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ABSTRACT
            Amidst the changing social and economic landscape of the city due to the Covid-19 global pandemic, Hamilton has seen a spike in the visible homeless population and the increasing presence of tent cities occupying public space, sparking controversy within the local community. Media portrayals of the tent occupancies have focused on homelessness through the use of deviance frames, focusing on crime, violence and danger, as well as negative personality traits that include weak moral laxity, overall laziness, and willful dependence on the state. This is to delegitimize the plight of this group, in favour of the City’s approach to criminalize, displace, disband and exclude. The media discourse negates the growing body of evidence that homelessness is a by-product of economic, political and global shifts towards neo-liberal restructuring. The study seeks to understand how and why the individual-blaming narrative maintains its dominance, to become accepted as truth and reproduced by the general public in the public sphere; particularly as it relates to public understandings of the causes of homelessness and who is responsible. 
          This study finds that the dominant discourse is led by neoliberal ideology which underpins 

and permeates all facets of society. The study’s findings are threefold. 1. The elites who support 

a neo-liberal agenda have been effective in managing the opinions of the general public to accept

their framing of the problem and also the solutions.  This means that the general public continues

to uphold a neo-liberal agenda even when it is against their best interests. 2. The discourse is maintained through deliberate and strategic positioning of one group against another. 3. Given continued public support neoliberalism will continue to dominate the future of economic, political and social policy, that impacts the welfare of the members of this community including the community’s most vulnerable homeless population. With that in mind, social work must navigate these tensions and conflicts within the oppressive systems, to both maintain them and work against them insofar as they are meeting the needs of the community. Social workers must manage dual tasks/roles of maintaining jobs, funding and supports, while finding ways to critique and resist these systems that maintain unequal power relations.  
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[bookmark: _Toc52272551]INTRODUCTION
This study is looking at the existing perceptions of homelessness as evidenced through public discourse and how through this discourse, the media acts as a medium in the social construction process.  The pandemic has displaced many from their previous housing arrangements and has contributed to a recent resurgence in the media coverage of homelessness; specifically in the increasing visibility of homelessness, and the presence of tent encampments in public spaces in the Hamilton community.  This paper argues that societal understandings of homelessness stem from a process of social construction defined by those who have the power to shape the discourse. The problematic definitions of homelessness are connected to larger structural forces and tend to reflect the interests of the elite. This research intends to identify the discourses that have come to shape the local narrative of homelessness, and the way that these narratives are reproduced and resisted in the public sphere.
[bookmark: _Toc52272552]Background and Interest
This research could be seen as a reflection and culmination of both my personal and professional interests, having worked primarily in the mental health sector, and volunteering with the community’s homeless. 
In my professional life I have had a number of professional roles ranging from case management, community mental health, program management and clinical psychiatric social work.  I consider my primary role first and foremost to be one of a community advocate.  I actually happened upon this topic, through volunteer work, while working with the growing number of homeless in Hamilton and the rise in tent communities as a natural by-product of the changing social, political and economic landscape due to the Covid-19 pandemic. I was already fortunate to have been invited to become part of an agency who advocates for individuals who use substances and provides programming geared towards overdose prevention. Community advocacy has become one of my favorite of roles because with a volunteer peer-run organization there is less red-tape and less hurdles to respond to the immediate needs of those in crisis. As a peer-run, grassroots charity, we were able mobilize quickly with PPE and implement protocols to respond with all hands on deck to the impending global pandemic that was displacing our city’s most vulnerable. For a while, because of the suspension of community social services across the board due to social distancing and pandemic protocols, our community members were being underserved. We were able to be on the ground fast – providing meals, necessities and harm reduction supplies to the growing visible homeless population congregating in certain areas in the community. This positioned me dead centre in the middle of the tent encampment communities, not a social worker, but a friendly face to connect, engage and hope to establish enough rapport to be a go-between when they were ready to receive services. Until then, the goals is to keep these folks safe. 
The research started to write itself. What began as a critical discourse analysis of the psychiatric survivor, where I was initially interested in problematizing constructs such as ‘madness,’ quickly morphed into growing interest and urgency to document the events that were going on within the community related to the tent encampments. The issue was becoming controversial with a lot of media traction. I was growing more and more interested in the way that discourses about homelessness began to materialize and how they appeared to legitimize city responses. The City and the public were growing concerned with the occupation of public property with tents and makeshift shelters that began to form into tent communities.  These communities were popping up directly in the downtown core along the perimeter of a prime shopping centre. The coverage of the issues inspired different kinds of responses from various members and stakeholders within the local community. 
It was tricky, conducting research in a community that I feel so attached to and a cause in which I was so invested.  It posed some dilemmas. It was difficult and emotional to collect the data (ie, public discourses), as a person who knows these folks on a human level. I worked to maintain distance from the data for the purposes of this study. My organization was following the news coverage of the tent encampments and the city’s responses, including attempts at dismantling and displacing and dispersing the communities. The news coverage showcased the issues through a variety of frames, but I was more interested in the way people spoke about the issues through public forums and pages such as Facebook, in response to the news stories.  I found myself at times shocked and in disbelief, at times outraged but also intellectually curious at how the discourses shaped public perceptions about the issues, and how they became adopted by everyday citizens. 
What was unfolding in front of my eyes is what as academics and social workers we learn about as the oppressive systems that operate somewhat behind the scenes, and reproduce dominant assumptions, values and norms that can result in injustice and inequality for the rest of society. This type of process is typically understood on a theoretical basis to occur covertly through systems of exclusion that cater to patriarchal-male assumptions and biases. The urgency of the Covid-19 pandemic forced many types of action and responses to be made in hyper-speed. As a result the rapidly changing systems made visible the deeply rooted economic and social inequalities. In times of crisis the hierarchy of who is considered valuable, important or worthy in our society became much more overtly apparent. With the need to shut down operations and prioritize resource allocation, typically it was the poor, marginalized segments of society that were deemed of less value and left behind.
This discourse covering the rise in encampments inspired debate, often rooted in fear that made direct insinuations to who was worthy and who was not. These debates were well supported by the pervasive discourse that was dominating the public media; one that focused on unfair and negative stereotypes about the homeless rather than the deep seated structural inequalities that force people into homelessness. The dominant discourse was operating to delegitimize the homeless and divert attention away from community responsibility.
The defamation of the homeless population was operating in parallel to the neutralizing rhetoric of the City’s position which relied on terms such as “cleaning-up the streets,” and “public safety,” euphemizing what became city sanctioned acts of aggression toward the homeless. The destruction of the makeshift shelter spaces, many which of these people relied on including tents, tarps and mattresses, was softened by the media through the language of ‘removing debris. ‘(Spec, 2020) At a political level, I was able to observe the ways that the issues were being framed and disseminated into the broader community, while also working alongside the encampments and members of the community, often as a liaison between the two. This offered insight into the communities’ interpretation of the coverage and the issues on the ground.	
With both personal and professional interest in this population it made sense to start digging deeper into the discourses that were occurring around me, and contributing to real life policy decisions that directly impacted these occupants in real-time. I became interested in both unpacking and exposing the narratives that were creating unfair, uneven and unsafe living conditions for the community I work with, and to gain a broader understanding of  what interests these discourses were serving. 
One of the places where public perceptions were most visible was in the comments section on Facebook under the newspaper articles on homelessness and the tent cities. I gathered 17 articles and almost 1500 comments worth of data responses. This unit of analysis provided far more interesting insight or an insider look into the way the general public receives information that shape perceptions of local issues. There was a seeming direct link connecting community opinions and perceptions about the issues to decisions that were being made directly impacting this community by the City, such as dismantling of the encampments, the removal of hygiene facilities and the ‘sweeps’ removing belongings and destroying makeshift shelters. It became important to understand why this issue was so controversial and what others stood to benefit from maintaining this narrative.  
The operating discourse about homelessness, from the media, was relying on certain types of frames that carry a set of beliefs and assumptions that cast the homeless in a negative light. These frames, presented as objective or as neutral an account of the situation are believed to be politically motivated. The work with this population and supporting the tent community to remain intact, was that much harder by the lack of support and misinformation about the issues being circulated throughout the public. It became very important to disrupt the narrative. 
In Social Work, it can be emotionally draining and feel futile to push up against dominant discourses and narratives, and challenge the culture of our workplaces, local churches, neighbourhood businesses and the community for beliefs and practices that misalign with the work of the profession; ie. social justice for all. The current legal status of the encampments in question is still unknown but another temporary injunction has been put in place for now.  The research hopes to disrupt and challenge the dominant discourses by looking at their overall connection to power. As a form of resistance, I felt compelled to do this work to challenge and expose the existing narrative; I want to rewrite the narrative.  
[bookmark: _Toc52272553]Hamilton Context: The Rise of Tent Cities 

Tent cities are not a new phenomenon and have been popping up all over the United States and Canada for the last few decades. Many attribute this to the current economic climate where many do not have access to affordable housing, particularly as a result of economic recessions and public policy designed towards private sector solutions for housing. According to the news coverage, the visibility of the tent encampments started to increase when the pandemic began. The city responded by removing many of these sites, including ones found in schools and locals parks. The tear-downs did not resolve the problem, as tenants of these communities relocated to different spots in the city, including outside of a social service building, Wesley Day Centre on Ferguson Rd, and along York street lined up around First Ontario Place, which had, previously by the city, been allocated as a temporary homeless shelter (Global News, 2020a), (Hamilton Spectator, 2020) (CBC, 2020). 

[bookmark: _Toc52272554]Hamilton Housing Strategy

In 2019 the City of Hamilton issued a new report, Coming Together to End Homelessness: Hamilton’s Systems Planning Framework  that outlines different strategies to address the growing homelessness problem. The purpose of the report as identified by the city is as follows;
· To detail Hamilton’s s roadmap to ending homelessness within the context of the broader social safety net; 
· To outline a Systems Planning Framework to guide the design of the City’s investments in homelessness and enhance overall coordination of diverse resources locally to meet systems planning goals.

The report states that Hamilton has demonstrated national leadership on ending homelessness. This strategy pushes for the ending of homelessness by 2025 and highlights the structural causes of homelessness including high acuity mental health, lack of affordable housing options, and the need for wrap around services. The report calls homelessness a shared responsibility among all stakeholders and actors within the system to coordinate long-term housing solutions. This report therefore highlights the structural aspects at play and puts onus on everyone including social services, community organizations, private business and enterprise, and the general public to step up and do their part to end homelessness. This report demonstrates a strong position the city has taken in addressing homelessness. 
Since Covid-19, with the increasing presence of homeless and homeless encampments in the downtown core, this position has changed. The City’s response in actuality seems to directly contradict the goals of this document. In May and June, the City tore down two large encampments, close to the General Hospital at Jackie Washington Rotary Park and another at the former John A. McDonald Secondary School downtown (CBC, 2020a). Due to the advocacy of community stakeholders, including three lawyers, a handful of doctors, and professionals working in the field, an injunction was granted from the Superior Court to temporarily prevent the involuntary dismantling of the remaining homeless and their belongings from public spaces. 
Mayor Fred Eisenberger says “tent-cities” are a “difficult challenge” due to many occupants refusing the city’s help to place them in stable housing environments (Global News, 2020A). To which advocates reply there are no available alternatives. The problem for the City, according to the mayor, is the “unsanitary” nature of most encampments which would not only have an adverse effects on those living in them but potentially others living in nearby residential neighbourhoods. “…I don’t want them to become, you know, slums of tent cities that cause potentially all kinds of different problems, including the potential spread of this virus,” Eisenberger said (Global News, 2020B). The city acted on Eisenberger’s position by removing the portable toilets they had previously installed, while businesses denied access to restrooms. On another occasion the city used a front-end loader and Hamilton Police to remove couches, shopping carts and other personal belongings in an effort to ‘remove debris’ at the arena. These events occurred in spite of Councillor Nrinder Nann Ward 3 bringing public attention to the UN recommendations that advised “governments [to] uphold the basic human rights and dignity of encampment residents while they wait for adequate, affordable housing solutions that meet their needs (UN, 2020). This report urged the government to “recognize residents of homeless encampments as rights holders and shift away from criminalizing, penalizing, or obstructing homeless encampments,” while also stating that forced evictions of the homeless encampments violate international human rights law and “does not permit governments to destroy peoples’ homes, even if those homes are made of improvised materials and established without legal authority” (UN, 2020 p. 2).
Representatives from the city also made their position clear to the public, Terry Whitehead, Ward 14 (West Mountain) states, “Hamilton doesn't want to allow encampments and become like San Francisco,” he continues, “The city is not interested in creating an environment where it's OK to set up tents on public property," and "that's not the kind of community we want" (CBC, 2020). The City’s response has been to defer the homelessness issue to the shelter system, not addressing that shelters run at full capacity on a nightly basis, and some individuals are turned away due to the high acuity of their needs. As well, some people feel safer outside than in the shelter. Further, shelters only offer a temporary solution. With nowhere else to go, the dispersal of this group and dismantling of existing encampments puts them at much greater risk, while also denying accessibility for services they depend on. The City’s Public Safety measures do not appear to include considerations of the safety of its homeless residents. By removing the tent cities, they are operating from a stance of ‘out of sight, out of mind,’ with the knowledge that these people do not have safe, adequate alternatives.
[bookmark: _Toc52272555]Homelessness 

	In the field of social work, where housing is considered a basic need, there is little meaningful work that can be done with an individual until they are housed. The Housing First model, argues that a person requires a home or permanent residence before any other areas of need can be addressed (Kennedy, Arku & Cleave, 2017).  This logic runs counter to previous models that based housing eligibility on housing ‘readiness,” which requires certain criteria such as sobriety or abstinence before being placed, which has been a huge barrier to many obtaining and maintaining housing. 
	Homelessness has grown over the past decade in Hamilton, and part of the challenge is a lack of adequate, affordable and accessible housing options. Homelessness is not a new issue, but one that has been at the forefront of research and policy initiatives and has put Hamilton on the map as one of the key areas to implement and pilot a new national housing strategy.
The lack of social housing is one of the key driving factors contributing to the housing crisis. A report by the City of Hamilton On any given night, found that 3,697 individuals stayed at one of seven emergency shelters during 2009, a clear indicator of the dire housing situation in Hamilton. According to this report there are a total of 14, 692 social housing units, 3, 817 active applicants on the wait list with many new applicants each month. Lack of an adequate income and an insufficient supply of affordable housing are the two main reasons people in Hamilton become homeless. A report from the City of Hamilton (2015) City of Hamilton 20,000 Homes Registry Week Community Debrief April 30, 2015, states that the average total length of time people have lived on the streets or in shelters is 3 years and (67%) of those surveyed  reported experiencing homelessness for 6 months or longer. These numbers are not distributed evenly across the population, with 26% identifying with Indigenous or ‘Aboriginal Ancestry’ and 10% of respondents identifying as immigrant and refugees. In this report 82 % disclosed an underlying mental health condition and 69% reported having a serious medical condition while 73% reported having a substance use condition 47.6% reported having co-occurring conditions including substance use and a mental health issue and a medical condition. Safety is also an issue with 40% of respondents reporting that they have been attacked or beaten up since becoming homeless and 16% reported having been in jail or prison in the last 6 months. These reports are indicative of some of structural inequalities and can also shed light on breakdowns that fail to address systemic racism.
The significant decrease in social housing and the increase of homelessness has coincided with the devolution of responsibility for social housing from the federal to the provincial government and then the municipalities. This was the result of a newly elected conservative government who scrapped public housing as a federal responsibility, with the intention for the private sector to fill the gap (Leone, R & Carroll, 2010). The devolution of housing resulted in the increasing scarcity of social housing with emergency services such as shelters running at maximum capacity.  
The transfer of social housing from federal to municipal government was largely informed by neo-liberal policies which promoted individualism rather than collective social action and which believed that the market was the most efficient and effective means of distributing social services, and that the intervention of the state was a chief impediment to both individual and market autonomy (Hackworth, 2005).  This time period was characterized by laissez faire economics which intended on privatizing as much as possible. The government believed that the market would solve the affordable housing crisis (Hackworth, 2005). As Wharf and McKenzie (2010) discuss with community governance the onus is taken off the federal government and this provides neo-liberal governments the opportunity to cut costs. The advanced liberal move to download social service delivery to the local level has required more input from the local communities and has been justified with the notion that the community is more equipped to address local problems.  However, there has not been any significant transfer of funds to support community efforts (Wharf & McKenzie, 2010).
Economic volatility has also contributed to the growing homeless population. With high unemployment rates and more Canadians in precarious, or temporary, part-time employment, basic needs can become unmanageable (Gaetz, Donaldson, Richter & Gulliver, 2013). Other structural factors include employment barriers for newcomers who make up a large segment of the working poor, inadequate social assistance rates and the claw-back of the community start-up benefit (Gaetz, Donaldson, Richter & Gulliver, 2013). Exploitation of marginalized communities by landlords, and illegal evictions are also an issue. Racism and colonialism though not necessarily direct causes have indirect consequences. The history and legacy of discrimination and its effects in rural versus urban communities, the history of residential schools, the sixties scoop, the loss of language and culture, discrimination, segregation and exclusion all pose a great deal of challenges, not the least of which is housing (Maracle, Mayo & McCormack, 2015).  
	The arguments above indicate real structural barriers that disadvantage certain groups. However, it is important to note that, while structural causes represent more of the evidence-based causes of homelessness, the media tends to focus more on individual causes which contributes to and reinforces negative inaccurate stereotypes (Remillard, 2012).

