathway — from psychiatric ward to homelessness service — was fractured as data
improved. The idea that drug and alcohol use, combined with mental health
problems, prompted most lone adult homelessness also fell apart once it was seen
that these issues could arise following homelessness and that many homeless
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people did not have these characteristics. Once gender was examined, it was clear
that individual agency — women avoiding homelessness services, modifying their
own trajectories through homelessness — also has an impact. Comparative research
on welfare regimes shows the importance of context.

The potential problem with subgroups is that, as more data are added and as defini-
tions widen, existing assumptions and existing patterns may disappear, supposedly
‘shared’ characteristics being replaced by more complex and nuanced relationships.
Enough complexity in data may cause a breakdown in existing taxonomies, which as
Neale (1997) suggests, can collapse in the face of enough intricacy. The point is that,
if instead of, say, ten subgroups that provide a conceptual framework for ten distinct
homelessness populations, there are a thousand, at what level of ‘membership’ does
a homeless subgroup cease to be of theoretical or practical use? Equally, if there are
many similarities in homeless populations, classification becomes a problem because
there is not enough diversity.

Europe and the Conceptual Life Raft

Limitations in data have led to a tendency among European academics to use
American, Australian and Canadian data and theory as a kind of conceptual life raft.
European theoretical work on homelessness does exist but, inevitably, this work
draws on American ideas because that is where most of the research and, conse-
quently, much of the thinking about homelessness is done. The new orthodoxy was
being written about in the US 26 years ago (Caton, 1990), while the importance of
understanding behavioural factors, of pathways through homelessness, was being
discussed 22 years ago (Snow et al., 1994). European academic thought on home-
lessness is not plagiarism, but it would be disingenuous to suggest that European
homelessness research is not heavily influenced by American work. While European
data have improved, it is still the case that the only data on specific aspects of
homelessness, on (what may be) specific subgroups of homeless people, or
sometimes the only research that is socially scientifically robust, is American,
Australian or Canadian (Busch-Geertsema et al., 2010).

In Denmark, data-merging has already allowed American ideas about homeless-
ness to be tested, with some very important differences in the nature of homeless-
ness becoming evident (Benjaminsen and Andrade, 2015). In Ireland, the Pathway
Accommodation and Support System (PASS), introduced in 2013, also allows for
this kind of analysis. Better data allows testing of American ideas, which may show
their limits in the European context and spur the development of new theories.
Building a European theoretical debate about the nature of homelessness, adding
to global academic discourse on homelessness, means undertaking more research
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in some contexts while redirecting efforts in others, particularly with respect to
shifting the focus of research away from men who are living rough or in emergency
accommodation.

There are reasons why the European evidence base is not more extensive. Quite a
lot of homelessness research is funded by charities or governments and is focused
on evaluation, or seeking to highlight specific issues. Perhaps more importantly,
social scientific attention and the resources available to social scientists are
confronted with a great many social problems. In the context of massive, structural
shifts in labour markets producing mass youth unemployment across Europe;
managing a population that is now living very long lives; or managing the conse-
quences of mass migration, homelessness can appear to be a relatively minor
issue, despite the unique the level of distress it causes.

Redirection of current research efforts, which while not necessarily large in scale
or as robust as would be ideal, might help lessen Europe’s collective reliance on
internationally provided conceptual life rafts. Looking again at homelessness
causation, testing the viability of current theory, and exploring — albeit sometimes
in smaller-scale work — the lived experience, perceptions and experience of
homeless people is one way forward. There are dangers in swimming to these life
rafts because of an absence of data: first, American, Australian and Canadian ideas
might not be relatable to European contexts; and second, there is a risk of projecting
externally developed taxonomies and theories about the nature of homelessness
onto European homeless people without sufficient critical analysis.

There is something to learn from those Americans who have conducted ethno-
graphic research that has enriched and contextualised an understanding of
homelessness, which is often built around statistical data. Working towards a
mixed, multidisciplinary evidence base in Europe, including through ethnographic
research, will help develop theoretical thinking, reduce the risk of incorrectly
‘projecting’ American patterns of homelessness onto a European context, and
ensure homeless people and their views and experience are represented (see, for
example, Lancione, 2016).

Large scale statistical data are vitally important; analysis of major administrative
data sets, as achieved in Denmark (Benjaminsen, 2016), could revolutionize
understanding of European homelessness. Yet, American experience teaches us
to test the limits of administrative data and reflect on the lived experience of
homelessness as well. The work of those who have emphasised individual agency
in understanding European homelessness — for example from evidence about
choice and differentiated experiences between genders (Mayock and Bretherton,
2016) — also highlights this need.
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Assumptive Research and Cultural Gravity

Early studies of homelessness took place in civilisations that, broadly, regarded
themselves as natural systems, in which every individual had a place, usually at the
bottom of a strict hierarchy. Taxonomies, including some spectacular categorisa-
tions of ‘professional beggars’, ‘lunatics’ and ‘habitual drunkards’, were constructed
to try to understand this population (Ribton-Turner, 1887; Gray, 1931).

Welfare systems were in place for populations we would now call homeless, using
a mixture of containment and support (Roberts, 1963; Higginbotham, 2008;
O’Sullivan, 2016). These systems were not welfare states, but the idea that poverty
was, at least in part, structural in origin and that society had obligations towards
the poor extended beyond the Marxists, even if the idea that some of the poor were
‘undeserving’ proved very hard to shake off (Vorspan, 1977; Veit-Wilson, 1991).

In the context of highly developed welfare systems that were built on assumptions
that the poor and vulnerable needed to be cared for by the state — in Western
Europe at least — a shift in homelessness research occurred. Research began to
appear that conceptualised homelessness in terms of inadequate access to
support, to housing, as a systems failure rather than as the result of individual
action (Macgregor-Wood, 1976). In making the argument that homeless people
were not being properly cared for, that their rights to housing or support were not
being recognised, these ideas created a new kind of individual pathology centred
on a need for support. The presumption that asylum closures had put people with
mental health problems onto the street and ‘caused’ the increase in American
homelessness was the meridian of this kind of thinking (Scott, 1993).

Arguments that homelessness resulted mainly from labour market (Stewart, 1975)
and housing market failure (Glastonbury, 1971; Greve, 1964; Greve et al., 1971;
Drake et al., 1981) were relatively unusual and relatively short-lived. In the UK, more
or less entirely economic arguments about the nature of homelessness were
sometimes made (Drake, 1989). However, explanations of homelessness that
emphasised the role of structural factors but also noted the role of individual char-
acteristics were more common (Anderson, 1993).

Within the new orthodoxy itself, the role of individual characteristics in homeless-
ness causation is fundamental. With the advent of arguments in favour of subgroup
and pathways analysis, alongside the study of individual agency, the focus on the
individual in homelessness has, if anything, increased.

Reading some of this literature, it can seem that things have moved on; the ‘sin-talk’
of homelessness as a moral offence, the ‘sick-talk’ of homelessness as a pathology
and the ‘system-talk’ of homelessness as systemic injustice have been replaced
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(Gowan, 2010). Yet, mainstream responses to homelessness are another matter; as
both American (Gowan, 2010) and European researchers have pointed out, indi-
vidual pathology remains prominent in policy circles (Phillips, 2000; Pleace, 2000).

Images of homelessness as a problem experienced by specific types of individuals
whose actions led to their homelessness were firmly within the cultural mainstream
far into the twentieth century (Phillips, 2000) and remain present in Europe and
throughout the Western world (Fopp, 2009; Devereux, 2015). Research in the
meantime has, in some cases, remained focused simply on individual pathology or,
while acknowledging structural factors, used a pathways or subgroup thesis (in
which patterns are defined with reference to individual characteristics and
behaviour) as a conceptual framework.

There are two risks here. These can be described as ‘assumptive research’ and a
‘cultural gravity’ risk, which could lead some European homelessness research in
the wrong direction.

Assumptive research occurs when researchers regard homelessness as a clearly
defined and understood social problem —i.e., that it is people sleeping rough who
are largely male and whose homelessness is linked to support needs and behav-
ioural factors. Such research adds nothing to the understanding of homelessness
because it assumes homelessness is understood, which means that questions
about the nature of homelessness do not need to be resolved, beyond deter-
mining, for example, how many rough sleepers in a particular city are taking
heroin. People living without their own space, without privacy and without security
of tenure in Europe are not considered by such research, because homelessness
means a predominantly male population sleeping rough or in emergency shelters
and nothing else.

One of the biggest challenges faced by European homelessness researchers is
ensuring that there is a theoretical debate. Homelessness research is being
conducted that assumes homelessness is a relatively simple, relatively small-scale
social problem with clearly understood causes. There are longstanding concerns
that the political right has sought to narrow the definition of what homelessness is,
emphasising only visible homelessness that can be easily linked to individual
pathology and drawing attention away from wider structural problems with afford-
able housing supply and inequity (Anderson, 1993). Beyond this, there is the view
of homelessness as individual pathology that dates from before the nineteenth
century — a mass cultural understanding of homelessness encompassing only a
self-inflicted state found among people in emergency shelters and on the street
(Carlen, 1996; Phillips, 2000; Gowan, 2010). Assumptive research must be chal-
lenged because it is based on a clearly false construct of what homelessness is
and lacks any social scientific foundation.
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The ‘cultural gravity’ issue centres on context and on measurement. Homelessness
research that makes allowance for structural factors, also taking into account indi-
vidual characteristics and behaviour, goes against a cultural norm that sees home-
lessness in terms of individual pathology. Data tend to be collected at the individual
level: what has happened to someone, their characteristics, their earlier experi-
ences, their choices and so forth. Their experience of using systems, their experi-
ence with landlords, their interaction with the world in which they are homeless, can
be asked about but it is rarely observed directly. The systemic or structural can be
harder to see, particularly in a European context where large-scale, robust longi-
tudinal research on the nature of homelessness is unusual. Conducting research in
a context in which individual pathology is expected to be the causal factor, in which
data can only be collected at the individual level, usually using cross-sectional
methods or in a single interview, may make structural factors inherently harder to
see (Farrugia and Gerrard, 2015).

