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Abstract

This research explores generating a community-based participatory research
(CBPR) project on technology, broadly construed, with housing justice and anti-
poverty activist communities in Canada. This research employs stratified purpo-
sive sampling and semi-structured open-ended interviewing methods with Toronto
and Montréal activists and is approached from the perspective of a CBPR method-
ology. 12 activists were interviewed for this research. Interviews indicate that
barriers and access to technology centre on education, trustworthiness, usability,
and dependability. However, activists also desire systemic and structural change
grounded in communities. Activists indicate that elite academic researchers, peo-
ple who represent the state, and corporations cannot solve issues surrounding
homelessness and the Canadian housing market. Instead, activists recommend
emergent project creation anchored in community as a possible avenue for miti-
gating aspects of these phenomena. As such, this research provides an appropriate
foundation for multiple community projects beyond this text.
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1 Introduction

This research explores creating a community-based participatory research

(CBPR) project with Toronto and Montréal-based housing justice and anti-poverty

activist communities. All the activists involved in this research are people who

have lived/living experiences with poverty, homelessness, and street cultures.1

Initially, this research endeavoured to understand if these activists desire a “live

updating” shelter bed database. As I detail in the following chapter, activist com-

munities I am a part of indicated a need for a live updating shelter bed database

prior to the commencement of this research. As such, this research began by focus-

ing on creating a foundation for a community project on database creation. How-

ever, later, through research interviews, activists increasingly focused on the struc-

tural and systemic factors underpinning homelessness and the Canadian housing

market.2 Speci�cally, activists often described a recurring problem with elite re-

search, state representative, and corporate solutions to these issues. Activists were

clear that solutions arising from these entities often fall short of impacting mean-

ingful change. Alternatively, activists advanced collaboration with various people

who have lived/living experiences of poverty, homelessness, and street cultures as

1This research does not collect demographic data. However, people who identify as having
intersectional identities are involved in this research. I speak to this more in the Methodologies
chapter of this text (Chapter 3).

2Following Ricardo Tranjan (2023), I do not use the term “housing crisis”. According to Tran-
jan (2023, 1-12), a “crisis” can imply a no fault temporary event. However, the colonial housing
system in Canada is the ongoing and direct result of governmental policy, politics, and landlords.
As such, in this text, I describe the Canadian housing situation as the “Canadian housing market”
to denote that it is not an elusory event, rather it is a market choice premised on Canadian state
politics.
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paramount to effective organising around homelessness and the Canadian hous-

ing market. These sentiments are broadly shared by researchers and activists with

lived/living experiences of poverty, homelessness, and street cultures. Often, these

researchers and activists have called for increased community organising around

poverty, homelessness, and the Canadian housing market (see Withers (2021);

Desmond (2024); GoPaul (2023); Jackson (2023); Clark (2024); da Silveira Gor-

man (2024)). In this way, the present research is situated within a common ori-

entation toward lived/living experience-led research and community organising,

and, more broadly, this research endeavours to support lived/living experience ac-

tivists, researchers, and communities through collaborative project creation, such

as CBPR.

Strati�ed purposive sampling and semi-structured open-ended interviewing

were implemented to discuss database and technology creation with 12 activists

(7 in Toronto and 5 in Montŕeal). During this research, activists co-developed �ve

research questions asking, 1) Is technology bene�cial to lived/living experience

peoples? 2) Are there barriers to lived/living experience peoples using technol-

ogy? 3) How can technology be made accessible for lived/living experience peo-

ples? 4) What kinds of technology tools or projects are desired by lived/living ex-

perience peoples? And 5) What kind of advice do lived/living experience peoples

recommend for collaborative project creation? From these community-determined

research questions, a framework for technology development with lived/living ex-

perience peoples began to take shape. This framework broadly indicates concerns

centring on technologyeducation, trustworthiness, usability, anddependability.
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Such a framework can constitute an appropriate foundation for a CBPR project,

or projects, with these housing justice and anti-poverty activist communities. As

before, this research aims to explore creating a CBPR project on a live updating

shelter bed database with activist communities in Toronto and Montréal. Notably,

however, the ethos underpinning this research recognises that project desires of-

ten change or diversify over time and that meaningful community collaboration

requires being receptive to changes during the course of the research process.

As such, this research has also come to provide a potential foundation for

many additional projects, some of which are not necessarily grounded in database

or technology developmentper sebut may be connected in other ways. For in-

stance, activists developed several project ideas including those centring onart,

stories, education & skills, political actions, supports, space, programmes, in-

formation, general technology, andsystemic changes & intangibles. Discussing

these ideas in conversation with database and technology development decenters

technology as a solution to homelessness and the Canadian housing market and

af�rms that technology development does not—or ought not—operate in a vac-

uum divorced from social, political, economic, and racial considerations. In other

words, technology development ought not supersede other forms of organising nor

become decontextualised from the materialities in which it is implicated. Rather,

technology is seen as one organising tool among many by lived/living experience

activists; and, like any tool, technology has limits and is context dependent. In

other words, for lived/living experience activists, technology is meaningful only

if it is situated within a broader set of considerations.
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How activists speak about these broader considerations unearths a potential af-

�liation with a form of organising called “emergent strategy” elaborated by Black

feminist abolitionist, adrienne marie brown. In broad strokes, emergent strategy

describes a mode of organising that focuses on many smaller, enduring, and net-

worked forms of systems change (brown, 2017). By focusing on these smaller

relational forms of change, an emergent strategy perspective says that, together,

individuals can affect the whole of a system. Activists similarly echoed this kind

of systems change during interviews as they described project creation. Building

on knowledge gained in lived/living experience organising, activists recapitulated

the kind of change that is often experienced in community—that is, more inti-

mate and interconnected forms of change. Most notably, activists were concerned

about collaborating with variously situated lived/living experience peoples, espe-

cially when it comes to potentially larger forms of project development (such as

CBPR projects). As such, any project or projects that may result from this research

ought to consider emergent strategy or similar perspectives as potentially viable

organising strategies.

