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About the Institute of Global Homelessness

The Institute of Global Homelessness (IGH) is a partnership between DePaul
University in Chicago and Depaul International, an NGO based in London that works
with people experiencing homelessness in six countries. IGH serves as a central hub
where policymakers and practitioners can find the tools they need to end
homelessness around the globe.

Our vision is a world where everyone has a home. Our mission is to support an
emerging global movement to end homelessness led from the ground, guided by
actionable research and supported by effective policy.

For more information about the Institute, please visit www.ighomelessness.org or
contact kiohnson@ighomelessness.org.

DEPAUL
UNIVERSITY
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Introduction

Our aim is to develop a definition of homelessness that is meaningful across the
globe, with resonance in the Global South as well as the Global North. This definition
should provide a common language and reference point to frame exchanges on the
topic of homelessness within and across world regions. It should also provide a
robust basis for the development of a global estimate of the number of people
affected by homelessness, and trends in the scale of this phenomenon.

In developing this definition, we have drawn upon a wide range of sources, including:

1 The 'European Typology of Homelessness and Housing Exclusion' (ETHOS)
developed by FEANTSA (European Federation of National Organisations
Working with the Homeless) and the European Observatory on Homelessness
(EOH) (Edgar & Meert, 2006; Edgar et al, 2007; see also Appendix A).

7 Critiques and developments of ETHOS, and in particular contributions by Kate
Amore and colleagues (Amore et al, 2011; Amore, 2013).

1 The sustained programme of work undertaken by Graham Tipple and Suzanne
Speak on homelessness in the developing world (e.g. UN Habitat, 2000; Tipple
& Speak, 2005, 2006, 2009; Speak, 2013).

1 Articles on homelessness definitions in specific developing world contexts,
especially those which focus on the interface between street homelessness and
the population living in slums/ informal settlements (e.g. Cross et al, 2010; Kok
et al, 2010).

The Conceptual Model

The core concept lying at the heart of our proposed global definition of
homelessness is:

'Lacking access to minimally adequate housing'

More specifically, following the lead of Amore (2013, p.228), we understand
homelessness as "living in severely inadequate housing due to a lack of access to
minimally adequate housing" [emphasis in original]. This parallels the 'enforced lack’
criterion now widely accepted in concepts of poverty and material deprivation (e.g.
Lansley & Mack, 2015), and reflects our view that homelessness should be conceived
of as 'severe housing deprivation' (see also Springer, 2000). In other words,
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homelessness denotes a standard of housing that falls significantly short of the
relevant adequacy threshold in one or more domains.

The following three 'domains of home' - a refined version of the ETHOS conceptual
domains (Edgar & Meert, 2006) - seem to us the appropriate ones within which to
evaluate adequacy (see also UN Habitat, 2009):

1 the ‘security domain’
1 the 'physical domain’; and
M the ‘social domain’.

The security domain is a multi-dimensional domain that relates to "the extent to
which households can make a home and stay there for reasonable periods if they
wish to do so, provided they meet their legal obligations" (e.g. Hulse et al, 2011). This
includes both de jure security of tenure (having legal title to occupy) and de facto
security of tenure (which relates to the practical likelihood of eviction). As with the
ETHOS conceptualisation, exclusive occupation (i.e. the power to exclude others) is
also a vital feature of the security domain.

But in addition, we would consider that the affordability of housing is highly relevant
to this domain, as inability to meet rental or mortgage costs is a key cause of housing
insecurity.

The physical domain pertains to having an adequate dwelling which meets the
households' needs in terms of both the quality of the accommodation (durability,
protection from the weather, provision of basic amenities, freedom from infestation
and pollutants, and safety of one's self and one's possessions from external threats)
and quantity of accommodation (not severely overcrowded).

The social domain refers to opportunities to enjoy social relations in the home, as are
culturally appropriate in the relevant community, and also the scope afforded for
privacy. This domain also pertains to safety from internal threats (i.e. from other
occupants) to both the person and their possessions.
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The Framework

Proceeding from this conceptual model, we envisage a Framework of Global
Homelessness containing three broad categories of people who may be considered
homeless. While this proposed Global Framework borrows from ETHOS, it also
departs from it in significant ways to take account of developing world contexts, and
also recent critiques of ETHOS (particularly Amore, 2013).

This refers to people who are sleeping in places not intended for human habitation,
and who are variously referred to as 'roofless', 'living/sleeping rough', 'street
homeless', or 'unsheltered' in countries around the globe.

This group is excluded from all three domains of home, having no legal title to
occupy any form of physically adequate accommodation, within which they can carry
on normal social relations or achieve an acceptable degree of privacy.

This category corresponds to a large extent to ETHOS 1 (see Appendix A), but with
adjustments to take account of relevant phenomena in the Global South. The sub-
categories are as follows:

1 1(a) People sleeping in the streets or in other open spaces (such as parks,
railway embankments, under bridges, on pavements, on river banks, in
forests, etc).

1 1(b) People sleeping in public roofed spaces or buildings not intended for
human habitation (such as bus and railway stations, taxi ranks, derelict
buildings, public buildings, etc.)

1 1 (c) People sleeping in their cars, rickshaws, open fishing boats and other
forms of transport

1 1(d) 'Pavement dwellers' - individuals or households who live on the street
in a regular spot, usually with some form of makeshift cover. A pavement
dweller’s 'patch' may only be marked out by a mat or cardboard box, but in
many cases tarpaulin sheets or other scavenged materials provide some
form of rudimentary shelter. They may form small communities, but these
are distinguishable from slum/informal settlements, typically located on the
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urban periphery, in being found in scattered sites in the city centre, and
offering their occupants little scope to 'consolidate’ their dwelling.

With respect to both 1(a) and 1(b) in particular, there is an important sub-division
between street homeless adults (most of whom are men), and street children (mostly
boys, and smaller in number than homeless adult males, but a group who have
garnered a great deal of research and policy attention (UN Habitat, 2000; Kok et al,
2010)). With regard to the latter group, it is children 'of' the street (who sleep in
public places) rather than children 'on' the street (who work on the streets but return
to a family to sleep) who are most relevant (Jones & Thomas de Benitz, 2012; Lam &
Cheng, 2012; van Blerk, 2012). Pavement dwellers, on the other hand, commonly
include entire households or families living together on the streets (Tipple & Speak,
2006; 2009).

This category pertains to those living in accommodation formally provided by public
or charitable bodies to cater for those who are unable to secure a dwelling for
themselves. While such accommodation is provided on an emergency or crisis basis,
in reality people can live in this ostensibly 'temporary' provision for very extended
periods of time.

While the physical conditions in such accommodation may be adequate (though this
is far from always being the case), occupants are generally excluded from the security
domain (with no de jure or de facto security of tenure) and the social domain (with
little privacy, security or safety from fellow occupants, and few opportunities for
normal social relations).

The relevant sub-categories include:

1 2(a) People staying in night shelters (where occupants have to renegotiate
their accommodation nightly)

1 2(b) People living in homeless hostels and other types of temporary
accommodation for homeless people (where occupants have a designated
bed or room)
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