[bookmark: _Toc52272556]THEORETICAL FRAME

This study seeks to understand some of the issues associated with the increased presence and visibility of tent encampments within the Hamilton community; not as an essentialized issue in and of itself, but more to understand how it is perceived. This study is looking to explore how these social constructs or discourses come to be and are maintained as it relates to power and social relations. Some of guiding questions will include an understanding of what interests are being upheld by the current narrative, which groups are able to shape the discourses, which voices are dismissed or excluded, and how certain groups directly benefit from the dominant narrative. These questions will examine and unpack the dominant discourses found in the data, keeping in line with Foucault’s post-modern conceptualization of discourse. The study will use the dual theoretical framework drawing from post-modern theory as well as the use of Neo-Marxist thought to allow for an explanation or understanding of the issues themselves as rooted in class relations or power structures that privilege some and oppress others. Gramsci’s concept of cultural hegemony lends well to understanding how the dominant interests are naturalized within the social context, become taken for granted assumptions, and how unequal power relations are maintained through manufactured consent. The use of the conflict theories is crucial to the understanding of the actual disparities between the rich and the poor, the housed and the homeless. 
Situating the research question within a particular theoretical framework has proven challenging as I try to position myself within the research. The general worldview I bring has been shaped through neo-Marxist traditions, with an understanding of social problems as the result of structural inequalities, deeply embedded in power relations that operate through systems of dominance and oppression. In order to understand the conceptualization of the current situation, I am tasked to move beyond my inclination towards a structural ontological position and into something more fluid. Critical theories can be overly deterministic and based on a realist understanding of the world, which assumes the social world is organized in a way that can be studied, uncovered and explained independent of the context in which they are found (Noble, 2011). 
In order to understand power as an effect on discourse I then must break out of my comfort zone, to embrace alternative ontologies or ways to see the world. Marxist ideology is overly simplistic, describing the social world as neatly organized in power relations or hierarchies that are relatively rigid and fixed.  This narrows the scope because it overlooks the complexities of human life and power as historically and geographically specific (Noble, 2011). However, exposure to postmodern theories, has allowed for new ways to understand alternative perspectives. Postmodernist thought discredits notions of truth, logic, and rationality central to the modernist/structural theories which believe in an objective reality (Burr, 2003). Post-modern thinkers critique the modernist world view for implying that there is only one right way to see the world. This becomes dangerous when historically; proponents of different schools of thought have tried to impose their worldviews on others (Noble, 2011). When considering Marxist theory, which is rooted in western philosophy, it becomes problematic as a universal conceptualization of the world, which privileges the Eurocentric worldview as the ‘right’ way of observing the world. Post-modernist thinkers in the traditions of symbolic interactionism and social constructionism argue that meaning making is a highly subjective experience co-created between various social actors (Warren, 2012). 
These theories support the research assumptions which argue that morals, values and social norms are socially constructed rather than intrinsic or universal. This lends well to some of the constructs I hope to explore such as the criminalization of homelessness or the moral construction of addiction discourses.
[bookmark: _Toc52272557]Social Constructionism

Ontologically, post-modern and post-structural theory generally tends to favour a more pluralist and multi-faceted approach to meaning-making, to describe how social reality is constructed. By accepting that there is no objective truth, these frameworks have demonstrated that the modernist theories can pose limitations by categorizing social phenomena into an empirical understanding with the notion that social reality is ‘out there’ to be observed and uncovered’. Postmodern theory disputes the old ways of seeing the world through structuralist and determinist approaches founded on principles of empiricism and realism (Noble, 2011). These theories therefore reject these notions by arguing instead that there are multiple ways of understanding and interpreting social phenomena. Postmodern theory would argue that knowledge is bound in culture, shared meanings and tradition (Burr, 2003). 
Social constructionism is an approach operating under the umbrella of post-modernist thought. Social constructionist theory forms one of the backbones informing this research. This approach has both helped to shape and refine the research questions and will be used to guide the analysis. The social construction of knowledge is key to understanding the current debate around homelessness, anti-homeless law and unsanctioned use of public property for tent encampments and shelters for the homeless. The research is conducting a secondary analysis of the news discourse to understand the way that discourses are adopted and reproduced to answer questions related to the way social issues are portrayed to reflect dominant interests and how they become naturalized and assumed to be factual. The research then must operate from the underlying assumption that knowledge and truth are a fluid process of which knowledge and meaning is created and shared (Andrews, 2012). The constructionist approach argues that all knowledge is partial, fragmented, culturally and historically specific (Stepney, 2006) and there are multiple interpretations. 
While illustrating that there is no one ‘truth’ this theoretical approach instead analyzes different conceptions of truth, by examining the meaning-making processes between actors and texts (Anderson, 2003). Since this theory assumes that ‘truth’ is rooted in perceptions of reality rather than reality itself, this understanding is useful to deconstruct the discourse of homelessness. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272558]Discourse

In keeping with the post-modernist tradition, the research also utilizes Foucault’s conceptualization of discourse as the operating definition in this study to guide the research.  According to Foucault, language is the primary vehicle for which knowledge comes to be, and discourses in society are used to produce information and knowledge that establish norms about what is considered “normal” to be used as a measuring stick against those who do not subscribe to or represent mainstream, acceptable social norms (Burr, 2003). In this way discourse is directly linked to power and knowledge (Foucault, 1981). Discourse is a process that shapes the way we see and think about the world. It usually comes from influential people and institutions that define what is considered to be truth, factual and governs societal norms and values (Anderson, 2003). In doing so, other ways of knowing or alternate understandings can be framed as inaccurate, wrong, illegitimate and dismissed in a way that stigmatizes and marginalizes. 
This research will also draw on Van Dijk’s (2001) description of power. Van Dijk is interested in how larger social phenomenon found in life or popular culture are reinforced  through everyday discourse. This understanding is particularly useful in this research project as it focuses on the reproduction of ideologies themselves (2001).
Discourses of homelessness when coupled with other meanings such as ‘criminal’ and ‘violent’ create systems of meanings and practices that operate on a macro level to structure in ways that help people understand or make sense of the world (Parker, 1992). Implicit in this process is the construction and negotiation of the ‘accounts’ of what is considered to be true or the valid rendition of the facts. As Foucault has discussed this process is very much governed by power and culture and the individuals and institutions that shape it, representing the interests of the dominant groups (1981). Definitions of homelessness have less to do with the essential meaning and more to do with the specific context of the definition and function which the discourse serves (Foucault, 1965).
Social constructionist theory is used to explore the ways that the social issue of homelessness becomes a matter of definition, and Foucault’s definition of discourse, explains how the definition is connected to power and knowledge. This concept of discourse helps to unpack other related questions such as, why it is defined this way, what interests it serves to those who have the power to define it, and how this is taken up, adopted and reproduced in the public sphere. 
While it is argued that the dominant discourses around homelessness reflect larger social values and norms, it is also important to note that this is a bi-directional process where these discourses are also shaping the larger collective consciousness and therefore there is a cyclical process of reaffirming and reproducing dominant interests, at the exclusion of alternative perspectives. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272559]Critical Theories 

Critical theories are crucial to this research as well in order to demonstrate the material conditions and tangible outcomes that stem from the dominant discourses. While power relations can be understood to be a matter of discourse according to Foucault’s definition, the understanding of social problems through a linguistic lens only, or situating the power within the discourse alone, does not provide a roadmap for resisting or challenging these discourses. This research requires a structural analysis as well in order to addresses structural inequalities embedded in the systems. 
I return to my original ontological and epistemological position, and my natural inclination to see and define the social world, and the day to day realities of people as contingent on social location. Social inequalities are byproducts of the social structures that privilege some groups and marginalize others simply by virtue of being members of that group. These relations are upheld and maintained through elaborate and self-reinforcing systems of dominance and oppression. When considering homelessness and the rise of tent cities, and the resistance and opposition to these tent cities, it becomes an issue of power rooted in economic divisions and class struggle. This indicates the use of neo-Marxist thought and a class-based framework to unpack power relations and social stratification. 
Thus, the research employs the use of critical/conflict theory, rooted in a Marxist class-based analysis to incorporate the economic divisions as they relate to ‘class’ or social location, and what this means for marginalized groups such as the visibly homeless. This theory looks specifically at income inequalities that are rooted in structural relations, where members of the dominant group are esteemed and assumed to be the ‘norm’ while certain groups based on identity markers such as ethnicity, race, religion gender,  sexuality and disability to name a few are devalued (Wright, 2005). The devalued identities are over-represented in the lower echelons of society (Hennigan, 2018). In a late-capitalist society, the ‘homeless’ would be looked at as unproductive, useless or as a drain on society, criticized for costing society money on the backs of the working segment of the population. Participation in labour in Marxist theory and in society, acts as a significant marker of someone’s worth or value (Wright, 2005). With this capitalist/Marxist definition the homeless or the lower income individuals are devalued. This differentiates the haves from the have nots, and explains and unpacks power divisions between societal groups, addressing the binaries that exist, how they become naturalized and go unchallenged. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272560]Gramsci’s concept of cultural hegemony

This research will also draw on the neo-Marxist tradition of hegemony as articulated by Gramsci. Gramsci’s builds on Marxist thought about class systems and also challenges some of its rigidity. His theory demonstrates that social order and social strata are maintained not through coercion or force, but rather through a process of what he calls ‘manufactured consent’ (Howson & Smith, 2008)
Accordingly, the lower classes of society consent to the current power relations for a myriad of reasons, either believing the narratives of meritocracy and hard work will allow them to climb the class ladder or believing the existing narrative and its inherent assumptions, which suggests that the problem lies within the members of the underclass themselves (internalized racism for example, as a direct by-product of the privileging of whiteness in dominant discourses). Despite significant increasing economic disparities, the dominant discourses reflect the interests of the dominant class to naturalize and normalize the social organization and social order. Accordingly, the ruling class rules by eliciting buy-in to the system from the lower classes. 
Hegemony is a key concept to explain power and consensus which highlights the role of institutions in civil society, (ie, media) in the production of meaning and values (Bates, 1975). The meaning and values attributed to certain phenomena, as well as what constitutes  “normal’ versus ‘abnormal’ within this frame of thinking are constructed by the ruling class, to differentiate themselves and rationalize the existing social order (Bates, 1975). This class represents multiple different actors, including the political government, the criminal justice system and medicine to name a few. One of the key areas that these ideas (morals, values and norms) are reinforced is through the media, which is the key arena or apparatus in the creation of consensus according to Gramsci (Arora, 2015). For example, media depictions will tell women what behaviour is appropriate and what is not, or what is culturally expected. Media helps to socialize society demonstrating what is considered the norm, and in that same way is able to define homelessness in ways that become accepted as ‘objective truth’ or the taken for granted assumption about what it means to be homeless.  In other words, on the one hand  powerful social actors are directly involved in the production of knowledge and regulating what is considered to be ‘truth,” while on the other hand, through their dominance, they also have the ability to dismiss, delegitimize, discredit and marginalize opinions of the ‘other.’
Cultural hegemony will inform an understanding of the invisible power which operates through values, beliefs and norms within a society to reproduce class relations (Howson & Bates, 2008). This also shows the process that leads to the manufacturing of consent, or consensus by the general public of legislation and practices that serve to exclude, displace or render invisible the homeless problem, while overlooking the actual ways the elite and the state contribute to both the problem and acts of violence against this group.
         
[bookmark: _Toc52272561]Critical discourse analysis

Critical Discourse analysis (CDA) is both a methodology and method within the context of this research. CDA rests on the notion that the way we use language is purposeful, regardless of whether discursive choices are conscious or unconscious (Van Dijk, 1993). CDA takes a number of different approaches and incorporates a variety of methods that depend on research goals and theoretical perspectives. In keeping in alignment with critical thinking and schools of thought, CDA departs from being simply a linguistic task, but examines the ways language produces and moderates social and psychological phenomena, with direct emphasis on the role of language as being created and manufactured by the elite or those who occupy  positions of power (Van Dijk,1993). In this way, knowledge and power are embedded in language and according to Burr,  “when we define or represent something in a particular way we are producing a particular form of knowledge, which brings power with it” (2003, p. 68). Critical discourse analysis is not interested in the language or semantics per se, but more the analysis of the linguistic characteristics of social and cultural processes and structures. CDA is used to analyze news comments to determine the relationship between the actual text, the discourse, and the larger social context that bears upon the text and the discursive practices (Fairclough, 1989).
This study employs an eclectic use of CDA drawing elements from a few of the major analysts. The major analysts include Van Dijk, Fairclough and Wodak as well Foucault’s understandings of discourse. Foucault’s definition is technically not part of CDA which is structuralist, unlike Foucauldian Discourse Analysis (FDA) which is post-structuralist and non-normative and not used in this study. This study draws on his definition of discourse only. For the purpose of this study I draw upon where these different approaches align. All of the CDA thinkers emphasize the importance of social political contexts, departing from a simple analysis of just the text. The different branches of CDA are all interested in understanding discourses that legitimate and uphold relations of power and domination. 

[bookmark: _Toc52272562]Research Questions

Based on the discussion above, both on the ontology and epistemology presented, the overall research subject has yielded specific questions of inquiry to guide the research and the analysis. I am using a discourse analysis framework to examine the comment sections of online news publications to answer the following questions:
1. How is the issue of homelessness and tent cities (re)constructed?
2. What are the discursive techniques used that negatively frame the homeless population.
3. To what extent do these views relate to or link to broader dominant discourses of the elite and uphold a neoliberal agenda?
4. ??
[bookmark: _Toc52272563]Comments Sections as data 

Though much of the literature is able to address the discourses and metanarratives that surround homelessness depictions in journalism and the media, there is a gap in the literature looking at the way these depictions become taken up by the intended audiences. To this end this research will be utilizing the comments sections of online newspapers. I have chosen this specific data set to understand the way social meaning is interpreted, perceived and then reified or reproduced in the public arena. In contrast to this, the studies that have already been conducted with attention to the use of comments sections in newspapers, have focused on  its legitimacy as a space for rational deliberative democracy, or its potential use for civic engagement (Weber, 2014) (Kenski & Koe, 2014)(Santana, 2013) (Toepfl & Piwoni, 2015) There is also research that tries to understand what compels someone to comment in a section, and what that may look like if their comments are anonymous (Santana, 2014) (Meyer & Carey 2015).
There is minimal research using the comments sections to understand the reproduction of the discourses throughout channels available to the general public. This reflects a higher level of engagement than was historically available, for example a ‘Letter to the Editor’ column allowed for public engagement in the conversation, however the newspaper still had the authority determine which letters would get printed, and therefore still influence how the issue is portrayed. In an online open forum - Facebook in particular, anyone with a Facebook account is able to respond, with no moderation by representatives of the Newspaper itself, providing an opportunity for an open deliberative dialogue. These comments are important to analyze as they help garner a sense of public perceptions and the degree to which dominant ideals are reproduced, and thus legitimized. This type of research addresses the research questions by examining what narratives are used in these spaces to maintain hegemonic power, and what counter-narratives emerge, and what that means in relation to the dominant discourses. 

[bookmark: _Toc52272564]Van Dijk’s Ideological Square

Van Dijk (1998) uses the concept of an ideological square; to understand the way that the text is used to create binaries which sets ‘us’ up in a favourable light, and ‘them’ in an unfavourable light. Chilton (2004) builds on this by exploring the process of delegitimization: whereby negative acts involve blaming, scape-goating, marginalizing, excluding, attacking moral character, attacking the communicative cooperation of the other, or attacking their rationality and sanity of the other within the text (2004 p. 47).  Below is a theoretical construction I have made to demonstrate visually the ideological square. This template will be used to filter through the discursive techniques found in the data that operates as an ideologically-based contextual strategy of juxtaposing positive presentation of the self and negative presentation of the other (Wodak & Chilton, 2007).



[bookmark: _Toc52272565]Figure: 1 IDEOLOGICAL SQUARE

	US 
	THEM

	Emphasize Our ‘positives”

	Emphasize Their ‘negatives’
 

	 De-emphasize Our ‘negatives’
 
	De-emphasize Their ‘positives’ *
 




	
Van Dijk (1997) maintains that many group ideologies involve the representation of Self and Others, Us and Them. Many issues are presented as polarized – We are Good and They are Bad.  The ideological square (as pictured in Table 1 above)  functions to demonstrate the polarization of in- and out-groups with positive attributes emphasized with the in-group and focusing on the negative traits of the out-group. 


[bookmark: _Toc52272566]LITERATURE REVIEW

This study draws from literature that looks at the social construction of homelessness to provide a foundation for analysis. In addition, it will draw on existing literature that explores the dominant discourses related to homelessness and their implications. This is to identify the research that already exists on the topic, and to build on this research by looking at the reproduction of the dominant discourses by everyday citizens. Scheufele & Tewksbury (2007) call attention to the fact that much of the existing literature on frames and agenda setting focus more on the construction of the issue with minimal research covering the impact on its intended audience. This gap in knowledge is what this study hopes to contribute to. Finally, the discourses themselves are performative and the functions they may serve are explored at the end of the literature review.

[bookmark: _Toc52272567]Homelessness: a brief history of State sanctioned social control 

The normalization of the marginalization and social exclusion of the homeless from mainstream society appears to be the byproduct of a pervasive discourse within capitalist society. This is not a new discourse,  but stems from the convergence of historical and modern attitudes towards society’s most vulnerable operating on a macro or cultural level; toward those deemed unfit, unproductive and ‘undesirable’ (Foucault, 1965). 
Historically the use of descriptions such as ‘unruly, unpredictable and dangerous, formed the impetus for the large-scale incarceration of insane, psychotic, beggars and prisoners who were feared in society (Szazs, 1961). Those deemed unfit for mainstream society became associated with poverty, petty crime, prostitution, unemployment, unwanted pregnancy and other social problems (Goldsmith, 2020). Foucault has traced the conceptualization of the vagrant, or mentally ill person throughout the 18th and 19th centuries. A preliminary view of the literature is indicative of the historical underpinnings and continued used of these myths that surround homelessness such as ‘dangerousness,’ ‘criminality’ and ‘moral defectiveness,’ that enable policy makers to exercise control over this population in the name of public safety and security protocols (Foucault, 1965).  What appears is that today there are new policies designed to control the homeless, backed by and legitimized by the argument that the homeless are morally defective, deviant, criminal and undesirable. The same logic used historically applies to today’s anti-homelessness legislation for example, and the city’s move towards dismantling the tent encampments.   It raises questions however, about how these narratives have maintained staying power and what social and cultural forces enable this mythological perception of the average homeless person. 
Much of the research has debunked the criminality, violence and danger stereotypes. And though these traits may appear to be represented in the homeless population, they are also represented in the general population; the relationship should not be perceived as causal. While there is not necessarily any evidence suggesting propensity for violence and harm, there is a large body of evidence indicating higher levels of victimization of this group and marginality contributing to their increasing vulnerability and increased risk for harm by others (Stuart 2003).
Today the research assumes that this discourse operates under the same premise that historically allowed for, encouraged and endorsed state sanctioned social control which manifested in the form of Asylums (Arrigo & Williams, 1999). The marginalization of the homeless both from physical space and the public eye, and more symbolically, through denial of the same rights and freedoms most citizens have,  appears to operate under the same assumptions; the social construction of the undesirable underclass as ‘dangerous’ ‘criminal’ and ‘violent’(Arrigo & Williams, 1999). Today instead of asylums to address the problem, it is increased criminalization and wide-scale sweeps that result in displacement, erasure from the public eye, and often incarceration. 
 With public pressure to ‘police’ the seemingly dangerous and unfit, new systems have had to bend around this group in order to continue to control them. In this regard, stigma or discourses of “criminality’ or ‘dangerous’ operate coercively to further limit autonomy, subjecting them to social inequalities, coercive measures, and structural violence (Foucault 1965) (Greene, 2006).  The current situation demonstrates that homelessness is not widely perceived by the general public to be an issue of system failure or government responsibility. The same archaic outdated and punitive discourses of the past can be seen to be more widely accepted as plausible and valid explanations today.  In place of the asylum, today it is displacement elsewhere or other institutions such as shelters, hospitals or incarceration. The narrative focuses disproportionately on public safety discourse, rather than more productive dialogue towards the direction of social housing reform, viable long –term housing and a look at sustainability to produce more permanent solutions.