Exploring Structural Causation

During the decade for which this journal has existed, our understanding of home-
lessness has moved beyond individual pathology, structuralism and beyond the
new orthodoxy. There are challenges around definition and data quality, and in
trying to avoid reaching across the Atlantic for reassurance and guidance. Ensuring
the individual and their agency is represented and ensuring that representation is
accurate is vital. Part of that challenge, alongside ensuring homeless people have
their own voice and do not have ideas projected onto them, is to look at how the
context in which homelessness occurs influences the people who experience it.

So, is there, then, a case for a reassertion of exploring structural factors in home-
lessness causation, countering all this nasty historically and culturally generated
individual pathology? Equally, is there not a case for reasserting the role of struc-
tural factors to reduce the risk that researchers using pathways and subgroup
conceptual frameworks get carried away and focus too much on the individual and
not enough on structural factors?

On the surface, the risks of this idea are the same as they have always been - i.e.,
too much emphasis on structural variables risks potential distortion through not
paying sufficient attention to the role of individual agency or individual character-
istics. However, as argued above, there are clear risks in over-emphasising indi-
vidual agency and characteristics in trying to understand homelessness. These
risks centre on how far a subgroup or pathways approach can go. If presented with
too much complexity, as Neale pointed out twenty years ago (Neale, 1997), or if
presented with too much similarity, taxonomic approaches to homelessness may
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fall over. Focusing too much on the individual can risk downplaying structural
factors, but perhaps equally significantly, taxonomies might not work very well,
creating temptations to avoid some data (everyone is poor) or defining only specific
groups as ‘homeless’ (recurrently and long-term homeless people are differentiated
by high rates of severe mental illness) to make a taxonomy work.

We are clearly not yet in the position, in terms of data richness or moving towards
a wider definition of European homelessness, where an existential risk to pathways
or subgroup based analysis exists. It may be the case that homelessness is less
complex in nature than current research suggests it may be, despite growing
evidence of multiple variables at multiple levels having roles in the nature of the
experience.

Almost 20 years ago, this author argued that homelessness was not a discrete
social problem, but was instead an extreme of poverty being misread as ‘unique’.
Specific interventions and support services were needed, as homeless people had
particular needs, characteristics and experiences, but homelessness was, ulti-
mately, a product of poverty, which meant effective policy had to tackle deeply
engrained inequality (Pleace, 1998). Revisiting that argument now, there are flaws:
there was no consideration of individual agency; homelessness was effectively — as
in the new orthodoxy — equated with total disempowerment, which was clearly
wrong, while individual characteristics were downplayed. However, looking at that
paper again, the challenge it posed - that homelessness needs to be contextual-
ised to be fully understood — does not seem to have been fully answered (see also
Farrugia and Gerrard, 2015).

Much of the development of social science, including what development there has
been in the academic study of homelessness, took place in what looks increasingly
like an historically exceptional period. In the last 30 years, the tendency towards
massive accumulation of wealth and political power among small elites, which
characterises most of human history, has reasserted itself. London, along with
other European capitals and major cities, has become ‘Pikettyville’, in which a tiny
transnational urban elite is shaping the nature of the city itself, creating enclaves of
‘Alpha territory’ (Burrows et al., 2016). This massive concentration of wealth has
taken place alongside the constriction of full time, well-paid, secure work, sustained
reductions in welfare spending and marked decreases in affordable housing supply.

Homelessness does appear to be linked to individual characteristics, to behaviour,
to choices; it is not simply a matter of economics or housing supply. The people
who experience homelessness have at least some control over what happens to
them. Yet, can the ‘Alpha territories’ exist without it meaning something for poverty
and, alongside poverty, for homelessness? As wealth and power become ever more
concentrated and inequity increases within Europe, does that have an impact on
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the nature, extent and experience of homelessness? There are other questions, too,
around ethnic, cultural and gender inequalities, which are structural, and which may
also influence the nature and experience of homelessness (Pleace, 2011; Mayock
and Bretherton, 2016). These are not questions we can explore properly if we focus
too heavily on attempts to create taxonomies of homelessness as our main method
of understanding this most acute of social problems, or as a set of interconnected
social problems.

Our challenge as researchers and as social scientists is to fully acknowledge,
respect and understand the human beings at the heart of homelessness and to
understand as much as possible about the environment in which homelessness
occurs. This requires a new neutrality, an openness, leaving behind preconceptions
and ideas and theories about what we think homelessness is, who we think
homeless people are and how we situate homelessness within the wider social and
economic context.
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Introduction

Homelessness is a complex and a persistent problem and an example of an
extreme form of exclusion (Von Mahs, 2013). Considerable interaction between
homelessness research and policy formation has taken place in many countries in
recent years, as research has given a better understanding of the social mecha-
nisms and dynamics behind homelessness and social exclusion, and documented
the emergence of new approaches and advances in the evidence base on social
interventions in the field of homelessness services.

However, it can generally be tricky to analyse the interplay between homelessness
research and policy development. Policy development does not follow a linear path
and research does not necessarily have a strategic focus on contributing to new
policies and practices. Whilst new knowledge and evidence may be picked up in
social policies and national programmes, both implementation barriers and struc-
tural barriers often mean that upscaling new social interventions and model projects
and mainstreaming them into general social services is difficult.

The advanced ‘social-democratic’ welfare systems in the Nordic countries have in
most cases been quite fast in picking up new trends in research and policy and
after a brief overview of general trends in contemporary homelessness research,
we shall use these countries as an example to study the interplay between research
and policy formation in more detail. Research in the Nordic countries on both the
outcomes of interventions and implementation research on policy programmes has
given a deeper understanding of the mechanisms involved in these processes of
knowledge diffusion and policy development.

Integrated Analytical Perspectives in the Research Literature

Recent developments in the theoretical understanding of homelessness largely
follow the general synthesising trend of social theory. In the research literature, an
understanding of homelessness from mainly structural or individualistic perspec-
tives has been widely replaced by positions integrating these perspectives (Wolch
and Dear, 1989; Quilgars et al., 2008; Fitzpatrick et al., 2013). From a critical realist
perspective, Fitzpatrick has argued that homelessness arises from the complex
interplay between structural, systemic, relational and personal factors (Fitzpatrick,
2005; 2012). According to Fitzpatrick, these factors may interact differently in both
time and place, leading also to a more dynamic and contingent understanding of
homelessness. Adverse structural circumstances such as unemployment or the
lack of affordable housing are likely to most adversely affect people with social
vulnerabilities, such as people with mental iliness, substance abuse problems and
weak social ties.
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The development of a more integrated and dynamic understanding of homelessness
has also been expressed within the ‘pathways theory’, emphasising how homeless-
ness should not necessarily be seen as the end point of a downward marginalisation
process, as socially vulnerable individuals often experience several episodes of
homelessness during their life course (Kuhn and Culhane, 1998; Shinn et al., 1998;
Anderson and Tulloch, 2000; Clapham, 2005; Chamberlain and MacKenzie, 2006;
Culhane et al., 2007). In their paradigmatic study on shelter data in the US, Kuhn and
Culhane (1998) identified different types of shelter users: the chronically homeless
with complex psychosocial problems, long spells of homelessness and long-term
stays in homeless shelters; the episodically homeless with equally complex problems
and many repeated spells of homelessness with a circulation in and out of shelters,
prisons, hospitals and periods of rough sleeping in between; and finally the transition-
ally homeless - the largest group amongst US shelter users — with few, short stays
in shelters and less complex problems, their homelessness likely being caused by
poverty and housing affordability problems (cf. Wagner and Gilman, 2012).

A Better Understanding of Welfare Policies and Interventions

A better understanding of the impact of welfare policies has also emerged, with
growing evidence that homelessness in more extensive welfare systems is more
concentrated among people with psychosocial vulnerabilities, whilst homelessness
in less extensive welfare systems affects wider groups of poor people due to
housing affordability problems, such as the transitionally homeless in the US
(Shinn, 2007; Stephens and Fitzpatrick, 2007; Toro, 2007; Benjaminsen and
Andrade, 2015). As welfare systems have come under pressure in many countries,
there has also been an increased focus on the unintended consequences of welfare
reforms for socially vulnerable groups due to, for instance, reductions in welfare
benefits or the liberalisation of housing systems (Hedin et al., 2011; Lind 2016).

In particular, changes have taken place in the understanding of homelessness
interventions. In their recent volume on Housing First, Padgett et al. (2016) describe
the paradigm shift from Treatment First to Housing First and how the latter has
informed policy changes originating in the US and now spreading throughout
Europe. By now, the Housing First approach has been incorporated into strategic
responses to homelessness in large scale-national homelessness strategy
programmes (Denmark and Finland) and in large-scale experimental programmes
in Canada and France as well as in smaller social experimentation projects in many
other EU Member States. Although debates continue over its merits in relation to
particular subgroups of homeless people (Kertesz et al., 2009; see also Pleace,
2011), experimental research, mainly from the US, Canada and France, as well as
evaluation research from other countries, widely documents the effectiveness of
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the key components of the Housing First approach: an early stabilisation of the
housing situation by giving access to permanent, independent housing, and
providing intensive, flexible social support following evidence-based intervention
methods such as Assertive Community Treatment or Intensive Case Management,
which can be differentiated according to the intensity of support needs (Tsemberis
et al., 2004; Coldwell and Bendner, 2007; Nelson et al., 2007; Tsemberis, 2010).