[bookmark: _Toc52272568]Homelessness: As defined by the media 

The public tends to learn of real-world issues through socially constructed concepts; and how these concepts are constructed has the ability to influence public opinion and social policy (Mao, 2011) (Iyengar 1993) Researchers Schneider, Chamberlain and Hogett’s (2011) have contributed to the literature on the topic through a Canadian based study that examines the ways that homelessness is constructed in Canadian newspapers. They argue that in order to understand the real issues with homelessness, it is imperative to first understand the ways that these issues are framed. The works consulted in this section of the project operate from a similar epistemological framework, with the underlying assumption that the objective social world does not exist, but instead is co-created through interactions between different actors within the social world. Of critical relevance to this understanding is the role that media plays in creating and constructing the experience of everyday reality. 
It is argued that the media is able to directly create and shape social problems that then become adopted by the wider general public, through a process of naturalization. The media has the ability to appear ‘objective’ and to provide ‘factual’ accounts of social problems, which are presumed to reflect the actual reality or state of affairs within a society and operate as taken-for-granted assumptions, or what is believed to be ‘truth.’  (Gowan, 2011) (Cronley, 2010) (Upton) Shneider et al (2011) Kendall (2005) Iyengar (1992) Mao et al (2011), Upton (2016). 
 On the one hand, the media has accountability to the public to report the news, but on the other, the media is used as a tool or device that can pick and choose what is considered to be ‘newsworthy.’ This will vary based on certain factors such as which stories will sell, who the intended audience is, the dominant interests of the time and the political slant within the news station or paper itself. Iyengar (1993) argues that the way that news is presented can never be neutral or objective, nor represent an objective ledger of facts. Journalistic accounts found in the media are a direct reflection of journalistic bias or interpretation.  Schneider, Chamberlain and Hodgets (2011) consider the media to be a ‘constructive force,’ that contributes to the production of social reality. Garland (2001) argues the same; that the media has the ability shape the way the issue is presented in a way to push forward a specific public agenda with its ability to deem what issues are important, what is problematic, whose interests are represented and whose voices are omitted. This understanding of the media as a central hub for the production of knowledge emphasizes knowledge as rooted in power and class relations at its core. For example, perhaps the depiction of a tent encampment is upsetting to the local businesses in the community; this narrative would be privileged over the perspectives of the homeless members, and therefore would form the ‘dominant’ narrative or the narrative presumed to represent the factual account of the situation. 


[bookmark: _Toc52272569]Framing

Framing is a tool that is used by the media to present social issues in a way that reflects the dominant interests. Calder, Richter, Burns and Kovacs (2011) define a ‘frame’ as a schema or cognitive shortcut that entails a set of specific expectations or understandings that the reader or viewer has prior knowledge of, that helps to make sense of or advance a story. This is usually done through the packaging of rhetoric in ways that encourage certain interpretations of events and discourage others. Discourse studies agree that media depictions of social issues rely on frames that focus on or highlight certain facts, while dismissing or excluding others in ways that shape the perception of the issue of homelessness often in a negative light (Iyengar 1991) (Gowan, 2011) Kendal (2005) Entman (1993) (B&A) ( Cronely, 2016). 

[bookmark: _Toc52272570]Episodic vs. Thematic 

Iyengar (1993) describes episodic and thematic frames. Episodic frames represent the media’s tendency to focus on homelessness, through personal vignettes, stories and accounts or events. These often portray the homeless in a negative light, and are often detached from their broad social, economic, structural causes that impact their lives.  Dorfman (2003) explains that this type of framing tends to engender individual attributions of responsibility, because of its tendency to focus on individuals. Homelessness can then be attributed to character weaknesses or deficiencies such as laziness, moral laxity, hence blaming the individual while protecting government and society from responsibility (Iyengar, 2003).  Episodic themes are more common in the news depictions about homelessness. Thematic frames are described as depictions that look more closely at the social and structural conditions and causes of homelessness. These depictions look at homelessness more generally, not necessarily including accounts or depictions of an individual homeless person, but document ongoing trends. These stories tend to be impersonal and represent ongoing dialogue about homelessness overall. These stories would apply causation to social, economic and political factors (Iyengar, 1993). 

[bookmark: _Toc52272571]Tendency towards binaries 

Many of the studies consulted pointed clearly to the predominance of the frames mentioned above, however they also found a tendency in the representations towards binaries. Some of the binaries found within the dominant discourses include ‘us versus them,’ ‘deserving versus underserving,” and “worthy versus unworthy.” In a study looking at the dominant discourses related to homelessness Mao, Calder et al. (2011) ague that there are other ways to categorize the issues. They identify and define binaries within the discourse towards different perceptions of homelessness based on different types of homelessness. They go on to describe several common frames identified in their research that position the issue towards specific negative connotations or narratives. For example, they found within the narratives, the use of sympathetic versus unsympathetic frames to influence the way the audience received and internalized the information. Some sympathetic depictions included stories about these folks being down on their luck, or having lost their job or home unexpectedly, or focus on their lack of shelter as it relates to being outside in the cold. These frames can be problematic in other ways as well for positioning and stereotyping the homeless as helpless victims. Conversely, the unsympathetic frames may highlight the same issues, sleeping on the streets for example as a consequence of substance use, by focusing the story on dramatic or controversial depictions which implicitly suggests that these folks are deserving of their circumstances. 
	Mao et al also (2011) discuss the use of ‘deviance’ frames which were taken up by many other research studies found in the literature. This represents the coverage of a story involving a homeless person that also relates to deviant or socially inacceptable or undesirable behaviour. Some examples would include the conflation of homelessness with violence, theft, crime, substance use and other stigmatized identities such as mental illness and HIV/AIDS or involvement in sex-work (Kendall, 2005) (Gowan, 2011). Others may utilize a disease frame that depicts homelessness in relation to psychiatric disorders, disability, and substance use disorders in a way that is less demonizing than the deviance frames. Mao et al (2011) also define a dependence frame, which is a frame used in the media that showcases homelessness as it relates to their dependence on tax-payers or the social system, (ie. Stories about social assistance rates, cycles of poverty or hospital admissions) depicting the homeless subject as a burden on society.
	 The important conclusion to be drawn from understanding the social world in this way, is to also understand how frames can be used to construct meaning about a problem to persuade an audience one way or another. The use of these frames to discuss controversial social issues such as homelessness generally uses the discursive technique of ‘othering,’ which is a process of contrasting one group (the housed) with the other group (those without homes) in ways that clearly differentiate one group from another by emphasizing differences in appearance, ability, morals and values. This is done to fortify the boundaries between ‘us’ and ‘them,’ pitting the groups against one another, and casting homelessness itself as an outside problem rather than a social problem to be dealt with at a societal level.  
	Cronley (2016) and other academics have pointed out the serious implications of these types of framing efforts; understanding that most people in absence of direct experience with homelessness themselves tend to take media depictions at face value, and derive the meaning they attach to social problems from these understandings. This is counter-democratic because it constructs the meanings of these groups based on these definitions that are used to shape public policy. But these meanings are shaped less by empirically derived knowledge about the subject and more on public perceptions of homelessness which are skewed to promote the interests of the elite, who hold the power to define such problems (Schneider et al., 2011).	
Frames can also influence the salience of the issue itself, by indicating the relevance of the issue in the context it presents, as well as the pervasiveness of the messaging and the coverage, by setting an agenda or gatekeeping. Most news stories are value laden in both their production and content. News is not an exact representation of reality but rather a reconstruction from various angles of a small section of reality (Entman, 2007).  Scheufele & Tewksbury  (2007) explain that the audience is not required to have a working knowledge whatsoever of the issues (in this case homelessness). The audience is not required to draw on their own personal experience to understand the issues; rather the frame does the job by providing all that is necessary for the audience in the fill in the blanks. 
The existing research tends to agree that the nature of the perception of homelessness is related less to the issue of homelessness itself and more to who defines it; the way the problem is defined, diagnosed, judged and appraised (Gowan, 2011) (Mao et al, 2011) . It is important to understand that this process does not occur in a vacuum, and the media is strongly influenced by or linked to the broader social structures as well as current and historical variables based on politics and economics that shape the dominant discourse (Schwan, 2017). Entman describes how this connects back to power, arguing that the elites are concerned with what people think because  “they want them to behave in certain ways, supporting or at least tolerating elite activities” (2007, p.165).
	
[bookmark: _Toc52272572]Gowan’s Typologies of Homelessness 

Another model used to understand homelessness discourse, or the way the issue has been socially constructed in the media has been described in a framework developed by Gowan. In her work entitled  Hobos, Hustlers, and Backsliders, Gowan reviews current homelessness policy and responses by examining the construction of the homelessness issue, examining the macro-structural processes and micro-interactional explanations, all of which provide different understandings of homelessness yielding different conversations and policy implications. This framework appears to encompass the other frames mentioned above to organize them into distinct categories that are useful to describing the overarching narratives about homelessness and their function in broader society. Gowan’s frames help to describe the presumed cause of the problem while determining who is to blame, and the corresponding prescribed solution. This framework has been widely applied to subsequent research in the field and helps to create a shared understanding and common language used by academics, research and policy analysts to help understand the issues, and better articulate and understand the multiple interconnected and overlapping issues and variables that contribute to homelessness. 
This framework has allowed for an expansion in the public lexicon on issues of homelessness from simply individual causes to more external and structural causes. For the purpose of this literature review, below I have created a table that describes the framework of which Gowan (2011) describes different homelessness discourse sub-categories based on the presumed cause of phenomenon and the prescribed social response. 
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Figure 2: Discursive typology: construction of homelessness discourse:

	Discourse
	Typology
	Cause of homelessness 
	Related strategy or response

	Moral
(deviance, laziness, criminality, chronic unemployment, substance use disorders)
	Sin-talk
	Person’s sin
	Exclusion

	Disease
(mental illness, disability, substance use disorders) 
	Sick-talk
	Person’s illness
	Treatment 

	Systemic
(social, political economic factors) 
	System-talk
	Social structure
	Social change 



These typologies will be delved into more and explored further in the sections below as they explain homelessness in the current day context and can be used to inform and guide the analysis.

Dominant Discourses: Social Construction of Homelessness
	As discussed above, Gowan’s framework provides a useful model for explaining and analyzing the current situation and related discourses that underpin homelessness today. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272574]Sin Talk: The moral construction of homelessness
 
As seen in the figure above, Gowan (2011) distinguishes between three predominant categories of homeless discourse.  Sin-talk refers to the discourses of homelessness that operate on moral explanations for homelessness implicitly suggesting that homelessness is caused by poor life choices or a proclivity towards anti-social behaviours.  This is framed in the context of social deviance and the solutions are typically meant to correct this behaviour. This is best demonstrated in disproportionate representation in the criminal justice system. The discourse supports the criminalization of the homeless individual, thus placing blame directly on the individual themselves, and legitimizing punitive policy responses. This is a pervasive discourse both historically and today. Baicchio and Arguello (2019) describe sin-talk as constituting a moral construction of poverty and homelessness that blames individuals for their circumstances. This type of discourse places onus on the individual for their anti-social traits or moral indignation which differentiates them from the productive members of society. 
	An example of this was found in the Schneider et al (2011) study that examined the discourses or ways that homelessness was constructed in 4 Canadian newspapers during the time period of August 2007 to 31 July 2008. They reviewed 765 Canadian newspaper articles about homelessness. The study found that 55% of all coverage was related to substance use, which operates within a deviance frame and also implies causality; where substances are used as a way to shrug off responsibility for helping the homeless as they are portrayed to be unwanting of or declining help. Further, public empathy tends to decline when homelessness is related to substance use, where the argument is, they should “just stop using.” The authors in this study also created a subcategory called “negative associations” which was meant to capture trends within the news articles that presented homelessness alongside other topics including: the inappropriate use of public space, bottlepicking, addictions, mental illness, health problems caused or exacerbated by being on the street, safety issues for the public or for homeless people etc.  Specific crimes (e.g., theft, drug-related crime, vandalism, panhandling when it was represented as a crime, murder, and so on) were represented in 78% of the articles, despite sometimes not being relevant to the central theme or topic at hand. For example, the researchers point to irrelevant past crimes being brought up in a news report about a homeless man who had passed away.  In this way, ‘sin-talk’ or the deviance frame works to position the homeless individual as having control or autonomy and agency in their own fate, and their circumstances are the direct result of poor lifestyle choices and lack or moral fortitude. 
	These kinds of news coverage also tend to imply a proclivity toward dangerous, violent or criminal acts, particularly as an underlying character defect, or a causal relationship with homelessness overall as part of a larger symptom of being a different type of person, where homelessness is a natural consequence (Cronely, 2010). In one of the studies, the researcher Fischer, Shinn, Shrout & Tsemberis (2008) found that often the stories that link homelessness with crime tend to focus on the propensity for certain types of crime such as mischief, vandalism, violence and robbery. However a different study discovered that most offences are related to public intoxication, trespassing and loitering (Mitchell, 1997) The representation of homelessness alongside criminality implies causality and becomes one of the attributes contributing to the homeless myth which imprints it into the collective psyche. 
 
	Baicchio and Arguello (2019) also argue that this type of discourse encourages the development and the staying power of related parallel discourses such as ‘crime consciousness.’ They describe this as a phenomenon where certain behaviours are labelled as criminal or protected by the law, as a way to suppress economic cultural and class struggles. Examples of this would include anti-homelessness legislation (examples: Safe Streets Act, anti-camping laws, tickets and misdemeanors for loitering, trespassing and pan-handling). These types of laws criminalize what are generally considered the survival activities of the homeless that are not necessarily criminal in nature, but have been deemed as such as a mechanism to regulate and control, marginalize and exclude (Mitchell, 1997). These laws are heavily supported by the discourses that make claims of violence, criminality and danger as synonymous with homelessness through the careful construction of the deviance frame (Mitchell, 1997).  These long-standing social constructs not only blame the victim for their lot in life, but also maintains an association between homelessness, danger and criminality creating a culture of fear with the public raising questions and concerns around personal safety. In other ways depictions of the homeless have served to delegitimize the homeless person by emphasizing deviant identity markers such as those who use drugs and those who are involved in sex-work. 
Other discourses that rise from the sin-talk rhetoric include discourses of ‘risk.’ From a system’s perspective policy these discourses work to lean in the direction of risk management or public safety rather than social justice.  The media exaggerating and sensationalizing news headlines related to homelessness, contributes to the broader public perception of fear. Wilson and Daly (2007) discuss the landscape of mental health, substance use and homelessness, pointing out that even in the field of social work, in the Western world there is the increasing encroachment of rhetoric related to public safety, risk, regulation, and use of legal force. 
Upton (2006) describes the means by which crime and risk operate within the greater practices to legitimate professional expertise, it opens up room for these ‘experts’ to exercise control. She explains the function of ‘danger’ in discourse which is used to portray perceived “risk of” danger. These discourses of risk operate to depoliticize and responsibilize the issues, which refers to the neo-liberal tendency to blame the individual for their circumstances by removing them from the social-political context of which they operate. Depoliticization refers to issues itself related to crime or criminal activity that become divorced from the context within which it takes place. Responsibilization works in the same way to remove the person from the social context, while also blaming the individual by emphasizing personal responsibility. 
	In terms of the criminal activities of the homeless, much of the research also debunks this myth pointing out that the over-representation in the criminal justice system has more to do with increased visibility in public space, surveillance and sweeps of places where homeless people reside, as well as the criminalization of the survival activities of daily living (Mitchell, 1997).  
 Baicchio and Arguello (2019) argue that the sin-talk framework works to position homelessness as a threat to the values and moral fabric of general society and the social order. This is an effective way to employ discourse targeted at influencing policy responses that are punitive and exclusionary.  The media has also focused on frames that construct this group as deviant and criminal to tell stories which appeal to the sensibilities of morality, they become contrasted against the average hard-working Canadian. This deviance frame can be used to inspire panic and fear among average Canadians which then becomes the foundation of policies and laws that discriminate against the vulnerable, supported by a fearful general public. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272575]Sick talk – The disease model  

	The literature also points to medical explanations to describe the issue of homelessness. Gowan in this framerwork classifies these discourses as ‘sick-talk.’’ According to a sick discourse, homelessness is the result of mental health issues and psychiatric disorders. The medicalization of homelessness is a common theme found in both academic and policy frameworks for understanding homelessness. Gowan (2011) describes ‘sick-talk’ as narratives that assume homelessness is the result of unresolved mental health issues. This narrative presumes homelessness is a direct result of medical and psychiatric institutional failure and thus medical and psychiatric determinants underpin the problem. This works dislocates it from being an issue of social justice or economic disparity. This medicalization process, locating the problem within the individual as a personal condition would suggest then, that the solution falls onto the individual, family and medical apparatus as depicted in Figure 1. 
The underlying assumption of this narrative is that homelessness is a symptom of one’s illness or disease, whether diagnosed or undiagnosed (Gowan, 2011). The sick person may then be designated as helpless or in need of care, which then forms the argument for dependence frames; either dependence on caregivers or the state.  This perspective also operates under the assumption that homelessness is a direct consequence of deinstitutionalization measures and the transition of hundreds of thousands of mental health patients into the community. Inconsistent mental health funding and underfunding of community programs (housing and support programs) that provide services are believed to have contributed to the increase in homelessness in the 80’s onwards (Dear & Wolch, 2014). Accordingly, due to the nature of the illness and requirement for mental health support, these individuals are left to fend for themselves.  
	The sick discourse is used by the dominant groups as a way of locating the issue within the individual thus diverting attention away from the socio-political and economic factors that marginalize and exclude, thereby obfuscating society and government from responsibility. However the sick discourse is also used and mobilized by advocates for this group. For example, CAMH, CMHA and MHCC have included housing as a key operative in their strategic plans and future programming, noting the high correlation between the presentations of serious mental health disorders with homelessness. CMHA (2012) describes untreated mental health as a key determinant to housing and warns that this exacerbates the problem where homeless individuals with mental health issues remain homeless longer. The discourse also suggests that housing those with mental health issues can contribute to a reduction in psychiatric symptoms and therefore decrease the need for emergency and treatment services (CMHA, 2012). Ontario in its commission to End Homelessness in Ontario has committed to $16 million over three years to create approximately 1,000 supportive housing spaces for people with mental health and addiction issues (Report, 2014). This kind of framing of the issue helps individuals to access services, and provides funding for appropriate levels of housing support for individuals with complex needs. However, defining homelessness as a consequence of untreated mental health through the use of disease discourse, suggests a specialized response to a particular group while overlooking other groups. In doing so, this label contributes to the discourses of ‘deserving’ versus ‘undeserving’ poor, where people with a mental health diagnosis are considered victims of their circumstance and therefore more deserving of help. The sick frames that are the used to legitimize policies that draw dollars from the healthcare system as opposed to a federal social housing program, then allows for other homeless groups to be left out or left behind.
	  Baicchio and Arguello (2019) caution of the use of the sick-talk frames, as these frames still support a narrative that locates the problem within the individual, similar to sin-talk narratives, and places responsibility on that individual and support network to remedy their circumstances. In other words, the sickness explanation does little more in a material sense than the moral frames, other than to provide a more sympathetic variation of victim-blaming. 
	The Housing First model which came from America in the 90’s to offer an ideologically divergent model at resolving homelessness is entirely based on the perceived legitimacy of the sick-talk discourse. In Canada and the USA there has been widespread adoption of Housing First interventions, to supply homeless people with mental health challenges housing, and support to help navigate the issues related to mental health and referral to appropriate services (Katz, Serger, Scwang 2017). This model suggests that housing readiness (ie. Abstinence or sobriety) is an unrealistic threshold, and only when someone is housed will they be able to begin addressing other needs such as substance use and mental health support. This model operates on the assumptions that homeless people are in need of psychiatric intervention and with the right treatment plan; they can optimize their success in securing and maintaining long-term housing. This discourse runs counter to the structural discourses and may in fact support the dominant discourse (ie. Deviance frame) by deferring housing to a psychiatric intervention while failing to acknowledge the broader issues of social justice and homelessness. 
	These discourses do remain helpful according to Cokeley (2017) and perhaps we should not throw out the baby with the bathwater. The medical discourse provides a diagnostic framework under which a person is (theoretically) able to access and receive help. This is a favorable outcome as opposed to the criminal justice system responding to untreated mental health needs in the community. In absence of the proper mental health and substance use supports, these individuals often end up with legal issues, as the result of punitive laws. Cokeley (2017) argues that any housing policy should therefore focus on housing stability (mental health or otherwise) and long-term maintenance instead of crime. 
	The sick frame may pose some other challenges for the homeless population; by problematizing deinstitutionalization it has allowed for the emergence of a discourse in support of greater police control over those with mental health challenges, the need for “more secure beds” referring to beds in locked wards and revisiting of institutionalization (Boyd & Kerr, 2016).  Similarly, Daoust (2013) cautions that the sick narrative may act as a further barrier to housing by enabling coercive measures such as treatment compliance as a part of someone’s access to housing. She also points out that the mental health system is not equipped to take on the responsibility of managing homelessness.	
[bookmark: _Toc52272576]System talk

Lastly, system-talk refers to homelessness discourses related to political and economic policies (Gowan, 2011). These narratives represent the discourses found in the media that attribute blame for the problem to larger scale macro-processes and systems that are unresponsive to the needs of the homeless and pose barriers to certain members in the community. While sin-talk and sick-talk frames the issues as primarily an individual or moral problem, system-talk takes a wider lens on the structural constraints and barriers that disadvantaged groups experience in everyday life. This discourse would more closely align with a social justice perspective. 
 System level considerations include static social assistance rates and government clawbacks, shifts in the labour market to more precarious employment opportunities, underemployment, high costs of housing and the decrease in social housing stock (Wharf and Mackenzie, 2010). System-talk centers on the more structural ways that housing insecurity and marginalization operate to increase economic disparities and provide uneven outcomes for certain groups. For example as mentioned above, some discourses support the notion that homelessness is the direct result of certain government policies, such as psychiatric deinstitutionalization and deregulation, and social program cutbacks (Hulchanski et al. 2009).
These structural (socio-political and economic) explanations for homelessness are critical of the discourses that support capitalism and neo-liberalism, in particular, discourses of‘ efficiency,’ and ‘laissez faire economics’ or free-market solutions to structural problems including regulating the housing and labour sectors. These changes have been presented as technical and neutral through discourses of “efficiency” and “cost effectiveness”. The implications have been wide ranging in terms of housing, food and health services. (Price, Pollock and Shoal, 1999).  These measures and capitalism itself have allowed for the misdistribution of resources and power across society, which has widened and deepened the gaps between the rich and the poor (Baicchio and Arguello (2019).
System talk discourse presents a more thematic analysis of the issues. Though not necessarily representing the dominant discourse per se, there are researchers and academics who can and already are contributing to the growing body of evidence pointing towards system causes of homelessness and system overhauls as solutions. The above examples illustrate how system-talk discourse can be used to advance the socially progressive homeless agenda or co-opted into the broader dominant discourse. Cokeley (2017) argues that while the system-talk may suggest governmental intervention to manage the visible aspects of homelessness, for example to address the unaffordability of adequate housing, in doing so it negates the private sectors shared responsibility in providing solutions. 

[bookmark: _Toc52272577]Critiques of frames analysis

There are some critiques of this framework.  Baicchio and Arguello (2019) discuss the limitations of Gowan’s framework –though it would likely apply to all the frameworks discussed above,  as overly-simplistic and reducing the complex realities of homelessness and homeless individuals into one of the typical singular causes; criminal behaviour, mental health or affordable housing without understanding housing, being housed and variables related to homelessness are fluid and cannot be adequately explored or fleshed out within a limiting framework. Homelessness is likely a combination of the three categories presented by Gowan’s framework. This could be said about individual causes of homelessness as well, with all three forces impacting in one way or another impacting the trajectory of the homeless person, and the cause of homelessness overall. 
The last caution about using this framework, it is that it is ill- equipped to highlight other forms of structural oppression that contribute to homelessness overall. This would include race, Indigenous heritage, newcomer status, membership of the LGBTQ community, veterans all of whom are overrepresented among the homeless population and require specialized study and understanding.
With that in consideration, I use this tool simply as an explanatory frame for the purpose of providing a high level analysis of the discourses being examined in this project. This is to organize the data in ways that are succinct and coherent to the reader. The categories are used as a springboard to further the analysis and discussion of the findings. 

[bookmark: _Toc52272578]METHODS
In order to answer questions of discourse, power, dominance and social inequality this research employs the use of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) to examine the discourse supporting the social construction of homelessness as it relates to marginality and exclusion.  As discussed above, discourse according to Foucault (1977) is directly connected to power and knowledge in a way that upholds a level of salience because they are seen as normal or natural, and their explanations of social life typically are seen to be stable and enduring. In other words, discourse refers to context specific frameworks of meaning-making that inform action and (re)create the limits of what can be known (Fairclough, 2009, p. 162). It is through discourse that we give the world meaning.  Therefore, discourse itself is understood as a social practice. Understanding the ways that homelessness has been socially constructed in the broader social world helps  to understand the ways that dominant discourses or negative stereotypes become naturalized and normalized. It is the task then of CDA to uncover if and how these discourses are normalized, reinforced or disrupted to better understand power relations.  
	Drawing on Van Dijk's (1998) socio-cognitive approach and Fairclough’s (1995) approach of intertextual analysis of news discourse and within the paradigm of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), this study examines different discursive strategies used that create dichotomies or separate the homeless from the general population through the process of othering. CDA is used to help understand and demonstrate the ways that the homeless and homelessness are framed by media to then be adopted and reproduced by the general public on social media forums as a secondary dissemination. In other words, the study moves past looking at the media depictions of the issues, toward understanding the process by which the public is able to perpetuate these binaries and contribute to the dominant narrative. 
As mentioned above, Van Dijk (1997) describes an ideological square exposing the ideology and context which juxtaposes a positive presentation of the self and negative presentation of the other in the text structure, thereby serving as a site of hegemonic struggle. The ideological square explains the use of juxtaposition as a tool to frame social issues into binaries and uncover the divisions created between groups. In this study, it will be relevant to uncover the discursive strategies that create an ‘us versus them’ mentality,’ or ‘worthy versus unworthy poor”. This study is specifically interested in looking at the comments sections of newspaper articles issued by the local paper The Hamilton Spectator. 
The comments found in The Hamilton Spectator coverage of the issues in question were chosen as the data set by accident. What started as initial academic interest in the journalistic coverage of the events, led to stumbling upon comments which inspired more compelling research questions for me as a researcher and member of the community being studied. 	
This study has limited the search to articles that began during the Covid-19 pandemic that were related to ‘homelessness.’ On the website, I did a search with the words ‘homeless,’ ‘tent’ ‘encampment’ to pull the relevant articles, and used filters to limit the time frame from May 1st 2020 to August 15th 2020.  Though the debate is still yielding much participation from journalists and the public, and the cut-off date was pushed ahead multiple times to include more information as it became available. For the purpose of completing the project within the allocated time frame, the final cut-off for data collection was August 15th 2020.  These search parameters included 17 articles and 1468 comments. The articles are listed in Appendix I.
The process of analyzing the data involved many readings of the data collected throughout the process to look for emerging themes.  The initial reading was used to garner a general sense of the comments and the themes within them. The second read-through employed the use of the ‘frames’ mentioned in the literature review. Comments were colour coded based on which theme or narrative they fit (ie. Sin, sick or system talk). This was not meant to be a systematic account of the comments but more a method to organize the data for deeper analysis.
The third reading yielded the key words listed below as they relate to wider general themes that began to emerge, such as criminality, deviance, substance use, violence, danger, dependence and social burden which operate within Gowan’s framework.
Methodologically the data were read in two different ways. The first was to identify main arguments or topics found in the comments. This was through the use of the CTRL + F feature of the keyboard which allows for a word search. I used relevant words to search through the comments; ‘addict’, ’drugs’, ‘mental health”, ’rent’, ‘job’, ‘’criminal’ ’jail’ ’prison’’ legal’, ‘poverty’, ‘income’, ‘welfare’, ‘tax’ ‘taxpayer’ ’garbage’ ‘trash’ ‘landlord’ ‘shelter’ ’safe’, ‘clean’. All the comments were gathered in a document through ‘copy’ & ‘paste’ directly from the websites. The secondary form of organizing the data was through common themes, through the use of Critical Discourse Analysis informed by Gowan’s frameworks, as well as the discursive strategies used to present them. This is to understand how the comments come to be reproduced. 
The data analysis is broken into sections to describe the social construction of the homeless individual, the homelessness problem, structural causes of homelessness and the social construction of the solutions.
[bookmark: _Toc52272579]FINDINGS
The analysis of the comments found that there were parallels from the discourses discussed in the literature review. Much of the dominant discourses found in the literature review, continued to be reproduced by the general public in social media platforms. The reproduction of these discourses according to the findings appears to further substantiate and reify the dominant discourses of the homeless person, and the homelessness problem. 
Though the themes below will be presented in different categories to represent the different ways that the issues surrounding homelessness have been constructed, the levels of organization are not meant to be nor represent a distinct discourse, but rather draw on multiple over-lapping discourses simultaneously. Though it is useful for the purpose of this study and pushing forward the arguments related to the research questions, it is important to note that all of these narratives and discourses are multi-layered, bi-directional, self-reinforcing and highly integrated into one another, operating beyond the confines of the silos I have organized them within. 
*note to reader: the quotes provided below have been copied and pasted directly from the source and have not been altered or corrected for spelling and grammar 


[bookmark: _Toc52272580]THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE HOMELESS PERSON

	The literature review and the data point to imagery and connotations of the homeless individual in certain ways that tokenize, over-generalize and trivialize them and their experience. There is an overwhelming tendency to focus on the negative traits and narratives
[bookmark: _Toc52272581]Negative traits related to personhood	

	In response to the articles that covered the homeless problem, many of the respondents spoke of questionable character traits that demonstrate this group’s inability to operate within the normal social order. For example, in many responses certain citizens mentioned the word ‘steal’, ‘destroy’ and ‘break’ ‘damage’ ‘disrespect’ ’danger’ ’violent’ as a threatening behaviour characteristic of this group. Of the 1408 comments reviewed 104 of the comment threads used these words and made direct reference to these behaviours. 
	The data set studied indicated a strong belief in the correlation between homelessness and criminal behaviours such as ‘stealing’ and ‘theft.’ This theme was reproduced though many of the comments studied. In response to the homeless individuals occupying spaces within day to day public society, one person comments, 

I  went and walked the dog,  all i see was people getting high its a place they can do dope and then when they need more they would steal from the people that pay tax to live around there get them help and out of there 


Another commentator reflected on the antisocial traits of this group by making similar claims that appeared to be rooted in assumptions and biases, or perhaps reproduced from the overarching and dominant narratives,. This person articulates: 

... Let me tell you it's not cool.. they treat your property with disrespect... They leave used syringes around... They steal... They leave garbage everywhere... It's only cool when it's not in your backyard 

Those against the presence and occupation appeared invested in pushing the narrative, where in some examples, commenters would react directly to others who were trying to explain behaviours in a more compassionate light. When one person suggests more empathy because many of these people are struggling with severe mental health concerns, another participant responds with,

 it’s not just mental health a lot of people enable them giving them free money free place to live free food letting them steal do drugs 


In another conversation there was an assumption that people who occupy tent spaces are dangerous and to be feared. In response to the increased presence and concentration of people residing in tents, one person comments, 

Wouldn’t this be an issue of personal safety?? I certainly would not want to be hiking and run into someone high out of their minds and try to do something to someone else? No one else sees an issue with this?
	
This comment again is indicative of the stereotypical traits, including being dangerous or a threat to personal safety.  The dialogue carries in this vein with different types of assumptions, with one person stating “high people cannot be trusted.” One person discusses someone they know who is an addict, casting them in a negative light, 

she used for money even before she became an addict. 
she’s always been a liar and a terrible human being.


This almost seems to suggest that it may not be the addiction itself that creates the negative behaviours, but something inherent within the person themselves. The dialogue overwhelmingly points to the suggestion that homeless people are violent, to be feared, criminal, and will steal from you, or cause harm if you cross their path. Another person comments, 

They steal from people's backyards, and even start fires. So far in my area there have been 3 fires so far just in the last six months. And the majority choose to be homeless.


	These examples mimic the dominant discourse and use of deviance frames to discuss their personal opinions and perceptions of the issues. The use of these frames can reinforce the divisions between the housed and the homeless, through an ideological process of defining the other as divided by fundamentally different ideological lines. This is done with a secondary element of fear-mongering, indicating that this is a population of which safety is a threat, polarizing the groups between us as good and them as bad . This sample of comments is indicative of a wider conversation within all the comments sections that connected homelessness to danger and criminality. Whether knowingly or not, this discourse was strongly reinforced by the general public, reproducing discourses of panic and fear, separating the homeless as fundamentally different, and a threat to society. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272582]Dehumanizing narratives:

	The narrative also contributes to a discourse that dehumanizes this population in the eyes of the public through imagery that portrays them as ‘dirty’ or ‘scum’ and with a drug seeking mentality, animalistic and comparable to vermin.
The divide between the ‘us’ and ‘them’ is clearly delineated with this type of labelling, which serves to smear and dehumanize the group as a whole. In response to the issue of the city’s attempts at dismantling the encampments, several commenters who opposed the injunction[footnoteRef:1] and were in support of the City, explained “It's because they're so dirty. They destroy almost every area they go in.”  Another person refers to them as “dirty disrespectful drug addicts.” Many threads raise the topic of ‘dirtiness’ and ‘filth,’ one person stating “they do have the capability to throw trash in the garbage and not leave the area looking like a pig pen.” Others commented on their appearance as disheveled, filthy and dirty.  These depictions are used later on in the discussion to justify why the homeless should not be entitled to support. For example one person states,  [1:  On August 7, 2020 following an appeal to the Ontario Courts, local housing advocates were successful in obtaining an injunction filed with the provincial courts to prevent the city from ‘involuntarily removing’ tents from public spaces.] 


they will trash those up too [affordable housing]… look at downtown.. they were all provided with brand new beds, sheets, blankets, clothing, toiletries... they completely destroyed the first ontario centre.. mess, needles, bottles, garbage everywhere... and then complained about having to use porta potties because "they aren't animals


Comments positioning the homeless as akin to parasites were riddled throughout all of the different article responses, forming a specific trope of the homeless, vagrant or vagabond as unkempt, disheveled and undesirable drawing on the use of historical stereotypes and frames. Some examples of the comments referred to the spaces they occupy as becoming trashed, one person states “the Hamilton Sandman is destroyed.”  Another person comments,

Its funny to see homeless people who want hard earned money but they have a pile of trash around their begging spots.....you can't even clean up after yourself why would I give you any money?
 
 This again portrays a specific image reinforcing negative stereotypes as well as defining who is considered worthy and unworthy based on seemingly arbitrary criteria such as someone’s personal hygiene.
	
The discourse that used the tactic of describing the homeless as animalistic continued ro emphasize the distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them.’ One person contributed to the conversation by suggesting that having portapotties at the encampment sites might help with the mess. The response carried on as follows

Respondent A “no they can scram,” and followed up with “they [the city] did and then they tagged and trashed them complaining that they aren't "animals.” 