However, in many countries, the Treatment First approach remains the predominant
approach to rehousing, and research on national strategies and other large-scale
Housing First programmes confirms that mainstreaming the Housing First approach
into general social and homelessness services not only involves a fundamental
mind-set shift in social services and the reorganisation of social services but is also
hampered by major structural barriers, as shortages of affordable housing for low-
income groups intensify in North American and European cities.

A Look at the Nordic Countries

The Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden) all belong to the
social-democratic welfare regime and have some of the world’s most extensive
welfare systems (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Most of these countries have been rela-
tively fast at picking up new approaches in homelessness policy and services. The
most advanced examples of mainstreaming Housing First into general welfare
policies are found in Denmark and Finland, where the Housing First approach has
been the overall principle of large national homeless strategies. Also in Norway,
recent policy development has incorporated elements of the Housing First
approach. Only in Sweden, with only a few smaller ‘model projects’, has the Housing
First approach not taken root to the same extent as in the other countries, likely due
to the strong presence of the staircase model and stronger barriers to accessing
ordinary housing for socially vulnerable people following the liberalisation of the
social housing sector in Sweden.

In all four countries, we also find relatively advanced approaches to the measure-
ment and collection of data on homelessness, and we find examples of how policy
development and the monitoring of homelessness — through national homelessness
counts and evaluation research on homelessness programmes — have interacted
closely. This research also provides insights into the barriers and challenges to the
development of integrated homeless policies even in the context of these advanced
welfare states. Moreover, research shows how specific policies vary across these
countries, which otherwise belong to the same welfare state cluster, leading to
differences in the patterns of homelessness that can likely be linked to differences
in welfare and housing policies.
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The Context of the Social Democratic Welfare System

Although the Nordic countries are generally characterised by a relatively low level
of social inequality and an extensive welfare system, there are considerable differ-
ences across these countries in both social and housing policies that are important
for understanding differences in the patterns and profiles of homelessness, and in
homeless policies. Welfare systems in the Nordic countries, as in most other
countries, are undergoing continuous reform to adapt to ongoing pressures to
finance welfare services. This process started long before the international financial
crisis but it has only been reinforced since then. In some cases, this has led to
growing divergence in welfare systems across the Nordic countries.

Housing systems, in particular, diverge across the Nordic countries, where differ-
ences have widened due to reforms in recent decades. Norway stands out in the
comparison of the countries. Norwegian housing policy is based on the homeown-
ership ideology (Bengtsson, 2013). Whereas Denmark, Finland and Sweden have
relatively large social rental sectors, Norway has a high rate of owner-occupied
housing and a much lower share of social housing (Bengtsson, 2013). Moreover,
the social housing sectors have been developing in different directions. Even
though we can see a strengthened homeownership policy even in countries like
Sweden, there is still a relatively large rental market in Denmark, Finland and
Sweden. The social housing sector in Sweden, in particular, has undergone consid-
erable reform and liberalisation, where general waiting list systems and targeted
allocation systems have been widely abolished (Hedin et al., 2011; Sahlin, 2015). By
contrast, the social housing sectors in Denmark and Finland still operate on a more
traditional ‘social-democratic’ basis, where access is widely regulated by waiting
lists and allocation systems. For example, in Denmark, municipalities have a right
to allocate part of the vacancies in public housing to people in acute need of
housing due to social problems. These differences set the context for homeless-
ness policies and have broadly affected the possibilities of implementing housing-
led policies, such as the Housing First approach, which has turned out to be more
difficult to implement in Sweden than in Denmark or Finland.

In all Nordic countries, an accelerating process of urbanisation is occurring, with
economic and population growth concentrated in capital regions and other larger
urban areas. In all four countries there are signs of an increasing shortage of afford-
able housing in larger cities, and the provision of publicly-subsidized affordable
housing — once a hallmark of the Scandinavian welfare state — is increasingly
coming under pressure.
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Advanced Data Collection and the Monitoring of Policies

In all four countries, homelessness is monitored by national homelessness counts
that provide information on the extent of homelessness and the profiles of homeless
people. In Denmark, Norway and Sweden, homelessness counts are carried out
using the same basic methodology, although with some variation in the definitions
used. In Finland, the methodology used in homelessness enumeration is different
from the other countries.

The national homelessness counts in Denmark, Norway and Sweden are conducted
as an extended service based on a one-week count. The first of these counts was
conducted in Sweden as early as 1993, followed by Norway in 1996, while the first
Danish count was only conducted in 2007. In addition to homelessness services, a
wide range of other social and health services also participate, and each unit fills
out individual questionnaires for each homeless person they are in contact with or
know to be homeless during the count week. Multiple use of services (double
counts) are controlled for by using personal numbers or other individual informa-
tion, such as initials and birth dates. As these counts are quite extensive, they are
not conducted every year. In Sweden, the counts have been conducted about every
five years and in Norway every third or fourth year, whereas in Denmark they have
been conducted every second year since 2007.

In Finland, homelessness enumerations are conducted once every year, but the
methodology is different from the other Nordic countries, as the Finnish countis an
enumeration of homelessness on one single day, based on a survey administered
to a wide range of homeless services and other welfare services.

Although the methodology used in the homeless counts in Denmark, Norway and
Sweden is similar, there is some divergence in the definitions used. In all four
countries (including Finland) it is not only rough sleepers and shelter users that
are included; people staying temporarily with family or friends (couch surfers) are
also defined as homeless to the extent that they are in contact with social
services. The definition used in Sweden is somewhat broader than in the other
countries, as it includes a wider group of people who have second-hand accom-
modation contracts that are often long-term, but non-permanent, whereas these
groups are not included in the definitions in Denmark, Finland or Norway. This
difference is not only a definitional matter but reflects the more widespread use
of the staircase model in Sweden, which has led to the emergence of a secondary
housing market of people who do not have ordinary leases but are in training flats,
with the contract often held by social services and with behavioural conditions
attached to eventually getting a permanent contract as a primary lease holder
(Sahlin, 2007; Knutagard, 2009).
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In the first national count in Sweden in 1993, almost 10,000 homeless people were
counted. In 1999, a new national count was done and this time the homeless numbers
had dropped to 8,440. The definition of homelessness had narrowed slightly. At the
end of the 1990s and the beginning of 2000 there was an ongoing debate among
different actors on the causes of homelessness. Different positions were taken by
different researchers and agencies. At the time, homelessness was very much seen
as a result of individuals having problems with addiction and mental health. Several
researchers contested this view presented by the National Board of Health and
Welfare and other official agencies. This also led to a critique of the counts, especially
the underlying questionnaire and the questions that were asked (Sahlin, 1996; Thérn,
2004). The critique from researchers led to a closer collaboration between the
National Board of Health and Welfare and the research community. The following two
national counts changed the definition once more with the ambition of being compa-
rable with the ETHOS definition. The Swedish definition of homelessness was thereby
broadened, reflecting the fact that a large share of the Swedish homeless population
live as tenants in apartments sublet from the social services and dispersed in ordinary
housing areas. This critique of the secondary housing market and the staircase model
has been one of the most important debates in the homelessness field in Sweden in
the last decade (cf. Sahlin, 1996; 2005; Lofstrand, 2005; Knutagard, 2009). The
reason for including this situation in the homelessness definition is the instability and
non-permanency of the situation. Tenants in the secondary housing market can easily
lose their lease if they do not comply with the rules. In practice, tenants can be evicted
from their apartments within a day or a week. Research also shows that there are a
lot of homeless families within the secondary housing market. This leads to the risk
of having children evicted from their homes. Even though the households live in
apartments in ordinary housing areas, they still live in precarious situations.

Despite these variations in definition and methodology, commonalities in the
approaches of Denmark, Norway and Sweden have enabled comparisons of the main
trends across the countries. In 2008, a comparison of homelessness in Denmark,
Norway and Sweden showed that, even when adjusting for the wider definition of
homelessness in the Swedish count (and adjusting for population size), the overall
level of homelessness was higher in Sweden than in Norway and Denmark. Moreover,
this comparison showed that whilst the level of homelessness was of a similar size
in the largest cities (Stockholm, Copenhagen, Oslo and Gothenburg), the level of
homelessness in medium-sized towns was, in most cases, higher in Sweden than in
similar towns in Denmark and Norway. The authors attributed this finding to a combi-
nation of the wider use of the staircase model in Sweden and the liberalisation of the
Swedish social housing sector, leading to a higher level of housing exclusion even in
medium-sized Swedish towns than in similar towns in Denmark and Norway
(Benjaminsen and Dyb, 2008).
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The most recent counts in all three countries have shown that the level of homeless-
ness is moderately increasing in Denmark, Norway and Sweden. The overall level
is still higher in Sweden than in Denmark and Norway. In Denmark (population 5.7
million) the count in 2015 showed that 6,138 people were homeless — up from 4,998
in 2009, 5,290 in 2011 and 5,820 in 2013 (Benjaminsen and Lauritzen, 2015). In
Norway (population 5 million), 6,259 people were homeless in 2012 — an increase
from 6,091 in 2008, 5,496 in 2005 and 5,200 in 2003 (Dyb and Johannesen, 2013).
The results from the 2016 count in Norway are not yet available. The recent
increases in Denmark and Norway are likely attributable to a combination of factors,
such as the increasing lack of affordable housing in larger cities and a particular
increase in youth homelessness (Dyb and Johannesen, 2013; Rambgll and SFI,
2013; Benjaminsen and Lauritzen, 2015).

In Sweden, the latest count is from 2011 and is now five years old. It showed that
about 34,000 people were homeless in a population of 9.4 million at that time.
However, this strong increase compared to earlier mappings in Sweden was partly
due to the widening of the definition. 13,900 people were included who were in
long-term but not permanent housing, typically in the secondary housing market
(Socialstyrelsen, 2012).

The methodology used in homeless enumeration is different in Finland, such that
direct comparisons cannot be made between Finland and the other countries.
However, the Finnish data show a very different trend, as a steady decline in home-
lessness has been documented over a long period; homelessness decreased from
about 18,000 homeless people in 1987 — when statistics began - to about 8,000
homeless people in 2004. Since then, reductions have continued but have been
relatively small. In 2014, the national statistics centre recorded 7,107 homeless
people, of whom the majority were staying temporarily with family or friends (ARA
survey, 2014). This can be compared to a total Finnish population of 5.5 million
people in 2014. This development can widely be attributed to an intensive focus on
reducing long-term homelessness in Finland, backed by a comprehensive national
strategy with substantial resources devoted to establishing new housing units and
converting shelters into permanent housing for long-term homeless people.
Although the numbers cannot be directly compared with Denmark, Norway and
Sweden, they indicate that the level of homelessness in Finland has dropped from
a level more comparable to that of Sweden to a level more similar to the levels in
Denmark and Norway. This may reflect Finland’s gradual move away from a mainly
staircase-based approach towards the Housing First approach, which was explic-
itly named as the main principle in the Finnish strategy.
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Policy Developments - the Path Dependency
of National Programmes

Finland was the first amongst the Nordic countries to initiate a large-scale national
homelessness strategy inspired by Housing First. The Finnish programme was
initiated in 2008. After Finland, Denmark was also an early starter in the introduction
of Housing First, starting up a national strategy that effectively began in 2009.
Sweden started up its first small-scale Housing First pilots in 2010, but it was not
until 2012 that Norway started up Housing First services. By 2015, 14 municipalities
had a Housing First pilot in Norway. In Sweden, the same number of pilots took five
years to launch. One explanation of this development is that the start-up of Housing
First projects in Norway was partly financed by The Norwegian State Housing Bank
(Husbanken). In Sweden, local actors or change agents have taken on the model
without any funding from the Government or other actors (Knutagard and
Kristiansen, 2013).

Although previous homelessness strategies in Sweden and Norway had many
goals that were similar to those of the strategies in Denmark and Finland, imple-
mentation of the strategies has turned out differently. Thus, the introduction of
Housing First services is reliant on the diffusion of the model by change agents,
and on their ability to translate the model into the existing system. Funding is, of
course, a key ingredient. For instance, in the Finnish strategy, enough financial
resources were allocated both to convert old shelters into congregate housing and
to buy, renovate and build new apartments in order to reduce homelessness. The
lack of financial resources from the national level has slowed down the pace of
diffusion in Sweden. In the following section, we shall examine differences between
the countries and the interplay between policy formation and research in more
detail, discussing both commonalities and differences. However, we will narrow
down the comparison to focus mainly on Denmark, Finland and Sweden.

Even though there are many similarities between the Nordic countries from a
welfare regime perspective, the welfare systems differ, and the housing systems
and their housing policy, in particular, differ significantly (Bengtsson, 2013).
Bengtsson and his colleagues argue that the different paths the Nordic countries
have chosen can be understood as examples of a path-dependent housing policy.
The concept of path dependency is used to describe how early decisions will affect
decisions you make later (Mahoney, 2000). In this way, the path becomes more and
more difficult to break away from, since too many other parts have been added and
it is therefore costly to change course.
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The National Homelessness Strategy in Finland -
a Strategic Response

Homelessness has been a matter of concern in Finland just like the other Nordic
countries. Long-term homelessness is becoming a particular concern. Over the
years, the number of homeless immigrants and young people has increased. One
of the more specific groups in the homelessness population in Finland is persons
that have had contact with the criminal justice system; there tends to be a gap
between leaving prison and being able to get help from social services with housing
and other supports. The same situation applies to clients that have been in rehab
or other treatment institutions. The result is often a relapse into drugs and criminal
behaviour. The costs for the individual client are huge, and so is the cost for society
(Pleace et al., 2016). Investing in preventative homelessness services is therefore a
good strategy.

Before 2008, when Finland launched its first homelessness strategy with the explicit
focus on Housing First services, the country organised most of its homelessness
work in accordance with the staircase model. Homeless clients had to advance
step-by-step in order to show that they were housing ready. During this period,
Finland also used large hostels and other forms of temporary housing that were run
down and in bad condition. This was especially true for the large-scale shelters in
Helsinki.

Looking back at how homeless services have been delivered historically in Finland,
the shift to a Housing First strategy is quite extraordinary. Emergency housing has
almost disappeared since the 1970s. Even though it is difficult to compare the
statistics of the Nordic countries, Finland is the only country that shows a decline
in homelessness. In the course of the first strategy’s implementation (PAAVO I),
long-term homelessness decreased by 28 percent (Pleace et al., 2015). In 2015, at
the end of the second strategy (PAAVO lI), for the first time fewer than 7,000 people
were homeless, and long-term homelessness had dropped by 35 percent (equiva-
lent to 1,345 people). The targets of the two strategies were very ambitious. The
first strategy had the goal of halving long-term homelessness by 2011, while the
second strategy aimed to eliminate long-term homelessness by 2015. Even though
the strategy did not succeed with the goal, the reduction of long-term homeless-
ness is still impressive in a time when pressure on the housing market is increasing.
The Government’s new action plan has a focus on prevention, but also on building
new dwellings. The goal is to build or allocate 2,500 dwellings by 2019 for people
that are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless.!

1 www.miljoministeriet.fi/en-US/Latest_news/Shift_towards_prevention_in_reducing_hom(39553)
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The key to the reduction of homelessness in Finland is primarily the Government’s
decision to convert emergency shelters into communal units. This decision made
it possible to transform a temporary system quickly — a system that often became
a long-term solution for homeless people, inspired by the Housing First logic. The
initial conversion of shelters into communal units is one of the aspects that makes
the Finnish version of Housing First a bit different to the original model. The
Pathways to Housing model is based on a scattered-site principle, where apart-
ments are scattered in the ordinary housing market in contrast to the mainly
congregate housing of Finland’s first homelessness strategy. The findings showed
high housing retention rates in the congregate housing too (Pleace et al, 2015). In
the evaluation of the Finnish Housing First programme, scattered-site models had
the highest housing retention rates, even though the congregate versions also
worked for many where the treatment is separated from the housing. Even more
important to the Finnish success is the focus on building, buying and renovating
apartments. This has been made possible due to the financial resources invested
in the strategy (Pleace et al., 2016).

The success of the strategies in Finland relies on coordination at different levels —
from central government to faith-based and other organisations. The Y-foundation,
which buys apartments to rent them to households in need, has been an important
actor.?2 An overall conclusion is the importance of institutional entrepreneurs that
have the power and position—in collaboration with other change agents —to change
the mind-sets and institutional logic from a staircase logic to the principle of
housing as a basic human right and a precondition for making other life changes
(Hardy and Maguire, 2013; Thornton and Ocasio, 2013).

Interplay between Policy Development and Monitoring
Research: the Danish National Homelessness Strategy

In Denmark, there has been considerable development in homelessness policies
over the last decade. Following the first national homelessness count that took
place in 2007, Denmark adopted its national homelessness strategy in 2008, with
a programme period from 2009 to 2013, succeeded by a follow-up programme from
2014 to 2016 (Hansen, 2010; Benjaminsen, 2013). The strategy has been monitored
at the individual level with outcome data and at an aggregate level (nationally and

2 The Y-Foundation is a major provider of social housing in Finland. The Foundation was estab-
lished in 1985 by different cities in Finland and organisations such as the Association of Finnish
Local and Regional Authorities, the Finnish Red Cross and the Finnish Construction Trade Union,
among others. See www.ysaatio.fi/in-english/
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in municipalities) with data from national homelessness counts carried out every
second year since 2007. Thus, the Danish case is an example of relatively advanced
interplay between policy development and data collection.

From the very beginning, the national strategy had Housing First as its overall
principle, based on emerging evidence from international research on the merits of
this approach. A main part of the programme was developing and testing evidence-
based floating support methods (Assertive Community Treatment, Intensive Case
Management and Critical Time Intervention) in municipal social services, with funding
provided from the central government. Housing for the programme was widely based
on public housing, where municipalities have the right to use one in four vacancies
for people in acute housing need due to social problems. However, as a housing-
ready approach was the norm in housing allocation policies in many municipalities,
a mind-set shift was often needed to change the practice of housing allocation to the
Housing First approach. Although not followed by the same rigorous experimental
methods as large-scale Housing First programmes in Canada and France, an
outcome monitoring system measured the situation of the approximately 1,000
people who went through the programme. The evaluation research showed that the
Housing First approach was widely successful at rehousing homeless people with
complex support needs, with high housing retention rates similar to those found in
other Housing First projects in both Europe and the US. The strategy was succeeded
by a follow-up programme aimed at mainstreaming Housing First into municipal
social services, not only in the municipalities that took part in the first programme but
also in new municipalities joining the programme.