Respondent B: Someone else who was complaining about the encampments states “With how the downtown core and the center look outside I’d have a 
hard time believing they aren't animals... even my dogs clean up their own messes

Respondent C: “Drove by the other day pigs are cleaner than them. They are in fact animals,” “Pigs living like pigs”

       There were many comments about the state of encampments sites along York outside of First Ontario Place. The word’s ‘filth’ ‘disgust’ and ‘dirty’ were mentioned in 20 separate threads, with many other commenters confirming throughout these threads. The typecasting of all homeless individuals as dirty, goes on further than simply the complaints about the visibility of them, their tents and the spaces they occupy. It was also mentioned throughout the comments in relation to a reason they are homeless, or people should not rent to them, or why they deserve to be homeless and even justified their exclusion from using the facilities of private businesses. When one person suggested the use of the abandoned and boarded up buildings in Hamilton for housing pointing out the different high schools that have been closed down, a reader commented, “do you know what it would cost to retrofit a building to housing, and they would destroy it in a month.” 
	The comments of the public have gone even further than this, arguing that they should not be entitled even to private safe places to defecate.  The article mentioned above, that discussed the implementation of portapotties as a response to the growing number of homeless individuals confined to one space inspired many responses. Local and adjacent businesses had blocked access to public restrooms. The portapotties were removed shortly thereafter. 

Below is an interaction between some of the individuals, who have responded to this article,
 Person A: [the encampments] “it is disgusting down there and embarrassing to Hamiltonians.
Person B: “of course, better to just use a bush 
Person C: “well then act like people and not like the city is your personal trash can”

In another comment someone said “they had proper sanitation facilities for them. They destroyed them within days so they took them away.” Many responded with sarcasm or laughing emojis at this statement and the other statement ‘we are not animals.’ The word pig was used on 7 separate occasions. One person responded, 

If they think they are not animals. Why are they living worse than pigs. Its sooo DISRESPECTFUL. So dirty, just not right.

This person goes on to say 

I don’t understand why tax payers have to pay to see that everyday. Let them camp out [elsewhere] not downtown

It was  surprising to find that sometimes these dehumanizing comments that agrees with preventing someone access to a restroom, would sometimes go unchallenged in the public forum. 
As demonstrated above, the use of terms describing the homeless as animalistic, depicts them as less than, either more tribal or less sophisticated. This sets up the dichotomy, where one group is very clearly differentiated form the others. 
The conversations that focused on attributes and traits deemed anti-social or immoral perform the same function. They fail to articulate or account for the fact that for many these ‘crimes’ are skills or behaviours or activities of necessity and for survival. There was no acknowledgement that some people do not have a choice, or that this deviant behaviour is required to maintain life on the streets when conventional channels are not available. Accordingly, this discourse around deviance that ‘others’ the homeless population, does so by truly showcasing and embellishing their negative traits while excluding entirely any discussion which would allow for empathy or compassion.
	As laid out above, the language that focuses on ‘othering’ with the use of words like ‘they’ ‘them, ‘ casts this group into a stereotype of a cluster or constellation of traits that are said to represent one homogenous group, while clearly delineating ‘them’ from ‘us.’ The use of animalistic terminology, works to deny this population their ‘humanness’ implicitly suggesting that they are less-than, have a primal mentality and possibly warranting degradation. This juxtaposition can be used to rationalize or legitimize their current exclusion from society. 
 This kind of example also illustrates the nature of the stereotypes and discourses that have become adopted by the mainstream to represent the truth, with other alternative voices being dismissed. The power and weight held in the discourses found in the comment threads around this issue demonstrate the way that ‘truth’ or ‘knowledge’ can become naturalized and represent a taken-for granted assumption or what the general public accept as common knowledge. The power of these depictions is maintained by the reproduction of it by the general public, the target of the initial messaging, reifying it and giving it more weight, more momentum and more power. 
	 
[bookmark: _Toc52272583]THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF HOMELESSNESS AS A PERSONAL PROBLEM
 
	The data is also indicative of the different ways the phenomenon of homelessness itself becomes socially constructed within the public arena. The discussion above highlights a narrative that suggests that homelessness is an individual problem that is caused primarily based on defects of character, and poor choices rather than a social and structural issue. 
The word ‘addict’ and “drug” is mentioned in the data 224 times. Though substance use is often correlated to homelessness in general, the term addict represents a moral framing of the issue, defining addiction as a cause of homelessness as well as a matter of personal choice, thereby implying that homelessness is a function of bad decisions and moral defects.  While in the literature and in practice the moral argument for addiction has been debunked in favour of a medical or trauma –informed   model, the discourses that emerged from the data suggest that addiction is limited in scope to those who lack willpower or willingness to change their lives, placing onus on the individual for their situation. The narrative found within the data works to position addiction as a choice of which people would rather maximize pleasure than take responsibility for their situation, and thus a matter of poor decisions making. Many of the comments alluded to the ‘help’ provided by individuals and society as enabling them to continue further in their addiction.
	While many of the comments conflate homelessness with addiction, which is not entirely inaccurate, it is used to construct the idea of undeserving and unworthy of help. In response to comments about addiction support as an initiative to help address homelessness, some comments that followed were, “Drugs are like alcoholism, you chose to take them or stop! I have no mercy for the people that make this choice,” another person goes on to question the moral decision making of people who use drugs sayings “ A sense of wrong isn’t what they folks have, drugs, drugs, drugs, is all its about.”  
Another person argues against the solutions in the commentary stating “these are not simply homeless. They are junkies smashing heroin while you’re getting your morning coffee.” Another person in response to harm reduction solutions attacked the commenter by stating “ you should get your grandchildren to pick up all the discarded needles around the shelter,” later stating that there are “too many children playing with discarded needles.” Other comments related to lending a hand, as an act of enabling stating that “handing them more [money] simply means they will have more money to buy drugs with, and not put towards rent. Giving money [resources] doesn’t help the problem but adds to the problem.” Other people in the thread seconded this statement.  “they will choose drugs over anything.” And another “they do not want to work, give them drugs, they will take that right away.” 
This sentiment is echoed in another thread 
They [can have a place] … as long as they didn't do drugs and cause problems. Instead THEY!!!! chose to go out front  and drink alcohol and DO DRUGS!!!!!. Have you ever heard you can lead a horse to water but you can't make them drink it. Well you can offer help, but If all someone wants to do is get high and lay around then what are you suppose to do? You tell us what are we suppose to do. I say help the ones that actually want the HELP!!! and the others well Sorry but life is hard enough with out having to help someone 50 to 100 times and they still end up doing the same exact thing day after day

The group polarization arises from the tendency of the audience (in this case the general public) to adopt these views, and from their perceived membership in the in-group, to take up that position of ‘us’ in relation to them. They are able to define themselves through the polarity of not being ‘them,’ based on the limiting stereotypes that suggest that ‘them’ are ideologically and fundamentally different in attitudes, behaviours and actions pitting one group against the other emphasizing divisions rather than similarities
	In response to the need for a social safety net, someone responded, 	\

	
 Get a job get a life get off drugs losers. if you wanna walk you and your family by these “campsites” then by all means, go for it. But I sure won’t be! Most (not all) of these homeless people are homeless due to drugs. Shelters will take them in IF they aren’t using drugs. So.... guess what??


Another respondent is replying to the advocates and their demands for people with mental health and drug issues to be treated “equally and fairly,” this person goes on to say “…with equality comes the responsibility to follow the laws and accepted societal behaviour that other citizens abide by.” Another response to the same thread, 
Mental health and drug issues should not be an exemption to do as you desire. If every person, who have their own issues of varying degrees, decide that they should do or not do whatever they desire, we would be living in chaos. It is not being unfeeling or having lack of compassion to expect homeless individuals to adhere to a few simple expectations, that the rest of society follows it’s not just mental health a lot of people enable them giving them free money free to place live free food letting them steal do drugs etc

Many of the comments employ the use of fear-mongering with regards to the problem,

homeless problem is getting to be a huge issue in this city and many of them steal and do drugs. My neighborhood in Ward 3 has been dealing with a homeless problem for a few years now. And yes, they are dirty, and I mean they dump trash all over. They steal from people's backyards, and even start fires. So far in my area there have been 3 fires so far just in the last six months. And the majority choose to be homeless. There are enough programs and support systems in place but they choose not to take them up on the help. So they stay homeless.

Some other comments portray a double standard when it comes to drug use stating that 
So you can break the law if your homeless? pretty sure if I was openly doing drugs and leaving needles in common areas I’d be arrested. The city needs to lock up the bad apples and do what they can to help the good ones  


Those who advance this model of addiction being a moral issue, one of personal choice employ fear-mongering tactics and help contribute to the separation of the community and division both physically and symbolically of the housed and non-housed individuals. In pushing this model they are also glossing over the determining factors that we know influence addictive behaviours (from the medical community), proposing that these individuals are inherently criminal, anti-social and unwilling to receive help, asserting that individuals have control over their own behaviour, mental health and impulse control.
`		The counter-narrative that emerged in opposition to this viewpoint, focused more on why addiction is a medical condition rather than moral or one of personal choice. Some of the participants in the arguments would defend the homeless with blanket statements about drugs and drug use, with repeated participants arguing that not all homeless people use drugs. 

        that's also assuming that they are all drug addicts and / or mental health issues. And that's not the case. A lot of them are low or fix income people who have been forced from thier homes because it's gotten too expensive. Corporations have risen rents, especially in apartments, to insane levels.


Person A: I lived on the streets for years. Many are people just like us, however the longer ur homeless the more issues mental, physical and spiritual health is impacted Many are people just like us who lost their jobs, homes... each case is different
Careful when painting any group or race with one brush

Person B often folks behaved crazy it was only one of the ways to keep people at bay

Person C: you are combining homelessness with drug addiction. Two separate societal problems. Not all homeless are addicts 

Person D: Pray you guys never ever find yourself in a position like this. Compassion goes a long way. We never know anyone's circumstances, yes some do drugs but not all. So to paint them all with the same brush isn't fair

Many brought up a personal story or someone they know, know of or met, that has a story. For example someone mentioned their brother with an opiate addiction, “…He was the rising star. A beautiful person inside and out who could never lie, cheat or steal”
Many of the citizens in this discussion in defence of the homeless, and in the name of ‘helping’ or responding on a community level to the problems, in actuality began producing narratives that support the dominant interests and reproducing the harmful discourses. 
In depicting addiction as a medical illness, it helps to humanize the individual and cast them in a category akin to more of a victim of circumstance rather than one of being a bad seed, or cut from a different cloth so to speak. It demonstrates that this person in fact does not have free will and addiction was something that people succumb to. There are many benefits to this understanding of addiction.  It allows for the medical community to respond and fund evidence based treatment options. What becomes harmful though, is that it still places the responsibility of the ‘problem,’ even if it is medical, on the individual, by locating the disease within the individual body as opposed to social structures. Advocating for addiction treatment will do little to address homelessness overall as a structural level problem. It also goes against existing models that indicate addiction is also a social level problem with social and structural causes. 
	Finally, the counter-narrative can also take the tone of ‘deserving versus underserving’ often unintentionally. While many of the comments from the community and housing advocates were in defence of the homeless population, and in trying to debate or dispute some of the assumptions and stereotypes about homelessness and addiction, many fell into the trap of defending the homeless person who is not that addict .
In saying things like “not all homeless people use drugs,’ it emphasizes still that using drugs is a behaviour that is counter-indicative of entitlement to housing or basic human rights. Just because someone does use drugs should not preclude them from housing. By arguing against stereotypes of addiction it is still reproducing discourses and narratives that are exclusionary. A truly transformative narrative should include all homeless people as entitled of housing.
[bookmark: _Toc52272584]THE CONSTRUCTION OF HOMELESSNESS: the societal role

	The above section focused primarily on the social construction of the homeless individual, and in doing so articulated some of the individual level causes of homelessness. Sociologically some of the individual causes relate to low income, unstable employment, mental health and addictions, job loss and eviction being a key turning point for many individual’s paths into homelessness. Both the literature and the findings point to structural causes as well, and this section will attempt to understand the way that the phenomena of homelessness itself is constructed as a social issue and in particular what society’s role should be in responding to the homeless crisis. These comments were centred around debates of responsibility, and who’s role it is to remedy the situation, what role the city plays and what role citizens (tax-payers) play. There was lots of anecdotal commentary on the help that has thus far been offered to the homeless and not utilized. 
	
  The city does take care of the homeless. The homeless don't want the help. 

I've been on this planet now for almost 50 years and I have heard all your arguments said by others for almost as long. The problem is not with the city, it's with the homeless. The cities, every single one of them have programs and help after help to help them over 80 percent of them stay homeless.

These two comments above appear to re-assign blame back onto the individual for not taking the ‘help’ that is presumed to be offered or provided. Other comments from the public are structured around their own personal struggles as anecdotal rationalization for not supporting more political or societal ownership of the homelessness problem. According to one person, there are

 …lots of support, places to help you find work, enough with the excuses,” and another woman “[it’s] funny I worked until I was 75 and could always find a job. The place that I worked were crying out for help. I guess that these losers prefer to live off the rest of us

	This kind of commentary seems to suggest a ‘pick your socks up’ kind of mentality. These commenters who have experienced hardships of their own are using the language of exclusion to suggest that if they were able to do it, anyone should, implying a level playing field for all, which empirically we know the homeless face challenges and barriers on multiple axis of disadvantage that compound exponentially, contributing to their exclusion on all fronts, including employment. Further, this kind of commentary adds insult to injury, as the public appear to argue that while being physically segregated and symbolically excluded, it is the homeless person who should somehow find their way out of their dire situations. 
	There is the overt presence of arguments from community members that frame the homeless as a social burden, of which taxpayers or government should not be responsible. 
Many citizens have different interests in the issues and weigh in on rising tax rates, how tax dollars should be spent and the costs of service delivery. One of the last themes predominant in the findings is the framing of the homelessness issue as a burden on society, to which the homeless are unable to contribute. The homeless are generally regarded as unproductive members and of no market value within a capitalist society. They are part of a burden that is placed on the backs of the taxpayers. The word ‘tax’ was mentioned in 58 comments related to the costs of the homelessness problem. One person vocalizes frustration with contributing to a safety net that this person believes acts as a disincentive for others to work. This person comments,

working hard and prospering for the dismal existence of working hard and paying in perpetuity ....as the saying goes, anyone who trades liberty to obtain a little temporary safety Deserve neither,....when did the dream of Canada go from working hard and being able to prosper switch to the communist manifesto of working hard and dying for the good of the collective? ....takes away the capitalists edge, diverts wealth and jobs to more competitive paces..... No thanks. We need lower taxes. Too many struggle now under this government

Some of the comments rather insultingly point to the personal mismanagement of income as the reason that people are homeless, for example one person states 

What are they blowing their $1000 cheques on? I was off for 5 weeks, I had NO problem paying my rent, bills and food. How is it they cannot afford their rent. Unless they are paying over $1000 amonth for rent. But then, one would think of moving to cheaper place. Common sense really.

Below is a thread between different people commenting on landlord evictions which result in homelessness,

Person A. I'm not understanding how people couldn't pay their rent? If they were off due to covid, they were eligible for Cerb so there was an income so what is the excuse?

Person B: Not everyone is entitled to CERB 
Person A:  but if you weren't entitled to CERB it's because you weren't out income
Person C: Pay your rent. Lots of jobs out there and ODSP and welfare didn't change

Person A: The problem with CERB is not everyone was entitled to it, but for those that did get it, they should have paid rent even if it meant losing your car or you smartphone



Based on these comments, the first person appears to be arguing against the social safety net suggesting that the homeless are exploiting this system. This person argues that the hard-working Canadians are being taken advantage of in this deal, because they are the ones whose tax dollars are supporting the poor. There is also another accusatory tone found within the commentary that positions the homeless as having no incentive to lift themselves out of homelessness or being homeless by choice, as found in the comments below,

They are choosing to stay in homeless. I mean why would they want to do otherwise. They don't have top pay rents, electricity bills, gas bills etc.
	
regarding the downtown issues, seems like that’s been happening since I was a kid. It’s too bad individuals in that circumstance choose to live that way, and not utilize those resources to move forward, and out of that lifestyle. Their choice, their life I guess but it is very sad


These are all interesting arguments. On the one hand it is plausible that a small segment of the population may be exploiting the system, but otherwise the argument is unintentionally pointing attention to the inequitable taxation rates among the country, where hard working tax-payers bear the burden of the social welfare state. The ‘dependents’ on the state are blamed and act as scapegoats. In reality many of the country’s highest income earners are not equitably contributing to the tax base through loopholes, offshore accounts and tax havens. The conversation should be more focused on taxpayer mismanagement and internal corruption within the government.  The other two comments understand homelessness as a personal choice, and speak to the dependence frame of homelessness which suggests that people do not have to work or be responsible for themselves and can live off the taxpayer. 
One person in response to building more social housing units states,  

…there is not enough [money] and where would you like the city to come up with the money to build these places? If they turn to taxpayers you are all jumping on them for increases in taxes.

Other people were fed up with the proposed solutions, ie. Tiny homes “… there are many people who think this is ridiculous, they are called taxpayers.” In response to more long-term solutions the rhetoric was strong about tax-payer burden with comments such as “well why don’t you raise taxes while you are at it?” and “how much is this maid service [ie. The city workers removing garbage] costing the tax payers?”
Another person, “oh yeah, raise my taxes to fund them, I love working for the benefits of others.” Also blaming the homeless with comments such as “oh to live a life devoid of responsibility and paying taxes,” and another comment “advocates should consider mentoring or offering a spare room or backyard, instead of insisting others solve the issues.” 
These comments depict frustration among the general public of public funds allocated to address the homeless issue, which again is seen as a matter of personal choice. The last comment also suggests that people in the community who care about the homelessness issue, should just take homeless people in and support them in their own homes or with their own resources. 
The conversations below have also provided insight into a very interesting dichotomy that appeared in the findings. There appears to be a divide between the working and non-working poor. This is illustrated by two comments below,

everyone need to "work" to get a life. Some people are working 16 hours a day. Pay their taxes and bills. Some people are clearly not working. So whoever is in support of "not working" can take one of them to their home. very simple solution. Stop blaming the city because we are Hamilton and Hamilton is my home


I work 60 hour weeks collecting recycling. It’s not my job to pay the rent of an able bodied 22 year old that doesn’t feel like working.


This is part of the ideological square aspect where the traits that are definitive of the in-group do not necessarily showcase the realities that a working poor person is closer to becoming or is already part of the out-group, ie. the ‘others’ who experience systematic oppression in the form of extreme income inequalities. This is an example of manufactured consent where the two are falsely pitted against one another, when in fact they experience oppression from the same oppressive structures and same oppressors. 
There were some individuals who concurred with statements from Hamilton Councillor Terry Whitehead to incarcerate or jail these folks and many echoed the same sentiments, once again shifting the blame or cause onto individual issues and not social or structural causes.  Again, this narrative is taken up in ways that contrast the haves and have nots, the worthy and unworthy, the housed and the homeless. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272585]Misunderstandings of the shelter system:

Many individuals participating in the discourse mentioned shelters as both the solution as well as where to point blame for the rise in tent cities. 
A false understanding of the reasons people are not using shelter space came out in the discussion, about the reasons people are not using shelter space as well as faulty arguments pinning the blame on the individual rather than a system unable to meet people where they are at. 
Some of the individuals participating in the commentary had negative perceptions about the tent cities stating that they “had places to go” and that First Ontario Place “was opened by the city for the city’s Homeless” Some people mentioned the shelter bed shortage as being unable to accommodate the increasing homelessness. 
	There were 132 separate comments about the shelter system as being an untapped community resource that homeless are ‘refusing,’ or mentioned as part of the solution to the homeless problem. Both the camps that were against the tent encampments and those in defence of the homeless appeared to have a skewed the understanding of the shelter system. Many respondents argued against the building of social housing, arguing that the homeless already have personal safety, ‘They have a safe space, their called shelters, but shelters have rules, no drinking or drugs” This narrative was echoed by many, and appears to be a pervasive conceptualization of the homeless problem and shelters. “Too bad nobody wants to use the shelter and as their democratic choice have set up a congested tent village at sir John a high school.’ Another person comments, 

They have a shelter at Hamilton place that they refuse to use and camp out front of it creating more problems for the city!!! So we should set up more places for them that they will abuse and camp out front, go to the washroom on the streets and hassle people for money??? Yah great idea


	The advocates that wanted to help advance the conversation into directions that were more solution focused, argued that ‘homeless do not always feel safe at shelters’ the shelters are so full of violence and drugs ‘they feel safer on the streets.’ Another person comments about someone they know who is need of shelter but remains in the streets because “ She doesn't feel safe in shelter's and the waiting list for housing and addiction help is long”  Some argued that the shelters are not conducive to supporting the demographic, that they have ‘rules and curfews that are based on judgment.’ Another person echoes this sentiment below. 


The shelters dont let the people sleeping there to be inside all day. They wake them up at 730 am and they have to leave. Then there is a check in time to get a bed around 6. Then curfew is like 11 or something. They kick you out in the morning. That is why there is homeless people walking around so early.

A well intentioned citizen wanted to move the argument towards one of finding jobs,  
commonly some refuse stay at the shelter altogether because of theft issues. if they smoke cigarettes or do drugs they have to leave their things unattended and go outside to do it to get back and find stuff gone missing. Which breaks down into violent situations often enough.. Instead of wipping them out. We need to figure out a plan to get them jobs.

Additionally, some people who work at First Ontario Place (FOP) weighed in on their perspectives of the homelessness and shelter use issues and why the homeless opted for tents outside FOP instead of indoors. One woman who works at the temporary shelter states that the homeless were camping outside instead of staying FOP was to smoke and use drugs, 
	
I work inside at the shelter and the biggest reason is .....I can’t smoke inside and I can’t do drugs inside. Shelter has plenty of clean, safe, staff run, staff supervised beds and meals 4x a day. 

Many people argued for more shelters 
Its an area thats known for being below the poverty line. Always has been. Therefore need more for shelters because of the demographic. There's constantly people in the parking lot next to me digging through clothes, or recycling, or whatever. That's just part of living in the area. Another shelter might actually help that as it provides even more resources.

Some of the advocates have also attributed shelter incapacity as the reason people fall through the cracks as illustrated in the comment below, 

 I work in a homeless shelter and we do the very best we can but we've had to reduce our intake because of Covid19 so that we're able to social distance the clients we serve. We're down to less than half of our regular capacity which means even more slipping through the cracks


What these conversations tell us is that a lot of people believe that the help exists within the community and it is simply a matter of the homeless ‘refusing” the help for a variety of reasons, including curfews and rules related to substance use. Many people felt that people who use substances should be barred from these types of services, but should also stop using substances in order to receive services. Then those who are in solidarity with the homeless uphold some of the same understandings of the causes of the problem, stating that if the shelters were more flexible with curfews and people had free reign to enter and exit as they pleased, or if shelters could be more harm reduction focused about substance use, or if people felt safer that this would address the issue of increasing homelessness and opting for tent encampments. There is also a segment of the population that is high barrier, the ones who make up the group of people who the other homeless are ‘afraid of,’ that are mentioned in the comments as reasons why some people prefer the streets. These are people with severe mental health challenges and substance use issues that the shelter system or programs available simply do not have the resources to manage. These people have no alternative but to slip through the cracks, but the discourse around these people is often very negative related to their impact on other people who experience homelessness. This once again creates another dichotomy of the deserving versus undeserving poor, with the ones who are afraid of the shelters and sleeping outside garnering sympathy and entitled to supports, while the others with difficult behaviours and drug problems are seen more ‘at fault.’ 
The use of shelters and they were they were discussed by all respondents, those against the tent encampments and those in solidarity, all seemed to demonstrate a misunderstanding of the purpose of the shelter and the function it is meant to serve along the continuum of housing support services.
Shelters are not meant to respond to chronic homelessness and are simply a temporary or emergency solution for a person who is experiencing an immediate crisis. The rhetoric around shelter use fails to acknowledge that shelters have maximum stay periods before people are discharged with or without housing, and many people do not receive access to housing that is simply unavailable at  the time, and asked to leave. The shelters have become the de facto housing for many people who are unable to obtain permanent housing and many people migrate from one to another while waiting months or years to find permanent housing. Shelters are meant to be a brief measure for people in immediate need and not equipped nor should bear the burden of fixing the gap where social housing and affordable housing have fallen short.  Leaving room for comments such as this one,
 Really I have no sympathy, the cities are responsible for providing enough shelters etc, there are a pile of homeless in Cambridge as well as that is where all the jail birds are released to; The Bridges. full of homeless jail birds


[bookmark: _Toc52272586]THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE SOLUTIONS 

There is a general belief in a social safety net to prevent people from falling into homelessness, but for many this is comprised of a personal safety network, where individuals often have to draw on personal resources such as their family and inner circle. Based on the previous themes mentioned above, the construction of the homeless individual, the individual causes for homelessness, and the denial of help and support from a safety support network has lent to a dominant discourse of ‘solutions’ for the homeless problem. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272587]The private housing market is not responsible

	In understanding the housing situation and the effects on the homeless, the lens needs to be pulled back further to look at the full scope of the issue across the landscape. When considering housing prices, the interests of the ‘renters’ or landlords are an important consideration as they are a part of the problem. Homeless folks are entitled to a certain set of rights, and just the same it could be argued that property owners or landlords are too entitled to rights These can be in direct conflict with one another, and raises the questions of whose rights are more valid, who is entitled and who is not?
While many participants in the discussion were vocal about landlord exploitation, others commented on landlord rights and the local economy generally. In response to the comments critiquing rising rental rates, one person states that “…rent is high because property value is high,” this person argues that a landlord might not even be able to cover the costs of their mortgage if they lower the rent to a more accessible and affordable rate. Another person responded, “…if you’re buying a new condo do you want the people in the next unit to be homeless people? Do you think a developer will build there [if] they are mandated to give a percentage of their property or income away… No they will build in a different city or not invest here.” 
This raises some questions about the ethics and responsibilities of private enterprise and business filling the gaps for the social service cuts, as per neoliberal ideology. Particularly questions about whether society feels this sector is responsible or should be accountable. This was the idea of selling off public sector services and assets in lieu of private and international investments. The argument held that due to bureaucracy and tax mismanagement the government was ill equipped to handle the housing shortage crisis, and this should be left to the market. Some commenters supported this notion and saw private business as equipped to solve social problems by bringing in invested and deterring dependence on the state 
That's b******* now there's going to be more people not wanting to work not wanted to give back to the community now we have to support them that's BS sell it to developer make it into condos actually make the city money not cost us money being homeless is a choice if you want to work there's always jobs out there people choose just a live off the system that's going to cost me you and everybody else money I say don't do it b******* give it to a developer of let them sell it for condos...

While some people argue that it is not the role of the private business, investor or entrepreneur to “be responsible for public housing,” or social problems overall, again posing the argument that “? they [will not] invest their money in things that will not make a profit. “These people are in the business of making money not a charity.” Some go on to argue “instead of supporting people who do not work, they would be better of investing and creating new good paying jobs.”
	Many participants in the discussion disagreed with these comments with opposing viewpoints of what role the government should play in intervention for the protection of its vulnerable citizens, and the move towards laissez faire economics.  While balancing the economic interests of private industry and investment within a community; some citizens argued for inclusive zoning which would allow for “geared to income units mixed in with market rental units,” while others argue that this will further reduce housing stock. 
	One individual who identified as a landlord stated that, “…I learned to regret the business until I increased rents to get better tenants,” explaining that offering lower rental rates encourages individuals who do not care for the rental property. This person goes on to say

 	…As for my free time, Trudeau et al taught me to minimize production so I pay less taxes. I also reduced the number of rentals by combining spaces. I charge more money now and have less headache. Better and respectful tenants afford higher rent it seems..


As discussed above, there is fear that with tighter regulations companies will jump ship and invest elsewhere, leaving the city behind. A note of irony is that while the austerity measures, funding cuts and devolution of responsibilities as pro-market measures are a primary cause of increasing homelessness, there is a strong resistance from the public at large to incorporate the third sector into the solutions. The discourse indicates that people are to some extent fearful of the power held within the third sector or private market enterprise, enough so that it makes sense to cater to the market demands even at the expense of the quality of life of the lower echelons of society as demonstrated explicitly through homelessness.
[bookmark: _Toc52272588]Random finger pointing in exploration of solutions 


	One of the surprising themes to emerge from the data was this finger-pointing phenomenon between various actors in the community. One of the more thematic discussions to emerge was the left versus right. When discussing the issues of homelessness such as in itself people living on the streets or in tent encampments, or the decline in housing supports and affordable housing stock, the discussions sometimes would erupt into partisan politics, for example “ figures, the province has gone to shit since the conservatives took power”.   The response “this is not Doug’s fault. It is a liberal fault”. Another participant in the discussion “this is provincial and Doug just cut funding for mental health care. It was redirected to the police service.” The debate around political stripes appeared to become a hot button topic. Some people blamed political parties directly for the current state of affairs,  “it is not going to get any better with the cuts Ford has now made, it will get worse.”  There were people who called leftist run city’s “shitholes.” More people weigh in “20 years under NDP socialism and their policies Its an MP and MPP and city hall who have run this city into the ground.” 
	More people weighed in throughout the thread and in other discussions, “MP is NDP, MPP is NDP city counsel and Liberal/Leftist cities are s***holes. Will only get worse.” Another participant  attributed homelessness to “the failed result of 20 years of socialist policy in this city.” Much of the commentary echoed the debates that occur in the political realm, either as issues discussed to cater or pander to voter demands, or to criticize opponents. Many people pointed to political leadership as the problem and used this as springboard to attack one another. There were people calling each other “conservative trolls,” liars,” others retorted with comments such as “sheeple,” and lack of intelligence or inability to “handle the truth,”  Words were used to attack one another such as “uneducated,” “close-minded,” ‘ignorant.” People also likened social housing and the welfare state to communism. To reiterate this comment once again but for the purpose of a different argument, please re-read it below,  
I would never trade the prospect of working hard and prospering for the dismal existence of working hard and paying in perpetuity ....as the saying goes, anyone who trades liberty to obtain a little temporary safety Deserve neither,....when did the dream of Canada go from working hard and being able to prosper switch to the communist manifesto of working hard and dying for the good of the collective? ....takes away the capitalists edge, diverts wealth and jobs to more competitive paces..... No thanks. We need lower taxes. Too many struggle now under this government



Though this argument may be trying to make the point that perhaps the overuse and unchecked use of public services may create disincentives that pose higher costs in the long run, it appears that this person is missing out on  the actual growing disparity between those who access services and those who own businesses or those with resources and those without. The flurry of debate around socialism versus conservative politics, where either side was convinced that the other is responsible for the breakdown of society, allowed for no meaningful or fruitful discussion or solutions arising from the debate. This appears to be a point of contention where the ‘ideological square,’ positioning one another through these binary relations devolves into a finger-pointing match entirely silencing the actual issues at hand. The discussion focused on delegitimizing their opponent, calling into question their intelligence rationality or sanity.  The divisions of us versus them, were apparent in this vein, with people on both sides focusing on attacking or diminishing the character and insulting the intelligence or credibility of their counterpart. This allowed for the issues of government corruption itself, or mismanagement of government tax dollars to go unaddressed as well as the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of the private sector. There was no possibility for meaningful civic debate and public engagement when people were attacking one another on a personal level. This kind of thing was demonstrated elsewhere throughout comments where conversations deteriorated from ones of reasonable civic debate, to ones of personal attacks, and character insults. For example someone made a comment about being harassed by panhandlers while driving, another person then insulted that person for driving and not being more environmentally conscious, then a series of more  unhelpful and counterproductive responses “…sorry I don’t drive, guess now it will be you people that don’t drive don’t understand the hassle ?”
This kind of comment offers no bearing in any way or helps to advance the comments or spirit of the conversation in a direction that is helpful, I have included it to demonstrate this. Many people still took the bait, “what car, I walk or bus,” The original person commenting felt compelled to defend their use of their personal vehicle…“kind of hard not to drive when I run a cleaning business.” This kind of thing occurred in many of the threads. Another example, where one person disagreeing with high rents stated “ I get it, I am also a property owner, however I see how much rent my kids pay, $1500 for a two bedroom. I think not.” Someone’s response to this comment was, “build a shack for your kids until they can afford a mortgage. Delayed gratification is how successful people do it.” 
These conversations that spark within the comments sections, play a role in diverting attention away from the core issues. It is akin to some of the political debates that veer away from the candidate’s platform and more into personal attacks. This type of theatrical banter obscures the important issues. While diluting the actual issues open for debate in favour of direct character assaults, it muddies the core understanding of the issues, and may turn people off from participating. It surely shuts down honest and open democratic debate, allowing for the status quo to remain unchecked and maintained.
There were other unexpected examples of finger pointing, some in the form of anti-immigration sentiment, which a small subsection of the respondents seemed to believe contributed directly to the homeless problem. For example one person states, “…If it wasn’t for Trudeau they most likely wouldn’t be homeless, see them immigrants living nicely though,” In an entirely separate conversation another person comments “should have never brought all these immigrants and refugees and housed them when they have canaidans that live in poverty.. we get treated like dirt and foreigners get everything”
Some other respondents echoed the same sentiment and bitterness towards immigration policy, “so Canada is so inviting but you have Canadians being treated like the dirt you walk on while these people come here and live like prince and princesses.”  This kind of dialogue represents a classic scapegoat technique. What makes it interesting however, is trying to understand the origins of these kinds of statements, as they certainly were not present in the literature review, but represent perhaps a larger disturbing tendency towards racism, xenophobia and Islamophobia.
These forums, such as the Facebook comments section which could represent possibilities for future sites of civic participation and engagement and meaningful civic deliberation, can also pander to the interests of the dominant classes by creating a forum for the parroting of the dominant agenda in place of meaningful discussion.  Regardless, this is another discourse that is taken up in a public way to, to explain and influence the responses and outcomes of the community’s homeless, which wildly misconstrues the issues and diverts focus and attention to the important discussion points. 

[bookmark: _Toc52272589]Criminalization as a solution

The use of the criminal justice system as a plausible solution was emphasized in the literature review, and a controversial topic within the comment forums. The discussion appeared to be divided into two camps. Simply put, those who believed the homeless deserve and those who do not. The criminalization of homelessness and media sensationalism has appeared to translate into the discourses found in the comments. Many participants in the discussion mention the criminal nature of the homeless population, or otherwise police, the law and incarceration as the solution. The word ‘police’ was mentioned 101 times throughout the comments, the word ‘jail’ 19 times. Much of the dialogue piggy backs on the comments earlier about being dangerous and criminal. Some people in their comments argue that these people should be locked up or jailed, echoing the comments made by Ward 14 counsellor Terry Whitehead, arguing for harsher penalties and for the law to be employed to remove the homeless from public space.  Some people made arguments such as “…It’s called shelters, if they don’t want to stay in shelters they can stay in the jails!” Someone had posted a separate comment about a homeless person, who broke into a home, 
Person A: If he comes into my house he won’t be leaving 
Person B: He will leave
Person C: most homeless people are not violent
Person D: you are allowed to use reasonable force in Ontario 

Another person added to the conversation anecdotally in support of being cautious of and criminalizing the poor, 

A while back in Barrie Ontario, a homeless crackhead, attacked a father in his home while his family was there. The crackhead beat up the father pretty bad. The 17 year old son tried to fight him off but was beaten back, so he came back with a .22 calibre rifle and shot the crackhead, wounding him. The OPP came after they were called, not before.

The conversation continues throughout the thread with different people weighing in on their human rights to defend themselves, and use any means necessary. Other people also contributed to a dialogue that treated homeless as second class citizens or without rights, 

 “u missed my previous comments about ton if money n services and people choosing to live with no rules. And my suggestion that advocates mentor n take home. Police are not even allowed to ticket homeless people”, “ The law is so fcked..criminals have more rights than a tax payer.”