Despite the ambitious national strategy programme, homelessness in Denmark
has increased since 2009. In the national homelessness count in 2009, 4,998
people were recorded as homeless over the period of a week, but this number
had increased to 6,138 people in 2015 (Benjaminsen and Lauritzen, 2015). The
increase has been greatest in larger cities, where the shortage of affordable
housing is most severe, but the most recent count also shows signs of an increase
in several medium-sized cities, where a lack of affordable housing is also
emerging. Count data at the municipal level reveal how transformations in home-
lessness patterns emerged over the period. A particularly strong increase took
place in suburban municipalities in the Copenhagen area — mainly in lower-
income, western suburbs that were increasingly affected by the housing shortage
in the city. A strong increase was also recorded in Denmark’s second largest city,
Aarhus, where homelessness more than doubled in the period. A decade ago, the
level of homelessness in Aarhus was more similar to other larger provincial towns,
such as Aalborg and Odense, but in 2015 the level (relative to the population size)
was more similar to the level in the Copenhagen area. This transformation is likely



10™ Anniversary Issue 57
R R RN RN RN

a consequence of the rapid population and economic growth in the Aarhus area
that has put pressure on the local housing market, with an increasing shortage of
affordable housing as a consequence.

The national homelessness counts in Denmark have also documented a strong
increase in youth homelessness in recent years, as the number of young homeless
people (18 — 24 years of age) almost doubled from 2009 to 2015: from 633 to 1,172.
The profiles show that young homeless people have largely the same high share of
mental iliness and substance abuse problems. About half have a mental iliness and
three out of four young homeless people have either a mental iliness or a substance
abuse problem. The count also shows that the majority of young homeless people
are couch surfers staying temporarily with family and friends, whereas fewer stay
in homeless shelters and very few young homeless people are sleeping rough.

The monitoring data at both the aggregated level, from the national homelessness
counts, and the individual outcomes of interventions in the strategy help under-
stand the apparently mixed results of the Danish programme. Outcome data from
the national strategy show that Housing First interventions are successful for the
large majority of homeless people that have received housing and support (Rambagll
and SFI, 2013). However, at the same time, aggregate data at the national and
municipal level from the national homelessness counts show that changes in the
overall patterns of homelessness in Denmark are mainly related to the impact of
more general structural transformations in society. Thus, the strategy contributed
to the introduction of more effective and evidence-based interventions in social
services. However, general policy and welfare reforms set the context of more
specific programmes, such as the national homelessness strategy, as the increasing
shortage of affordable housing and reductions in social assistance benefits for
certain groups are the main barriers to scaling up and mainstreaming Housing First
in general social services at the local level.

Housing and Homelessness Policies in Sweden -
the Nordic Stronghold of the Staircase Model

From an optimistic perspective, it is evident that research has had an influence on
how homelessness policies in Sweden have changed rhetorically over the past
decade. Evidence of research results from Housing First, for example, can be seen
in documents like action plans, guidelines, strategies and other policy documents
at a national, regional and local level. A more pessimistic perspective can conclude,
however, that homelessness research has had very little impact on homelessness
policies at a national governmental level. From this perspective, Housing First initia-
tives can be viewed as shop window projects that exist on a small scale next to the
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ordinary way of organising homelessness services through the staircase model
(Knutagard, 2015; Sahlin, 2015). In many ways, homelessness disappeared as a
social problem in Sweden after the big Million Programme launched by the
Government in the mid-1960s.® At the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the
1990s, homelessness reappeared. At that time, homelessness was described as
the ‘new homelessness’. From a Scandinavian perspective, this related, first, to the
emerging phenomenon of homeless women and later to the emerging phenomena
of homeless migrants and homeless families (Jarvinen, 1993; 2004).

Critique of the staircase model and the secondary housing market

Research on homelessness services in Sweden had shown for a long time that the
staircase model had several problems. It had shown that close cooperation
between social services and housing companies led to more homeless people
outside the secondary housing market (Sahlin, 1996). This is a paradox, since one
would assume that cooperation would lead to better services and better help for
homeless people. Instead, mechanisms of exclusion were triggered. Another study
showed that homeless clients were re-categorised by the services in order to be
able to evict them (Lofstrand, 2005). Social services should be careful not to evict
children. If the parents are divorced and the child lives with both parents off and
on, the child will become homeless if one of the parents is evicted. But if the parent
is re-categorised as a single household, the problem is solved on paper. Another
study showed that the staircase model led to so-called institutional loops, where
the homeless individual got stuck in the system of different steps to get an
apartment of their own (Knutagéard, 2009). One reason for this is that the individual’s
housing problem was redefined as an addiction or mental health problem, so the
individual had to deal with that issue first before getting a flat of their own. But, while
staying at a shelter, the individual then developed new problems that demanded
new services and housing options - like a boarding house, supported housing, a
category house or a training flat — in order to become housing ready. The study also
showed that the different housing alternatives created a rendering process, where
individuals got excluded from the category house for not belonging to the right
category. Even though the category house was initially available for any homeless
client, the rendering process led to a redefinition of both the category house and
the categories of people accepted into it.

3 The Million Programme was a large-scale public housing programme. The Social Democratic
Party launched the program in 1965 and it finished in 1974. The idea was to build a million new
homes in order to deal with the extreme housing shortage and poor housing standards. This very
strategic response to a housing shortage was, in many ways, a very brave and radical programme.
Some of the Million Programme areas have created serious problems for socio-economic segre-
gation, but these effects were difficult to foresee. Many of the Million Programme areas, however,
are very well managed (Hall and Vidén, 2005).
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The Swedish homelessness strategy

Since 2002, the National Board of Health and Welfare has funded local projects to
address homelessness. It was not until 2007 that the Swedish Government
launched its homelessness strategy called: Homelessness: Multiple Faces, Multiple
Responsibilities. The strategy had four objectives:

1. Everyone has to be guaranteed a roof over their head and be offered further
coordinated action based on their individual needs.

2. The number of women and men who have been admitted to, or registered at a
prison or treatment unit, or have supported accommodation or are staying in
care homes and do not have any accommodation arranged before being
discharged has to decrease.

3. Entry into the ordinary housing market has to be facilitated for women and men
who are in housing ladders, training flats or other forms of accommodation
provided by social services or other actors.

4. The number of evictions has to decrease and no children are to be evicted.

The written strategy shows that previous research has been taken into account.
This is not done explicitly, but implicitly via previous reports conducted by the
National Board of Health and Welfare. Three important markers are of interest here.
First, the secondary housing market is used as an accepted term. The concept was
coined by Professor Ingrid Sahlin of the University of Lund in the mid-1990s.
Secondly, the strategy discusses the challenges and limitations with the staircase
model and, finally, it announces Housing First as an alternative model that has
received international attention but needs to be tried out in a Swedish context. The
strategy also acknowledges that many landlords do not accept social assistance
as a steady income and that this excludes people receiving assistance from getting
a rental contract in the ordinary housing market. The strategy notes the need for
action in order to combat this barrier.

The national strategy was evaluated, with the conclusion that the objectives of the
strategy had not been met (Denvall et al., 2011). Some of the recommendations that
were presented in the evaluation report were very much in line with previous
research. The evaluation recommended that a new housing policy be developed
with a clear focus on housing provision. Another recommendation was that a new
strategy encompasses a Housing First initiative on a national level in order to try
the model in a Swedish context.
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Housing First comes on the scene

The concept of Housing First was around already at the beginning of 2000 when a
public investigation presented its final report in 2001 (SOU, 2001). It was not until
after Lund University held a conference on Housing First in November 2009, in
order to promote the testing of the model, that a number of municipalities started
up Housing First pilots. Since then, Housing First initiatives have started in around
15 municipalities. All of the pilots show housing retention rates similar to other
international projects. In the municipality of Helsingborg, the housing retention rate
has been up to 90 percent. The insecurity of the staircase model has been replaced
by ontological security for many of the former homeless clients. The development
of small Housing First services in different municipalities resembles the develop-
ment in the UK but differs radically from the strategic implementation of Housing
First services through national strategies in Denmark, Finland and, to some extent,
Norway. An interesting result so far is that even though the pilots are quite different
in their local adaptation of the Housing First model, they share the same core
principles from the original Pathways to Housing model, and they seem to lead to
similar outcomes.

However, looking back at how Swedish housing policy has changed, it is clear that
the former idea of housing as a basic human right has been left behind in favour of
housing as a commodity that the market can provide and the idea that the market
can regulate itself (cf. Dorling, 2015). The research on homelessness shows that the
liberalisation of Swedish housing policy has had a major impact on, and has accel-
erated the housing exclusion of socially vulnerable groups. Together with the
traditionally strong position of the staircase approach in Sweden, this is a major
explanation of why Sweden did not see the formation of a large-scale national
programme based on Housing First, like its two neighbouring Nordic countries,
Denmark and Finland.

Conclusion

Research on homelessness has advanced considerably in recent years. A better
understanding of the dynamics of homelessness and the interplay between struc-
tural, systemic, interpersonal and individual factors has emerged. A paradigm shift
in the understanding of homelessness interventions is still taking place as the
evidence on the merits of the Housing First model is growing still stronger, chal-
lenging the former paradigm of the Treatment First model. The spread of Housing
First to more and more countries signifies a considerable diffusion between new
research evidence and developments in practice and policy formation.
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However, research and policy developments do not always go hand in hand
smoothly. Especially in a situation where an old paradigm is challenged, the
interplay between research, policy development and practice in social services is
complex, and the extent to which new knowledge is transformed into actual policy
and practice depends on various factors. Ambiguities of research, structural
barriers, institutionalised interests and barriers to changing mind-sets often explain
why the relationship between new knowledge and policy formation is far from linear.
To change institutionalised practises takes time, and the comparison of policy
developments in the Nordic countries shows that to understand such transforma-
tions we need to take into account path dependency on previous policy develop-
ments and reforms of welfare and housing policies.