Another person commented that the police are not doing enough to crack down on drug use among the homeless, to which someone responded, 

Send a undercover try to to “help” you will see how these people are I witnessed them going up to a persons vehicle and started acting weird for sure lock them up they druggies anyway


	The use of law and force represent a salient discourse found in the solutions from  the general public. Criminalization operates on many levels to oppress and ‘other’the homeless. The first is the related consequences of law enforcement to what would otherwise be considered arbitrary activities (pan-handling, substance use, loitering etc) which create trouble and barriers for reintegrating back into society. The petty crimes are used to position the homeless person as criminal, but more emphasis in the discourse is placed on violently dangerous types of criminals. 
	An interesting observation is the way the dialogue treated the homeless as ‘second-class citizens.’ In the discussions about safety, and breaking the law, the homeless were often discussed as the perpetrators of these acts in need of recourse. There was no mention about the homeless being at a much higher risk to be victims of violent crimes, and they are not part of who is being talked about in the conversation about public safety. There implies a double standard where the ‘us’ group wants to use the law to protect themselves, but the other group is not entitled to the same rights of safety and security whether or not they are citizens just the same. Questions of personal safety, subjugation to violence, the structural violence that occurs such as criminalization, surveillance, exclusion and relegating the homeless ‘citizens’ to street-life do not appear in the questions of safety and security. Assuming societal laws and efforts protect citizens, does this indicate that we do not consider the homeless ‘citizens’ in need or protection shelter or safety?  This poses an interesting dilemma for proponents of the safety argument, by clearly delineating once again a difference between deserving and undeserving, with the homeless not even considered let alone entitled to the same safety, security or protection afforded to housed citizens. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272590]Gentrified NIMBYism
	
The remainder of solutions posed within the data demonstrate a sense of concerned NIMBYism. Many people made back-handed comments in support of their community’s homeless.  People who perhaps were in support of finding some solution, and maybe even open to the idea of government intervention in the form of funding for housing solutions, did so as far as it would benefit them, and not necessarily as a move to support the most vulnerable in their community
For a lot of people, their issue with the homelessness was based on aesthetics, one resident stated “come on his homeless has gone on way too long its beginning to be an embarrassment and an eyesore” Someone else stated,  Hamilton has a skid row just like the united states. Its rough to see.” Another person echoed this sentiment “we are turning into a third world country,” and another,  “take a walk past copps coliseum, it’s disgusting and I do not feel safe.” With regards to the tents that have popped up someone commented that it “… looks like the 30s and 40s when people lived in shanty towns.” While another person argues that the allowance of the homeless to occupy public space is how “shanty towns are created.”

 Many people took issue with both the concentration of the services and the tent encampments in the downtown core. Some other community members had comments about the way the visibility of the homeless has effected the appearance of the city overall, “It makes the neighborhood look and feel so much worse than it actually is. Clean it up.” Also a comment above about the First Ontario Center....I just avoid walking near it now. It was a disgrace and pathetic honestly. Makes the city look like a dumpster fire” Some others second this comment one person stating “it’s embarasisng.” Another person states “Hamilton is a dumpster fire. Has been for a long time”
Residents also appeared to take issue with people accessing services in their neighbourhood. In one example where the discussion is about a methadone clinic the recently opened up, one person comments “get help, but not in my neighbourhood.” In response to this comment, similar comments were reiterated.  Someone states “kiss the neighbourhood goodbye,” and someone else comments “put them all in back alleys, in a shed or something. No one wants to see a bunch of junkies in their neighbourhoods.” Some people went as far as saying, they should be “locked up, they are druggies anyway.”  This sentiment continues with another person responding to the methadone clinic comment, 

I’ve been saying this! Anyone who uses drugs, does anything weird around me or doesn’t have enough money for shelter should be put in a cage for the rest of their life” 


Another person echoes this comment about socially housing the homeless, “a lot are also drug addicts and degenerates. I don't want them in my neighbourhood.” Throughout many of the discussion forums, community members expressed outright NIMBYism. The comments below reiterate this. In response to the conversation about needs for more shelters, someone replies,

No thanks. We have more than our share of shelters in this ward already. **And before you all [image: ] the comment. Read the other comments as to why. There is already 18+ homes and shelters in a 5 block radius from here.

Another person suggests that other neighbouroods take on the ‘burden,’ 
No doubt!!! And there’s lots of resources on the mountain to. Plenty. So why do they all have to be put into one neighbourhood. So that one ward is left to deal with homelessness. And not our entire community. Y’all are happy as long as it’s NOT your neighbourhood

And another person agrees

Why aren’t there shelters in Ancaster? Dundas? The mountain. Why are you putting a shelter across the street from a women’s shelter and a men’s parole shelter. How many do you have in a 5 block radius. We have 18


Other people made comments directed at the homeless themselves as if they were overly entitled with comments such as “Yeah. It's a crying shame the homeless can't pick where they live ”

For many participants in this conversation the solution is gentrified NIMBYism (not in my back yard). What was interesting as the researcher was the overt nature of the NIMBY attitudes found in the comments. There is a seeming disconnect between the homeless and their humanity, when people who may represent ‘everyday’ or ‘concerned’ citizens would complain that the visibility of a person sleeping outside on a pile of rags is ‘an eyesore’ very much divorcing that person from personhood or the nature of human suffering overall. This is an example of the way that ‘othering’ certain people or groups casts them as separate from, but also rationalizes the anger, resentment or indifference toward them, because they are in fact ‘different’.
[bookmark: _Toc52272591]

ANALYSIS
The use of value-laden and judgmental language to invoke images of undesirability (based on unkempt, unwashed, poor hygiene, inadequate social skills, laziness and drains on society) was littered throughout the data set, demonstrating the true salience of the media messaging as it is reproduced in the public sphere.  This raises questions about what it means to have dignity and worth as a population and how the construction of worthiness through these mediums determines who is deserving of services and also who is deserving of decency. This notion of deservingness was demonstrated in multiple sections throughout the data set through the use of specific frames and the use of in-group bias. 

Van Dijk (1997) argues that the discriminatory discourses are the subtle form of control that is mainly presented by powerful groups, deliberately used by the power holders to establish and maintain their power and, at the same time, to discredit others. These discourses in the examples above are then taken up by the broader public and reproduced in the mainstream. This is done in what Van Dijk has described as the process of the intergroup (elite) constructing the defining features of the outergroup ; minimizing the differences between the intergroup (us) while exaggerating the differences among the outergroup in ways that very clearly accentuates the differences between the groups to create clear cut divisions, tension and intergroup hostility (1997). This is the way that negative discourses function – they are able to form the rationalization of the negative attitudes toward this group while allowing the dire conditions and social exclusion to appear justified and warranted (Van Dijk,1993). 


[bookmark: _Toc52272592]Figure 3: Application of the Ideological Square

	
	US
	THEM

	Other Divisive labels
	
Haves
Deserving 
Worthy 
Good citizens 
Right

	
Have nots
Undeserving 
Unworthy 
Bad citizens 
Wrong 

	‘Us as good’

‘Them’ as bad’
	Emphasize Our ‘positives”
Housed 
Responsible 
Employed 
Tax-payers
Fearful 
Morally superior 
Mentally superior
Reasonable
	Emphasize Their ‘negatives’
Homeless 
Criminal 
Unemployed
Dependent on taxpayers 
Mentally ill/addicted 
To be feared 
Animalistic 
Immoral and Irrational 

	‘Us as good’

‘Them’ as bad’
	 De-emphasize Our ‘negatives’
Business/corporate greed 
Equate worth and value to labour 
Taxpayer safety for ‘some’
NIMBY 
Privilege 
Power 
	De-emphasize Their ‘positives’ *
System failures 
Child welfare involvement 
Violence in home
Victims of circumstance 
Victims of structural violence 
Resourceful
Resilient 
Strong peer support within the communities 




*in this case this quadrant is capturing the de-emphasis on factors that would take the blame off of them, or cast ‘them’ in a more positive light 

This model above demonstrates the construction of in-group mentality versus the out-group mentality, which operates through polarities and emphasizes the divisions between the groups (those who have homes and those who are homeless).  The discourses found within the data clearly point to the use of ideological based juxtaposing of the ‘self’ and negative representations of the ‘others,’ while reproduced in the public may not be as strategically employed as in the media, or carry the same weight, it certainly reinforces the divide between groups. And the maintenance of these binaries by the general public still serves as a site of hegemonic struggle. 
One of the ways that this was observed was through the moral explanations for homelessness, sharply contrasted with the hard-working responsible taxpayer. The mental/moral superior claim is often upheld by imagery, where the in-group may be presented as put together and neat, the outer-group was under scrutiny for being messy, disheveled, living like ‘animals,’ unshowered, unkempt. This kind of binary exists in spite of common knowledge that the very nature of being homeless means that generally the homeless does not always have opportunities for grooming. This however contributes to the moral superiority claim, while the homeless are deemed morally inferior, incapable of responsibility lazy and so on. 
The very nature of being the dominant group allows this group to define the values and norms within its own group, while also articulating the values and norms applied to the ‘other’. Thus they are given permission and assumed to be in the position to produce the knowledge that is ‘correct,’ which is just knowledge that is deemed to be legitimate.  The dominant group’s ideologies are therefore privileged. Occupying the position of ‘us’ means they define what is considered to be true and what is considered to be false, but also defines what is ‘permitted’ or prohibited.” For example, the dominant group by nature of occupying a dominant position, were not ‘given’ the power, it was implied; the power to define the narrative around tent occupation. A lot of the data relied on the deviance frame to depict the stories and coverage and overall collective understanding of the issue, through this lens. By nature of being silenced, the homeless were unable to speak to the discourse. The focus on this ‘deviance’ of this act in itself, fails to recognize the glaring obvious truth that the campsites represent a site of class struggle. Therefore, by omitting this from the dominant or overarching narrative, the public who structures their thoughts based on the frames presented to them, would rely on this frame to inform their understanding of the issues, thus producing and reproducing these dominant narratives outward. This demonstrates the process of discourses becoming adopted, reproduced, reified, accepted as truth, and then the taken –for-granted assumption with the public becoming a medium through which meaning is co-created and co-constructed.
The last and most fascinating demonstrations of the ideological square was visible through the dynamic of the working and non-working poor. The data pointed to respondents who felt no sympathy for the homeless because they work ‘x’ extreme amount of hours per week, and felt that the homeless should do the same. The dichotomy itself is interesting as it appears to be a false dichotomy or based in illusion. There appears to be an illusion that the working poor are part of the ‘us’ group, and therefore they direct their frustration at the ‘them’ group. 
For all intents and purposes they have traits comparable to the in-group such as being responsible, moral, taxpayers, productive members of society. This group however has more in common with the homeless than the ‘us’ part of the dichotomy. Many of the working poor, are one paycheque away from being unable to afford their lives. Furthermore, the suggestion of working ‘x’ absurd amount of hours, is indicative of the level of exploitation on the working class by the ruling class. The homeless are presented as the scapegoat in this dynamic, who the working poor are led to believe are drains on the system and taxpayers generally. They appear to be getting a ‘free ride,’ on the backs of the hard-working, tax-paying Canadians. In reality, the low wages, and financial strains experienced by the working poor are the result of the exploitation of their labour by the dominant class (of whom they think they are part of). The working class and the homeless are both victims of the same systemic and structural levels of oppression, but are pit against one another, perhaps to divert attention away from the true oppressors. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272593]RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

To return to the original research questions: 
1. How is the issue of homelessness and tent cities constructed?
2. What are the discursive techniques used that negatively frame the homeless population? 
3. To what extent do these views relate to or link to broader dominant discourses of the elite and uphold a neoliberal agenda?

In hindsight, having reviewed the data and the analysis, these questions seem overly-simplistic, or not quite fleshed out enough to garner the kind of answer or understanding I was looking for. To answer the questions which look at the ‘what’ the ‘how’ and the ‘why,” which were captured in the findings section of the paper, I will break the discussion into sections that speak to the original research questions emphasizing the overlap between the questions themselves and the analysis of the findings above.   

Question 1&2: How is the issue of homelessness and tent cities constructed? What discursive technique are used that frame the homeless population negatively. 
 
The first two questions can be explored  together. Based on the findings it would appear that there was less construction of the issue itself, but more a construction of the subject in question (ie. The homeless individual). There were comments relating to the presence of tents, the growing amount and the perceived ‘causes’ of the issues as discussed above. Notably the conversation overwhelmingly focused on negative behaviours and traits within the individual based on stereotypes. The result of this type of framing was a clear distinction between those who are ‘regular’ members of society and those who are living in tents (ie. The homeless). Disproportionately more of the conversation focused on describing the ‘type’ of person the homeless are comprised of, as a way to conceptualize an ‘other.’ This is problematic with the homeless community making up a broad and diverse spectrum of people, with no real evidence of a classical or stereotypical trope identified while working with this population. 
The use of the ideological squares as demonstrated above exercises power and maintains control or maintains power relations via consensus. As discussed, the dominant discourses are reproduced by the general public (ie, the intended audience and recipients of the original display of information from a credible source). The dominant discourses strengthen and reinforce when they are adopted and reproduced by the rest of society. As shown above, society adopts the frames that delegitimize the marginalized group to support the dominant interests. 
This was done through describing negative character traits, positioning the homeless as less than, or animalistic and by focusing on the side effects of the problem (ie, the presence of the tents and the related presence of garbage). The discourses reproduced by the general public portray the homeless and tent encampments as a nuisance to broader society maintaining the social burden frame. Simultaneously the sympathy and compassion frames towards the homeless were omitted or at times squashed as found in the data. Further, these frames were used to garner sympathy for those representing the higher classes (ie. Home owners, property owners, tax payers). 
The discursive techniques match the literature review, with the reproduced discourses of social burden, criminal and dangerous. The moral explanation for substance use, addiction and petty crime works to construct the homeless as responsible for their own lot in life. Further these frames portray the homeless as a threat to the social order and public safety, thereby negating or delegitimizing societal level causes and solutions. This also delegitimizes the plight of the homeless in general that occupy tent spaces, divorcing them and this phenomenon from the indication of societal breakdown and collapse, whereby the nation’s poorest have nowhere to sleep. Instead, there is a spread of misinformation as to why the homeless are homeless, coupled with the depiction of the encampments as aesthetically unappealing and unsafe. These two narratives work in tandem to minimize efforts of compassion and sympathy towards the homeless, while also rationalizing further exclusion from the margins. 
Discourses of resistance or in support of the homeless may have also contributed to the broader discourse of victim blaming. Many commenters in the data pointed to the ‘sick-frame’ or ‘disease frame to explain causes of the problem. Individuals with mental health issues are over-represented among the homeless population, but this argument, meant to garner sympathy from  those in the moral causes camp, continues to place cause and onus on the individual themselves in ways that overlook the system causes. 
Finally, there is evidence in the data to negate or omit the ‘positive traits,’ of the outgroup. The tent communities serve a purpose to help marginalized individuals remain in a community where they are able to offer mutual help and aid to their peers. The residents rely on one another. There is also evidence indicating they are much more able to receive other forms of help (mental health, medical, and housing support) while remaining within the tent communities. The systems of mutual support and ‘watching each other’s back,” are part of the way that this group has learned to survive. Dismantling the tent encampments and displacing around 100 residents of these sites, would force many to go into hiding. This would pose a huge safety risk and exposure to risks of harm and violence without the support of the community. This would also disconnect this community once again from their support networks. 
The homeless are known for resilience and adaptability and positive traits are absent from the data. Anything relatively supportive towards the homeless community operated from a place of pity rather than strength. These discourses once again overwhelmingly focused on individual traits rather than system causes. For example, trauma was used to defend the homeless individuals as part of their ‘issues’ however, the system level causes of trauma (transgenerational racism, colonialism, institutional trauma or breakdowns in child welfare and foster care systems)were absent. Once again speaking of a societal level problem as an individual problem. 
  This section demonstrates the way certain aspects of the character were exaggerated and other aspects de-emphasized in the depiction of both the positive and negative traits within the in-group as well as the out-group. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272594]Upton’s Discursive Techniques

	To more directly answer question two about the use of discursive techniques, I draw on Upton’s definitions from the literature review. These techniques are also indicative and relate to the answers for question 3, as they relate to neoliberal ideology which is operates on the premise of the self-sufficient citizen, and the responsible citizen who is able to fend for themselves. Of note, this operated under an assumption that the playing field is level for all. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272595]Depoliticization 

This was demonstrated throughout the data, which is a process by which the homeless were depicted throughout the discourses in ways that individualize the issues, divorcing the subject from the political and economic conditions that these issues are mediated through. For example, in discussing the homeless and the tent encampments, the inclination was to pin the issues on the individual without looking at that person in context.  This works to uphold the neoliberal agenda. It implicitly suggests the individuals discussed are just ‘bad apples’ or make ‘poor choices’ without looking at their conditions. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272596]Responsibilization

Upton also discussed this process by which social problems are defined as moral problems. Though this theme was consistent throughout the data, it was most overtly and offensively pinning blame on the homeless through the moral understanding of addiction. This process of responsiblization was demonstrated threefold by first, blaming the individual for being an addict, second blaming them for not choosing to stop or getting help, and third for being homeless.  This is another way a neoliberal discourse is able to put onus on the individual. 