The case of the Nordic countries illustrates the interaction between research,
practice and policy formation in the context of a welfare state that has been rela-
tively open to new trends. Thus, the advanced Nordic welfare states were relatively
quick to pick up new approaches to homelessness as the emerging Housing First
approach started spreading from the US to Europe. Finland was the first of the
Nordic countries to incorporate Housing First into general homelessness policies,
and both Denmark and Finland have developed comprehensive national homeless-
ness strategies with Housing First as the key principle. Sweden is the exception, as
Housing First has not taken root there to the same extent as in the other countries,
and only smaller model projects based on Housing First have emerged there. The
stronghold of the staircase approach in Sweden in combination with the liberalisa-
tion of the Swedish housing sector are likely explanations for the higher barriers to
incorporating Housing First into Swedish homelessness policies. Yet, despite this
variation across the countries, it is increasingly challenging for municipalities in the
Nordic countries to provide housing for socially vulnerable groups.

The comparison across the Nordic countries shows that the traditional social-
democratic welfare state model and the high level of success of the Nordic countries
in providing housing for their citizens cannot be taken for granted, as reforms of
welfare and housing policies — in combination with structural factors, such as the
increasing shortage of affordable housing — create new exclusion mechanisms that
cannot be resolved within the domain of homelessness policies but, rather, require
wider societal responses.
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> Abstract_ There was large-scale restructuring of welfare arrangements in
the post-soviet states of CEE and SEE in the post-transition years, with
newly emerging social challenges including various forms of housing
exclusion and homelessness. In many countries, policy responses have
been created ahead of evidence delivered by research, due both to the lack
of a tradition of research in homelessness and to the lack of research
capacity in general. In some countries, the re-criminalisation of homeless-
ness occurred, which is the gravest example of policy formation that lacks
any evidence on both reason and effect. In the past decade, however, the
CEE/SEE academy has developed more and more interest in this topic,
rooted either in housing research or in welfare analysis. Papers and reports
have been focusing on uncovering the nature and scale of homelessness
(typically through exploratory studies, both qualitative and quantitative),
and also on better understanding pathways in and out of homelessness, the
effectiveness of policy responses for selected groups (including issues
around the criminalisation of homelessness), and the links between housing
exclusion and broader welfare arrangements. This article summarises the
state of research and some evidence in the CEE and SEE region. We focus
on three broad areas: 1) the generation of figures on homelessness
(methods and outputs of such undertakings); 2) analysis of policy interven-
tions and strategic approaches (national and local-level policies and inno-
vative techniques like Housing First in the region); and 3) research on the
nature and dynamics of homelessness among selected subgroups like
children, women, the elderly, migrants, war victims, etc. We cover Poland,
Slovakia, Czech Republic, the Baltic States, Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia,
Croatia and Slovenia. Some remarks on Russia’s homeless research are
also included.
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Introduction: The Foundations of ‘New’ Research
on Homelessness in Central and South East Europe

The early nineties was an era of great political and economic change in the CEE
and SEE region. In most countries, the transformation period went along peacefully;
however, in the former Yugoslav states, it was impacted by heavy conflicts and
great demographic changes. New national state formations drastically redrew the
map of Central East and South East Europe.

The setting up of new institutions happened at varying paces across the region.
After serious reductions in their national gross domestic product levels (especially
in the former Soviet countries), the region faced only slow economic recovery with
skyrocketing unemployment rates and very low activity rates (Kornai, 2006). These
changes have also necessitated institutional changes in welfare arrangements and,
more importantly, have created a new role for the formerly state-funded and
controlled housing system (Hegedis, 2012). Variations exist across various
economies and adaptation mechanisms, but in all countries “[T]he social rental
sector was largely privatized; it became a residual sector that concentrates the
most vulnerable social groups. In most countries, politics (and housing policy) only
recognised the need for social housing after mass privatization and economic
recovery had already taken place. Programs to expand the social rental sector did
not lead to a breakthrough, and its social and financial sustainability remains very
weak” (HegedUs, 2012, p.24).

Hence, housing exclusion emerged as a widening social phenomenon and at the
same time it appeared as a new political issue in CEE and SEE after the transition.
The most extreme form of housing exclusion — homelessness — represents a
formerly largely hidden, and in some countries even forbidden ‘behaviour’ (like in
the Soviet Union and Hungary). The most visible form of it, rough sleeping, was an
issue that the transition governments just learned to understand around the early
nineties, and they often simply left it to the equally young civil society organisations
and other charitable or faith-based organisations to handle. This resulted in very
selective service delivery — not only in geographical terms, but also in the sense
that the groups prioritized may not have been the most needy.
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Apparently, the backlog in developing and organising homeless services also
impacted the discourse on homelessness, and with this, the research on it. We can
identify some distinctively different strands for ‘new’ research on homelessness in
the region, like juridical studies, criminology and studies on deviances, mental
health and psychological studies, and sociological studies. The juridical strand
shows also some variations according to historical developments in the region; the
Balkan war caused mass displacement, e.g. in Serbia and Croatia, which has
prohibited many people from establishing housing security in new places or
returning to their former homes. Thus, it is largely the human rights discourse that
frames research on the housing exclusion of such families (Petrovic and Timotijevic,
2013). Another recent example on a juridical approach to the causes of homeless-
ness covers all EU Member States, including those in the CEE region. This study
from 2016 focuses on elements of the juridical systems of Member States and their
links with broader social protection systems to understand the levels of risk to the
most excluded in society in terms of losing their homes (Human European
Consultancy, 2016).

Another strand approaches homelessness as an expression of deviance, and it is
mostly the discourse of criminology that takes stock of the paths into and within
the homeless sector. Pleace (2000) claims that this pre-twentieth century popular
view on poverty and exclusion continues to impact service provision to date, and
we state that this view is basically identical to the ‘official ideology’ on homeless-
ness in the pre-transition countries in the CEE and SEE region, where it is still
prevalent despite major service delivery reforms (Borbird, 2014). More recently, the
re-criminalisation of homelessness - e.g., in Hungary and Poland - delivers new
impetus to this strand of research (Browarczyk, 2013; Misetics, 2013). Beyond
illuminating the historical development of criminalising homeless or vagrants,
Misetics (2013), for example, also works out a nuanced conflict theory-based
analytical framework of the state.

Pathways into homelessness represent another core research topic in the CEE and
SEE region. Obviously, psychological and mental-health related interpretations of
individual paths into the growing levels of housing exclusion have a dominant role
in this framework. This regularly involves looking at the interaction of homelessness
with addiction or mental health issues (Doherty and Stuttaford, 2007). Studies
focusing on the rough sleeper population often address this question (see, e.g.,
Milackova and Rochovska (2011) for Slovakia; Paksi et al. (2010) for Hungary, or
Canavan et al. (2012) for an international comparison focusing on access to service
provision in selected European capital cities).
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Similar to the developments in homelessness research in western Europe and
elsewhere some two decades ago (Busch-Geertsema, 2010), we are now seeing a
reorientation of research in CEE and SEE towards a more structural understanding
of homelessness. Under the ‘new orthodoxy’ transformation of the political and
economic systems, welfare provision and the housing system have gained a key
role in interpreting issues relating to homelessness and housing exclusion, shifting
the focus of research to a broader institutional context, including the privatization
of housing and the commoditisation of public services (Hegedus, 2011), comple-
mented by an increasing number of qualitative and quantitative data collection
exercises on homeless people.

In the following sections we focus on the increasingly interdisciplinary research
findings on homelessness in the CEE and SEE region in the past 15-20 years. We
focus on three broad areas: 1) generation of figures on homelessness (methods and
outputs of such undertakings); 2) analysis of policy interventions and strategic
approaches (national and local level policies and innovative techniques like HF; 3)
research on the nature and dynamics of homelessness among selected subgroups
such as children, women, the elderly, migrants, war victims and so on. We highlight
selected findings from Poland, Slovakia, Czech Republic, the Baltic states,
Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia. Some remarks on Russia’s
homeless research are also included. This review probably covers only a repre-
sentative fraction of the growing corpus of research findings in CEE.

Who Are the Homeless People? Methods and Output of
Explorative Studies

There is a relatively brief history of providing shelters and other services for
homeless people in the CEE/SEE region. Thus, research on service provision, the
nature of homelessness, the composition of the homeless population at a given
point in time, or the dynamics of the population is also rather young. Therefore, in
some countries we find more explorative studies. In Romania, for example, the legal
definition of homelessness dates back only to 2011 (there were also studies before
this date but based on another operational definition (see Nicolaescu and
Mandroviceanu, 2013)), and in Slovakia, the first guidance-like document on the
homeless population, who they are and how they live, is less than 10 years old
(Benova, 2008). In Serbia, the ever first survey of a sub-group of homeless people
is even more recent (Petrovic and Timotijevic, 2013).

In other countries, there is a more extensive history of data collection, and hence
there are outputs based on a variety of research methods. This is also linked with
financing research; in some countries, only very small-scale research projects get
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funded because homelessness is generally not the focus of policy makers, academia
or other research organisations, or the funders of such organisations. Poland seems
to have one of the longest research traditions in the region, because both qualitative
and quantitative data collection started more than two decades ago. As Debski (2011)
puts it: beyond local surveys mostly carried out by NGOs who run specific services,
there are surveys that cover even full provinces and that reach out to homeless
people who are outside of institutions. In Poland, there were attempts to count
homeless people as early as the 2002 census. In 2013, there was a national point-in-
time survey, and there were earlier attempts to use register-based elaborations, but
the latter ones seemed difficult due to the fragmented availability of data. Despite the
advanced nature of homelessness research, Busch-Geertsema et al. (2014) add that
the various point in-time surveys revealed some methodological challenges in Poland,
which were caused by the combination of survey data and social assistance datasets
or, more recently, by combining reports from various actors like the police or indi-
vidual workers, based on voluntary participation, which may have impacted both the
coverage and reliability of the data produced. The Polish situation is also particularly
advanced in a further sense: since 2001, biannual panel research has taken place in
one of the provinces, which includes the collection of data on the spatial location of
homeless people outside of institutions, as well as the service needs of the people,
based on which improvements of service delivery are designed (Debski, 2011).
Wygnanska (2015) points out that, based on lessons learnt from the MPHASIS project
— an EU-funded project to harmonise homelessness data-collection methods — a
special data collection' was launched in 2010 in Warsaw that makes it possible to
generate both stock and flow data.

Another country with a long history of data collection is Hungary, where a cross-
sectional data collection has been organised on February 3 every year for the past
18 years; based on some anonymised personal information, it allows for follow-up
of respondents across the datasets (Gyéri, 2013). Each year, recurring topical
modules are added to the survey, such as on housing episodes, health status,
labour market position, history of traumas, etc. One limitation of the yearly February
3 survey is that it is based on the voluntary participation of service providers, and
the self-completion questionnaires may result in some inconsistencies of responses
(Busch-Geertsema et al., 2014).

In response to the shortage of data on homelessness, an attempt was made in
Romania to produce information based on available small-scale surveys. Dan and
Dan (2005) used the 2003 housing and quality of life survey results to estimate the
number of homeless people, combined with data on shelters received from 226

7 It is called BIWM, which is an acronym that comes from the Polish for ‘homelessness and
housing exclusion’: bezdomnos¢ i wykluczenie mieszkaniowe.
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local councils (representing approximately 85% of Romania’s councils). The
collected data were cleaned to avoid data bias. Then, based on cluster analysis
and additional data on evictions, they extrapolated the figures for various locations
in Romania. Since then, some further data estimates were produced for selected
sub-groups like children (Briciu, 2014).

In Lithuania, Kanopiené and Mikulioniené (2004a and 2004b) report in detail on the
results of a quantitative data collection among some 200 homeless people, on their
socio-demographic characteristics and on their life trajectories. More recent quan-
titative data collection efforts come from Croatia, where seven large cities counted
the residents of their shelters and squats in 2009 (Sostaric, 2013) and from Serbia,
where the first quantitative survey since the Balkan conflict was carried out in
2011/12 in the three largest cities (Petrovic and Timotijevic, 2013).

Most recently, the 2011 census circle also delivered figures on homelessness in some
countries. Based on expert reports, there are, however, some limitations to the
findings from the censuses. For example, the Czech figure contained only people in
overnight shelters and in homeless accommodation, and rough sleepers were not
counted. The Polish figure included rough sleepers based on local government
reports, yet the figure seems lower than in other counts. In Slovenia, the census
category for homeless people included people living in inadequate housing situations
or having a registered address at a service provider. This caused some imprecision
in figures, given the fact that there is a tendency for private landlords to object to
registering tenants in their properties so as to remain invisible for tax or other official
purposes, such that these people are forced to register at such services. In Hungary,
it was exactly the census year when homelessness was re-criminalised; thus, efforts
at a complementary homeless count were stopped, especially with regard to rough
sleepers or squatters (Busch-Geertsema et al., 2014).

From the available literature, we can conclude that most CEE and SEE states have a
larger corpus of qualitative research on homelessness when compared to quantita-
tive output. For example, beyond summing up research results since 2005, Briciu
(2014) reports on a more recent Romanian qualitative study on clients of one of
Bucharest’s service providers, which looks both at pathways into homelessness and
challenges within the homeless provision system. Debski (2011) lists a whole range
of reports, for example on pathways into homelessness in Poland, which is also an
important topic for research in other countries, like in Slovakia where Benova (2008)
describes various reasons for homelessness and people’s survival strategies, or in
Croatia, where Sikic-Micanovic (2010) elaborates pathways into homelessness and
how (repeated) episodes of homelessness impact the identity of homeless people.
In a Czech stock-taking, Lindovska (2014) lists the estimates on and reasons for
homelessness by earlier authors. Last but not least, in Russia, Stephenson (2006)
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attempts to deliver a better understanding of the process of displacement and the
dead-end road that people experience, based on in-depth biographical interviews
with rough sleepers. Beyond Fehér (2011), who deals with traumatic events in the
life-course of Hungarian homeless adults, the Hungarian corpus is also relatively rich,
because there are accompanying qualitative studies to the yearly survey on such
diverse aspects as paths, strategies, housing episodes, mental dispositions and
service delivery challenges (Gy6ri and the Working Groups, 2015). Unfortunately, we
find only limited research in Bulgaria to date, where llieva (2014) attempts to deliver
some figures based on service providers and highlights some of the institutional
issues related to housing exclusion based on interviews with institutional players and
Hristoskova (2016) offers a thesis on the constituents of the meaning of homeless-
ness framed by a philosophical discourse and based on a hermeneutic production
of meaning. One of the first Estonian papers on the causes of homelessness, based
on biographical interviews, is from 2003 (Linnas, 2003); it aims at developing guidance
for social workers for more effective work with adult homeless people. In Lithuania,
the research tradition is also over 15 years old; in addition to the 2003 survey, further
qualitative research was carried out in more recent years on the pathways into and
reasons for homelessness, the attitudes and strategies of homeless people, and the
perspective of social workers on homeless people (Sadauskas, 2008).

All the above analyses deliver some insights into the emergence of and dynamic
changes to homelessness in the region. The developments can partly be inter-
preted as identical to the general trends in western Europe. A broader under-
standing of the phenomenon of homelessness — beyond rough sleepers or the
most visible forms of homelessness — is being developed, and analyses on the
changes and restrictions to welfare arrangements, which also impact housing
markets, are being published, showing how different levels of vulnerabilities
among selected groups, such as young people, children, women and elderly
people, contribute to homelessness.

Analyses of the Policy Environment and Strategic Approaches
to Homelessness

Political and institutional transformations in the region have been feeding into
research focusing on welfare arrangements and policy developments. In all
countries we find descriptive papers on national and local homeless policies, the
mapping of institutional arrangements and innovative service provision techniques,
like housing-led or Housing First approaches. Often, such analyses deliver conclu-
sions based on governance changes and welfare regimes discourse (Hegedds,
2011), or they try to contextualise some of the observed changes in the housing
system in general (Edgar et al., 2007; see also last section of this article).
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Similarly, to how qualitative research has been dealing with the question of pathways
into homelessness as a core topic, there are also prominent topics in policy-
oriented research reports. The largest share of institutional analyses focuses on: 1)
national policies; 2) the role of different institutions in tackling or reproducing
homelessness; 3) quality and cost of service delivery; and, last but not least, 4)
innovations within or outside the mainstream services.

Recent examples of the analysis or review of national level strategies include Lux’s
(2014) elaboration on Czech developments. He points out that the process of devel-
oping the first ever Czech national strategy on homelessness was evidence-based;
while this makes it unique among strategy formulations, it is also the case that
structural factors like the lack of social housing policy reform or the highly decen-
tralised nature of relevant policies may hinder the implementation of the proposed
measures. A slightly earlier review of the Polish strategy by Wygnanska (2009)
focuses on aspects of the window of opportunity that served to accommodate
innovations in the homeless service sector and sums up the challenges that were
faced during the process.

Strongly linked with analyses of national policy formation are accounts of institu-
tional and governance challenges. The emerging homelessness challenges and the
backlog of reactions by states or social service providers in general seem to have
resulted in very diverse solutions. For example, when comparing the Slovenian and
Hungarian developments, Filipovic-Hrast et al. (2009) show that, despite very
similar arrangements during pre-transition decades and the sudden emergence of
visible homelessness right after or around 1990, these countries have arrived at
different institutional settings and outcomes. The differences are mainly linked with
varying levels of decentralisation in the two states and the scope of activity under-
taken by NGOs. Whereas Slovenian service provision seems to involve a well-
developed national public network, in Hungary, over two thirds of service provision
is run by private players. For the Czech Republic, Hradecky (2008) points to a
further issue, which is how an emerging institutional system has to deal with difficul-
ties and tensions between ‘indigenous’ and ‘external’ service providers in meeting
the needs of homeless people and dealing with selectivity in terms of clientele.
Many branches of western European faith-based organisations emerged as players
in the Czech Republic, and it took only short time for dedicated local volunteer
organisations to become professionalised step-by-step. What seems to make the
Czech case unique is that cooperation and coordination was organised in the early
years by an umbrella organisation.

A more recent research strand focuses more on the day-to-day operation of the
homeless provision sector. Back in 2007, a comparative analysis of UK and Poland
hostel standards concluded that gaps in the quality of service delivery are closely
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related to the physical conditions of providers’ stock, and while self-regulatory
mechanisms prove to be useful, for example in Poland, there should be bench-
marks and monitoring in place (like in the UK) to ensure a clearer picture of what
outcomes are generated in the sector, and how these are generated — especially
from the perspective of users (Fitzpatrick and Wygnanska, 2007). Sostaric (2013)
reviews social risk challenges of the past decades and the service responses
offered to date in Croatia, and claims that despite a great step forward in 2012,
when social benefits were finally — at least by law — made available for homeless
people, service delivery does not fulfil its primary purpose - that is, to provide
temporary accommodation until permanent housing is available. On the daily
operation of the sector, she highlights the fact that there are no service standards,
no coordination of activities, the competence of staff is unregulated, and there are
no specialised services that enable people to leave institutions.

Accounts of the costs of homelessness from the service provision perspective are
also few in number in CEE/SEE. The first analysis on costs within the sector was
the FEANSTA comparative study of 2013, for which data on Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary were collected (Pleace et al., 2013), and this fuelled further
national-level research, albeit with different methodologies. For example in 2016,
Radziwill (2016) reported on the cost savings of the Camillian Mission of Social
Assistance compared to regular shelters in Poland, and in Hungary, Somogyi et al.
(2015) compared the costs of service provision in the criminalised Hungarian
service delivery context versus service delivery in housing-led projects, demon-
strating that there are potential cost savings in housing-led projects.