Question 3: To what extent do these views relate to or link to broader dominant discourses of the elite and uphold a neoliberal agenda
[bookmark: _Toc52272597]Cultural Hegemony

	 I will start answering the third question with the use of Gramsci’s theory of cultural hegemony. The current hegemonic conceptualization of homelessness may include an understanding of homelessness as an individual problem or the result of poor choices. It villainizes this group to demonstrate they are not like ‘us’ the responsible members of society. This hegemon includes a dependence frame or demonstration of the financial burden placed on the tax payers and the state. This hegemon inspires resentments, and therefore legitimizes the exclusion of the homeless from society. This can be done through removal from physical space. This is also done by casting this group as ‘undeserving’ and ‘unworthy.’ This obfuscates responsibility from the community, social service sector, and the private sector to change anything. Onus is on the homeless person to address their personal problem. This clearly demonstrates how the status quo is maintained by this discourse and how it links back to class and dominant interests shaping the dominant narratives, which trickle down to become accepted adopted and reproduced at a societal level. 
Cultural hegemony informs an understanding of the invisible power which operates through values, beliefs and norms within a society to reproduce class relations related to this issue. This is demonstrated in the data, where the seeming ‘common knowledge’ appeared natural and objective to the general public, but in fact are the result of targeted media representations through the use of frames. The data points to the way that the neoliberal ideologies were naturalized and presented as ‘societal’ values and norms, as if they are universal truths rather than engineered governing ideologies. For example, many respondents felt that the homeless should take responsibility for themselves, find jobs, stop using drugs, should become tax-payers and responsible members of society. There were people who argued the homeless should be ‘self-sufficient’ like the rest of society, and those who use the social safety net, or find themselves in need of assistance are seen as a burden on society rather than, housing as basic human entitlement.  There were people in the discussion who felt that it was their civic duty and everyone else’s to work 60 + hours or more in order to sustain themselves in lieu of government assistance. These folks directed their resentment towards the non-working homeless segment of the population rather than questioning their unlivable wages. 
 This is the underlying hegemonic force of neoliberalism that operates as the dominant narrative, constructing reality and making it taboo or shameful for people to be unable to support themselves or maintain housing, as a personal defective problem rather than a systemic one. The tactics used to create antagonisms include blaming, scape-goating, marginalizing, excluding, attacking moral character, attacking the communicative cooperation of the other, or attacking their rationality and sanity of the other which was evident throughout the text, 
This is the process that in Gramsci’s definition of hegemony is used to understand the way the class struggle as defined above is able to covertly maintain itself within the self-reinforcing system. The private sector has been able to take hold of power over the economic systems, and therefore control the narratives that maintain this system as natural and beneficial to all. There is evidence in the data of consensus to this process. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272598]Neoliberal failures 

To summarize the discussion at the beginning, the neo-liberal ideology presupposes that that taxes are too high, there is too much dependency on the welfare state, and the government is ill-equipped to handle the affordable housing crisis. Neoliberal ideology recommends stimulating the economy through free market polices, the roll back of social welfare services as well as the devolution of affordable housing as a local responsibility. Many communities do not have the tax base to support an affordable housing program. This ideology has also off-loaded the responsibilities of social housing onto the municipalities’ thus local tax payers as well as the non-profit sector without a significant transfer of funds.
Neo-liberal values in actuality have pushed those at risk for homelessness further to the margins as a result of restructuring. Restructuring evidently has not resulted in the suggested ‘trickle-down effect’ which was meant to improve the lives of all Canadians and in fact has led to structural organization that facilitates higher rates of exploitation, higher income inequalities alongside the diminishing social safety net. 
This neoliberal logic stated that the private sector would address the housing crisis, as the government was unable to do because of fiscal mismanagement etc. Now the housing crisis is  full-blown and visible to the public, yet there remains little to no pressure on the private sector to partake in an affordable housing plan, or meet the needs of the most vulnerable in the community. They stand to profit by keeping the poor, poor. Though argued to be most equipped to address social problems, this form of economic and political policy has destroyed secure, permanent full-time employment, increased poverty, decreased the supply of affordable housing, and profited through gentrification, pushing the poor further into the margins.   Evans and Hussey (2011) argue that this policy framework and the dramatic reduction in funding for social services are a deliberate assault on working class living. 

The manufacture of consent and the maintenance of homelessness

The discourse of homelessness is created by the elite, who have the power to control the production of knowledge, or in this case, to frame the issues in ways that cast themselves in a favourable light while delegitimizing the homeless themselves. These discourses are disseminated, and in absence of other ways to see the issues, they become adopted by the general public, who accepts them as “truth” or a true representation of reality. This understanding shapes the way the public speaks about and feels about the issues which continues to reproduce itself outwards. These frames are later drawn from by the general public when speaking of issues in their community, including in a space like a Facebook comments section. The discourse is powerful however and has influenced the communities’ reception to the Tent Cities. This has had wide-reaching implications, with several City attempts at dismantling and displacing the communities as a result of ‘outcries’ from the community for public safety. The narrative is skewed because there is vested interest in maintaining the discourse that pits the general public against the most vulnerable. This legitimizes state moves to remove, ban, exclude and marginalize the poor. 

[bookmark: _Toc52272599]LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

[bookmark: _Toc52272600]Methodological considerations

As discussed in the theoretical frame, the nature of discourse itself denies the existence of objective, observable reality (Noble, 2011) Accepting this truth means the study and findings I present are interpretive in nature. This interpretation is not apolitical, and hopefully the theoretical frame speaks to the logic, understandings and assumptions within the research itself to clearly position my acknowledgment of my own bias to the reader as well as my vested interest in the issue overall.  It is unclear at times within the post-modern tradition which values multi-faceted pluralist approaches to meaning-making, if there are discourses that could be considered ‘wrong’ or worth ‘dismissing,’ Postmodern thought appears to privilege all discourse, and with this in mind, making this study and myself as a researcher particularly vulnerable to scrutiny and objections from other stakeholders. Interpretive research is criticized for not being legitimate due to its interpretive nature and lack of quantitative analysis or a more positivist approach to the issues, rooted in science or empiricism. Some researchers would argue than that without standardized measures or rigorous analysis through empirical considerations; that it is not legitimate knowledge. Henceforth, the role of the researcher and interpreter requires critical attention to the bias the researcher brings to the research. The use of the theoretical frame and the introduction to the issue that explained personal interest was meant to orient the reader to the personhood brought into the research and help the reader understand the lens used to complete CDA (Seale, Gobo, Gubrium, Silverman, 2004).

	Another criticism is that there is often no blanket approach or step-by-step guide within this methodology to guide the research itself. It has itself been recognized by its proponents and its critics for not being a single approach that is easily defined (Wodak 2002, van Dijk, 1993), There are many theorists to draw from in CDA and sometimes, the end product is piecemeal or a combination of many ideas from different strands, rather than one cohesive model thread. This is largely because of the nature of CDA itself, every situation studied is unique to the time and place, and specificity as well as subject to the positioning of the researcher themselves and the questions asked of the text. Therefore, the application of CDA in this particular study drew on many CDA theorists rather than the use of just one. The methodology itself is challenging for researchers as a result of this same issue.
. 
[bookmark: _Toc52272601]Limitations of the study itself 

	Due to the time constraints as per the scope of this project, the cut-off date for data collection was in the middle of the first injunction, while as writing this paper the issue continued to play out with just as much coverage as before. However, I have been unable to collect further data pointing to where things sit now. It would have been ideal for the legitimacy of the research to have covered a longer time period. This would have created a much larger data set and possibly much more diversity in opinion. 
This research is highly specific to this community and this time period and would be difficult to replicate or speak to issues outside of this geography. It critiques broader social structure and national level policies, however, within the context of the specificity of this community,  it is unclear if the findings could be generalized to other communities, and if not, how come? This study is unable to speak to recommendations of the structure it critiques. 
Further, the context of this research is also even more nuanced and unique in that it is situated during the beginning phases of a global pandemic. This pandemic dramatically changed the lives and daily activities of every single person in this community. In some ways the pandemic itself is blamed to be one of the causes of the rise of the tent communities. Further research may indicate how the lockdown state may have impacted the discourse as related to the public’s sense of community or neighbours in general, while regulation, and social order, and public safety created an atmosphere of tension and fear.
Of critical importance is the understanding that homelessness, substance use and crime cannot be understood without attention drawn to the way that racism affects the representation. Clear systematic racism within structures built to privilege whites over racialized communities has contributed to the different factors related to homelessness. Crime, deviance, incarceration and substance use are all linked to poverty and homelessness. These are all racialized experiences. There is deeply rooted systemic connection between crime and violence that have become racialized problems rooted in systemic inequalities and social exclusion. Negating a critical race lens or de-colonized framework when conducting research about homelessness, presents this population as homogenous, and negates the ways that homelessness is mediated through race, increasing the risk for homelessness among racialized communities, and producing additional barriers to exit the streets. 
I would reflect here that this demonstrates my own privilege within this research. I am operating from the ‘dominant’ perspective in this way, by overlooking structural inequalities that rise from the experience of race and racism within society.  In doing so, I am also negating my own racialization, position myself in the research as ‘neutral.’ Again, I would suggest that this study is limited without exploring the scope of homelessness at a structural level but omitting different structural analyses.  This was the direct result of logistics and time constraints. Based on the data studied, it would be difficult within a discourse analysis to ascertain how race is a mitigating factor.  I do not believe within the scope of this study, this would be possible and therefore I suggest that it is a limitation. 
	On another personal note, from the beginning of this research and to end phase, along the way I have found myself confronted with a dilemma. While personally observing the discourse play out on the ground, my initial inclination in conducting this research was more than just uncovering problematic discourses, but also ‘re-writing the narrative.’ I stated this as my intention right at the beginning. 
	I do not believe I spoke out of turn per se in keeping with CDA scholarship and tradition, which indicates that counter-narratives are a powerful form of resistance. Upon further consideration and introspection however, it was clear that this was not my job or place to ‘re-write’ the narrative. In speaking about discourse specifically and the predominance of privileged perceptions in the production of knowledge in this research project, I critique the systems that support the silence and omission of the group in question. Taking it upon myself to produce a different or more valid discourse, would cause me to be complicit in my own critique by proposing an alternative understanding in ways that other authors have (Gowan, 2011) (Iyengar, 1993) (Mao et al, 2011). 
	This introspection and reflection directly speaks to my own privilege and sense of entitlement as an academic researcher, who has been provided the space and platform to participate in the narrative. This is the nature of my own privilege and social status, that affords me language, education and preconceived notions, of being “knowledgeable” to speak to these things. The group in question, the homeless, do not have this luxury.  I consider myself an ally to this community and an advocate, but I am also housed. And though the nature, scope and pragmatic limitations of this study, haven’t allowed for the production of a counter-narrative from the residents of the campsites themselves, I certainly will not speak on their behalf.  

[bookmark: _Toc52272602]RECOMMENDATIONS AND CLOSING THOUGHTS
 The ideological square was able to illustrate the way representations of someone who is different or ‘otherized’ from oneself, through the use of overly simplistic labels, with overly simplistic assumptions can be a dangerous tool used to sway political opinion. For one, the divisions or binaries presented in the data were faulty, and overly generalist where there was likely more difference within the groups than between. The square works as its label suggests through ideological forces. It divides people from one another by positioning the groups in an ideological standoff, where one group is made to seem fundamentally different and in direct opposition to the other, often suggesting that they pose a threat to the social order, and society as a whole. There is a familiarity in phrases that we use as humans to discern or categorize; we say things like this person is “not one of us.’ Then there is a mentality of “we look out for our own.” These arbitrary lines of which we are divided, therefore are illusions and tactics, that divert us away from our shared commonalities. Without these constructed labels, or stereotypes with loaded meanings, we would all be “one of us” and “our own” would be everyone. 
The tactics used to construct these divides that were demonstrated in the data – the process of constructing one as morally deviant, sick or diseased, dehumanized, less than, different, foreign - These all work in a way to create a false sense of conflict. In times where personal security appears to be threatened, this forms the grounds of exclusion as the findings demonstrated.
The work then, for social workers, community workers, community interest groups and concerned citizens , is to challenge disrupt and negate the boundaries that separate ‘us’ from ‘them.’ There are differences but there are also similarities between groups just as there are between individuals. In finding ways and initiatives to bring the community together, and dissolve the boundaries, there is the opportunity for each other to recognize relatability through shared humanity.
These binaries and comparisons of ‘us and them’ support structures utilized to maintain a social order founded on processes of othering. The divisive tactics used by dominant classes, serve the purpose of creating divisions, arguably to subdue alliances between groups that would represent a numerical dominance and pose a threat to their positions of power. Doing away with binaries altogether may seem overly idealistic, what I propose instead is blurring the lines of separation rooted in mysticism and stereotypes in favour of learning from one another to co-exist and create opportunities for community building, that foster more understanding, awareness and inclusion – as a way to poke holes in the arbitrary power attributed to and attached to one versus the other. 
	The study looked at discourse and what discourse means in the context of the Homeless residing in encampments in the Hamilton community. As social workers, I would argue that we are well trained and well equipped to disrupt the narrative when we are confronted with it and think about ways to replace the discourse. It is through the deconstructing of discourses and scrutinizing the meaning attached that we are able to see clearly the values and ideologies implicit within it. With the topic of homelessness it means understanding the roots of the discourse, for example what is the operating agenda informing the narrative, and what is being omitted, particularly as it relates to power structures. In this case, the structural causes of homelessness have been omitted from the dialogue, and the voices of those who do not represent the dominant position within the discourse are also omitted. It is important to critically assess the groups in question and their interests, as well as why certain groups are over-represented in positions power and others positions of marginality. To do good social work practice, one must operate from a social justice lens, which means truly understanding oppression as rooted in systems that exclude. The work itself, requires the ability to appreciate the structural causes of homelessness
As demonstrated in the data, the task does involve distancing oneself from the narrative and looking at it critically, even as social workers we are subject to the same social processes and can sometimes unknowingly support the discourse that works against the community in question.
 A separate study could be done to understand the way that the homeless see themselves in the context of harmful discourses, and their interactions with other people in the community who buy into the dominant discourse. It would be interesting to find ways that the homeless may have internalized stigma towards themselves based on the power of these discourses, as well as explore opportunities to reframe and elevate their experience to lend their voice to the narrative. More than the perspective of the advocate or social worker, the voice of the homeless should be elevated through processes of empowerment that can lend legitimacy to their lived experience. As social workers, I do not believe we always do this well – but we should be looking for ways to empower our disadvantaged communities to speak their truth, and finding opportunities, spaces and channels for their voice to be heard and for us to step back and take their lead. Secondly, as far as the tent encampments, the injunction and the local Hamilton Housing strategy, I would recommend the City work collaboratively with the tent communities and local advocacy groups to sanction a space for tent occupancy, to mitigate any public health or sanitation issues, and to promote a culture of co-existence for the time being, as these communities serve as a viable temporary measure to address the housing crisis. This is an interim measure until alternative housing becomes available that is transitional or long-term permanent housing. This would also involve recognition and honouring of the strengths and assets found within these communities, including resilience, resourcefulness, survival skills, the mutual aid and peer relationships that develop and enable the residents to go about their activities safely and with dignity. I recommend that the City immediately cease the issuing of tickets or use of any legal mechanism to address specifically the issue of occupying public space, as this is counterproductive, serves no purpose, and is unable to deter the criminalized activities when this group has no other safe or enclosed alternative option. 
Lastly, I believe that future housing policy will inevitably continue to come down the pipe through neoliberal channels, with neoliberal measures and neoliberal language to address the needs of the communities most vulnerable. This will entail looking at costs and benefits, outcomes, performance measurements, core competencies and how to foster more self-sufficiency, and cut-costs, and lower taxes. As social workers, we must be prepared to work within these systems of oppression and domination to meet the needs of our communities, while neoliberalism permeates every system and structure that ourselves and our clients push up against. I do not believe this means becoming complicit in the oppression or complacent or apathetic. As social workers we are used to navigating the goals of the profession through times of ambiguity and contradiction. We are trained to resist, challenge and push-back. Smith is able to capture this paradoxical time as “messy, complicated with forms of self-governing that will variously collude with and, at times, collide with emerging discourses of neoliberalism (2011, p. 80). 
Inevitably, as it stands, the private sector’s current momentum will evade questions of accountability or social responsibility that will continue to deepen and widen income inequalities pricing those with low income out of the housing market.  The government via neoliberalism is unequipped to intervene in private market forces to mandate inclusive zoning, rental caps, or offer subsidies etc. The disparity between the rich and the poor can only grow while systems and structures of oppression remain unquestioned and unchallenged. 
I argue that future housing policy will be more concerned with offering the illusion of social justice, rather than actual social justice. In order for housing policy to truly be transformative, and for example, for Hamilton truly to transform the landscape of housing in the city to accomplish its lofty goal of ending homelessness by 2025 - this cannot happen in a vacuum. The coordination of services alone mentioned in the strategy will do little to address transgenerational cycles of poverty and unlivable wages or inadequate social assistance rates.  In order to address the income inequalities, and mass concentration of wealth and the hoarding of resources in this country, we must be prepared for a real, truthful and honest examination of power.

[bookmark: _Toc52272603]Future areas of Study

1. Further research about homelessness should include an intersectional frame analysis when studying homelessness overall, as discussed above including appropriate frameworks to examine race , gender, sexual identity and orientation, ability and so forth. 
2. Further to this, future research should include an understanding of colonization and  decolonizing methodologies to understand the impacts of colonization on poverty and homelessness
3. Any further research or intervention should come from a trauma-informed perspective, understanding that trauma is a very real circumstance of homelessness. This also means working collaboratively with this community, supporting autonomy, self-determination and empowerment  
4. Further study should incorporate the voices of the homeless which are altogether absent in the discourse
:








APPENDIX I: List articles consulted and URLs for comments 

[Article A] comments section. Downtown Hamilton Churches are re-opening their doors to the homeless (2020, 14 May)
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/photos/a.10150730424497247/10157950137997247>

[Article B] comments section. Residents move from tents into cabins at Kitchener’s newest settlement for the homeless (2020, Jun 14) <https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158044950002247> 

[Article C] comments section Two Councilors Support Calls to defund the police (2020, Jun 17)
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158118460992247>

[Article D] comments section. Unnecessary death’ shows need for Hamilton lodging home ‘complaint liaison’: councillor (2020, Jun 19) <https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158058189822247>

 [Article E] comments First Ontario Portable Toilets to be removed Friday (2020, Jun 25)
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158077141402247>

[Article F] comments section Police shouldn’t be mental health first responders (2020, Jun 27)
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158082147387247>

[Article G] comments section. Neighbours concerned with look of new methadone clinic in Hamilton’s International Village (2020, Jul 8) 
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158118460992247>


 [Article C] comments section Old Cathedral boys’ school to become temporary homeless shelter as desperation builds for city bailout (2020, Jul 10) 
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158124426967247

[Article H] comments section. Homelesness: Hamilton advocates urge the City to let encampments be  (2020, Jul 14) <https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158135147762247>


[Article I] comments section. Homeless residents on edge as Hamilton clears debris from downtown tent encampment  (2020, Jul 17)


[Article J] comments section. Hamilton Encampments – what is the disagreement really about? (2020, Aug 3) <https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158191826492247>

[Article K] comments section A homeless woman tells her story (2020, Aug 6) 
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10156245494827247>

[Article L] comments section Injunction extended: City can’t break up Hamilton homeless camps until September (2020, Aug 7) 
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158191826492247>

[Article M] comments section Communities should have their say on camps (2020, Aug 9) 
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158207669832247>

[Article N] comments section Injuction Extended: City can’t break up homeless camps until September (2020, Aug 7) 
<https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158201763352247?


[Article O] comments section Anti-homeless commentary was disgraceful, family caregivers essential and other letters to the editor (2020, 12 Aug) 
https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158214370802247


[Article P] comments section. Homeless people should have a say in city’s encampments (2020, 14 Aug)  
< https://www.facebook.com/hamiltonspectator/posts/10158219104482247>
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