More attention has been paid to selected projects in the field, especially since there
have been larger-scale initiatives of housing-led or Housing First projects in Europe
(Busch-Geertsema, 2013). Examples include Poland, where a housing reintegration
project offering housing, work and health integration elements was started as early
as 2004, and was followed up and monitored (Starzynsky and Wygnanska, 2007).
In Hungary, in addition to short case studies published in one of the Hungarian
language professional social work journals, Fehér and Balogi (2013; Balogi and
Fehér, 2014) published in English on the first waves of Housing First projects, which
paved the way for more sophisticated and longer-term interventions — for example,
on how intensified social work assisted in putting people from the forest into private
or social rental housing. On the Czech Housing First approach, Lindovska (2014)
offers a critical analysis. A further recent report sums up local initiatives in Romania,
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic on cooperation of local governments with
various NGOs that house homeless people and offer floating services, or that offer
preventative programmes/interventions to tackle evictions (Fehér et al., 2016). In a
very recent publication looking at potential clients for Housing First projects,
Wygnanska (2016) shows that serving the primary target group - that is, rough
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sleepers with high care needs - with scattered housing from the private rental
market should be combined with various other housing options to deliver a feasible
Housing First service model in Poland.

Research on the Nature and Dynamics of Homelessness
Among Selected Subgroups

As research has delivered more and more evidence on the profile of homelessness
in the CEE/SEE region, the dynamics of particular subgroups have become the
focus of further in-depth analysis. The generic picture of the middle-aged lone man
who has been rough sleeping for an average of three to six years has become more
nuanced thanks to insightful analyses of youth and child homelessness (e.g., within
EU-funded research projects such CSEYHP or DAPHNE, or by the WHEN network,
all of which cover CEE/SEE countries) or of housing exclusion among elderly
people, migrants and war victims, to list some of the groups of interest. Analyses
on homeless women in the region are still emerging, and are largely framed by the
domestic violence discourse (Szoboszlai, 2012).

Most of the studies apply a qualitative methodology and use in-depth life course
interviews to uncover the episodes and the range of issues leading to homeless-
ness. A European-wide comparative report of child homelessness published by
FEANTSA in 2007 covers some CEE countries (European Observatory on
Homelessness, 2007). A more recent report, though with a Czech national focus,
is authored by Muhic-Dizdarevic and Smith (2011), who, based on expert interviews
and 54 interviews with young people, explore the core issues of child and adulthood
transitions that bear the risk of housing exclusion and homelessness. They also
highlight the main methodological challenges of reaching out to young homeless
clients/respondents, as perceived by social workers.

Migrants have been the focus of much homeless research, especially because of the
dramatically low-capacity social service provision for refugees and asylum-seekers,
exacerbated by the tight housing market situation. For example, in Hungary, in the
post-2008 era, the visibility of homeless refugees grew. The analysis of housing
pathways of migrants into and within Hungary by Kiss (2012) reveals deficiencies in
service provision and the discriminatory attitudes of landlords that contribute to their
homelessness. The housing exclusion of Polish migrants in western European cities
is the topic of Mostowska'’s research, which includes the strategies and challenges
of homeless Polish people in Brussels and Oslo (Mostowska, 2011). She concludes
that even in accessing low-threshold services, the lack of individual resources, espe-
cially communication skills, may interplay with legal eligibility and ultimately lead to
the exclusion of migrants even from such services.
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An example of increasing attention to the needs of the elderly is presented from an
international perspective by Boswell (2010), who argues that tackling isolation can
be one of the core elements in the reintegration process of elderly homeless people
in Poland. Debski (2010) challenges this position by showing how communities of
elderly people are created and operated by one of the foundations, ultimately
causing even more social isolation.

Rough sleepers are regularly the focus of research; thus, there is vast literature on
the profile, housing pathways, health and mental health conditions of people living
in the streets. Examples of interdisciplinary research on health, addiction and drug
abuse include Paksi et al. (2010) in Hungary, who contrast the drug abuse phenom-
enon among Hungarian rough sleepers with the data of other European countries
and of non-homeless drug addicts. They conclude that the prevalence of drug
consumption among rough sleepers may be up to two or three times higher than
in the general population, and that their addiction is much more entrenched than
that of others who may become sober/clean sooner. There is also research on the
perception of homeless people, for example by Milackova and Rochovska (2011),
who analyse the historical development of homelessness in Slovakia and investi-
gate discussions about homeless people. A further paper on the (re)presentation
of homeless people in the media in Slovenia by Filipovic-Hrast (2008) claims that
the representation of homeless people in the media reinforces the absence of
inclusion policies or adequate housing policies.

Societal Transformations and Homelessness -
Further Selected Topics in Recent Research

As already discussed above, explorative research on homelessness is more and
more established throughout the region. Whereas such studies focus on the
homeless population and the client groups of various services, research beyond
this focus tends to centre more on structural-institutional issues that exacerbate
homelessness.

In the late eighties (and even earlier in Poland and the former Yugoslavia), the
loosening of state control and emerging alternative models of housing investment
(self-help housing and housing cooperatives) drew increasingly on the development
capacity of the general population, which contributed step-by-step to the commod-
ification of housing in the region (Szelényi, 1989). At the same time, ‘poverty’ was
taken off the political agendas of state socialist or communist parties, as it was
incompatible with the social foundation of state ideology and state arrangements
in general. Thus, the ‘taboo of poverty’ was revealed only after around 1989
(Romano, 2014), and it became obvious not only that policies tackling poverty were
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non-explicit before the political transition, but that the structures available to adapt
welfare services to expanding needs were mostly ineffective. Moreover, homeless-
ness used to be criminalised in some countries and in most large cities (Szelényi,
1996; Bence and Udvarhelyi, 2013), and its scale and scope remained, therefore,
largely invisible to both the social welfare system and the general population. In
addition, large groups of people effectively lost their housing with the restructuring
of employment in industrial centres — for example, when workers’ hostels were
closed in the Czech Republic (Hradecky, 2008) and in Hungary (Misetics, 2013).

Filipovic-Hrast et al. (2009) point out that, historically, state interventions in the
homeless provision sector are launched with a backlog throughout the countries
of the region, and interventions are largely based on the activities, achievements
or challenges of the immature NGO sector. The slow reaction and take up of
challenges by states is linked with a number of issues; in most countries, social
housing and housing production were at the core of welfare provision under state
socialism, and housing was perceived (and produced) as a (scarce) public good.
There were housing shortages in the region, but housing amenities like water,
heating and electricity were price controlled, and housing was thus affordable for
the masses (Hegeds, 2012).

After a short period of a ‘welfare gap’, when services were largely still under devel-
opment, research focused on various institutional aspects of societal transforma-
tion. For example, Stephenson (2006) identified the hiatus of housing legislation,
growing numbers of evictions, widespread corruption in bureaucracy, which at the
same time resulted in serious housing exclusion. She also discussed patterns in
the lives of homeless people, which were reminiscent of a ‘mainstream’ survival
strategy. She concluded that around 2005, participation in the informal economy
still played a role in maintaining some attachment with society in general, despite
creating many vulnerabilities. Gy6ri (2014) came to a similar conclusion for Hungary,
exploring the drastic decrease in the labour market participation of homeless
people since 2008 (from close to 50% to 7% in 2014), which also meant a dramatic
decrease in available financial resources. Analyses throughout the region echo the
gaps in social safety nets and the problems caused by the homeownership-based
housing systems for homelessness (e.g., Edgar et al., 2007; Fehér et al., 2011;
Hegedls, 2011; Nicolaescu and Mandroviceanu, 2013; Petrovic and Timotijevic,
2013; Sostaric, 2013; Briciu, 2014). Many authors explicitly discuss the lack of
financial resources as a barrier to welfare service delivery in general, whilst others
are clear that more efficient use of public funds could better tackle the housing
exclusion of the most vulnerable groups (Udvarhelyi, 2013), if the harmonisation of
housing support programmes and benefit schemes could be designed more effec-
tively (Fehér et al., 2011).
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Conclusion

Based on the review of paradigmatic (and available) research outputs in the central
and south east European countries, we can claim that much has been accom-
plished in terms of methodological developments, coverage of topics and interpre-
tative frameworks, and that there is still room to do more, especially compared with
the Anglo-Saxon research tradition.

We also see how much the broader European research community impacts the
region’s development. Not only has there been knowledge transfer relating to
research findings and methods ‘filtering’ into the region, but some policy directions
have been excitedly taken up by some countries. Moreover, financial incentives in
the pre-accession years to reform social service delivery, and EU-funding in general
- e.g., for Housing First or housing-led approaches, have proven powerful tools in
bringing the CEE/SEE community dealing with homeless research and their other
European counterparts closer (see Arapoglou on policy transfers in this volume).
Ferge and Juhdsz (2004) or Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (2004) made such
observations already a decade ago, and more recent accounts for Poland by
Wygnanska (2008) address such policy transfer mechanisms.

More comparative research on the region and across selected CEE/SEE countries
could help understand some of the mechanisms leading to recurring patterns of
homelessness across the countries, contextualised by converging housing systems
and policies but very heterogeneous conditions of service provision. Applied
research could also contribute to more effective policy formation and fuel discus-
sions on current issues like the costs of criminalising homelessness, better profiling
and diversifying service delivery for homeless people, or understanding the links
between pathways out of homelessness and the constraints caused by features of
the housing systems.


http://www.tandfonline.com/author/Schimmelfennig%2C+Frank
http://www.tandfonline.com/author/Sedelmeier%2C+Ulrich
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