This text is written with three considerations in mind. First, I wrote this text

as though activists from my communities may read it. I have attempted to limit

my use of academic jargon in this text for this reason. Additionally, this text em-

phasises explaining research concepts, such as the differences and similarities be-

tween “methods” and “methodologies”, their uses, and their implications. I ex-

plain these concepts to make the text easier to understand and to conduct an ex-

ploratory analysis of how research might work in future iterations of this project
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or projects. In other words, the second reason I wrote this text in the way that I

did was to sort through my thoughts and �gure out what research practices could

inform a CBPR project. That is, this text is for learning. If someone from my

communities reads it, all the better; they can learn with me.

Bearing this in mind, however, I also wrote considering the structural require-

ments my university expects from me—this is the necessary third consideration.

As such, this text has undergone various formatting, stylistic, and output-based re-

quirements for this reason. I have made some stylistic adjustments to aid anyone

wanting to bypass these structures.

Speci�cally, the text is written such that it need not be read linearly or in its

entirety. The Conclusion (Chapter 8) is the most concise recapitulation of the en-

tire text and can be read without consulting any other sections—it also includes

an “Accessible Summary” of the research. However, the Findings chapter (Chap-

ter 5), in its own way, can also be read as a “stand alone”. This chapter explains

in detail “what research I did and how I did it”, “how I represent research data

and why I represent them in the way that I do”, and “what the research data say”.

Additionally, I include �ve visualisations to facilitate data representation in this

chapter, I also include descriptions of the visualisations and discussions about the

research in general. Further elaborations of the data in the Findings chapter (Chap-

ter 5) can also be found in the Appendices which provide screen-readable lists of

all data appearing in the visualisations. The Emergent Strategy chapter (Chapter 7)

discusses some limitations and future research directions.

A more holistic reading of this text includes reading the chapter immediately
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following this Introduction chapter (Chapter 1), i.e., the Context chapter (Chap-

ter 2). In this chapter, I situate the research in the context of the Canadian housing

market and homelessness in Canada and discuss the origins of this research. Next,

in the Methodologies chapter (Chapter 3), I discuss community-based participa-

tory research in relatively plain-language and summarise the pertinent components

of this methodology for ease of potential use in a future project with lived/living

experience activists. In the Methods chapter (Chapter 4), I explain the differenti-

ations between “methodologies” and “methods”, and provide descriptions of the

methods I employed for this research. I do this to explain how I conducted this

research; but also as a preparatory measure for understanding and using methods

more generally, and the inevitable co-deciding of which methods may be used in

a project with activists. I do not proffer methods for a project in this research as

these are more appropriately determined in consultation with activists engaged in

a CBPR project. Next, in the Findings chapter (Chapter 5), I discuss the data that

resulted from this research and which may provide a framework for a CBPR live

updating shelter bed database project with activists. Then, in the Design Justice

chapter (Chapter 6), I consider whether a design justice perspective can appropri-

ately inform a shelter bed database CBPR project with lived/living experience ac-

tivists. Through an in-depth analysis of design justice, I identify an inconsistency

in how design justice conceptualises systems change and how systems change

appears to operate on the ground in activist communities. Through my reading

of design justice, I proffer emergent strategy as more closely approximating how

systems change occurs in activist communities. In the Emergent Strategy chapter
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(Chapter 7), I explain how emergent strategy is operating in conjunction with this

research, some limitations, and where this research may go next. Finally, in the

Conclusion chapter (Chapter 8), I summarise the research presented in this text

and give a condensed “Accessible Summary”.
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2 Context

In the introduction to this text, I explained that this research explores creat-

ing a CBPR project with Toronto and Montréal-based housing justice and anti-

poverty activist communities. The project of interest began with a live updating

shelter bed database, and activists identi�ed a potential framework that could in-

form such a project. However, activists also indicated several other considerations

which ought to inform such a project or, indeed, any other projects, whether they

are technology-based or not. I also gave a brief overview of a possible activist ori-

entation toward a form of organising called emergent strategy—which I will ex-

plain in depth in the Emergent Strategy chapter of this text. In the current chapter,

I discuss aspects of Canadian state privatisation relative to homelessness and the

Canadian housing market. Speci�cally, I discuss the shifting roles of the Canadian

state and its supposed “citizenry” in conjunction with the privatisation of social

services.3 I provide a cursory overview of how contemporary social services are

now impacted and bound up with market forces following increasing neoliberal-

isation. Additionally, I discuss the origins of this research while providing some

contextualising re�ections. I situate myself and the two activist communities I am

involved with on the ground and relative to the overall research discussed in this

text.

Canadian homelessness is the outcome of many ongoing systemic, struc-

3What constitutes or is assumed a “citizen” in Canada is restricted by a multitude of consid-
erations. Non-exhaustively, citizenry is in�uenced by patriarchal ideologies, the violence of war,
colonisation, enslavement, and immigration policy and many other forms of exclusion and privi-
lege (Fraser, 1997; Lewis, 1998; Korpi, 1998; Muszynski, 1996; Sharma, 2000; Satzewich, 1991).
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tural, and institutional injustices, such as (and non-exhaustively) imperial/settler

colonialism, enslavement and the transatlantic slave trade, racial capitalism,

cisheteropatriarchy, and neoliberal biopolitics that mark some bodies—often

racialised, disabled, impaired, or poor peoples—for death. Certainly, a thorough

understanding of homelessness and the Canadian housing market ought to con-

sider these deeper systemic, structural, and institutional factors. Indeed, some

scholars and activists are speaking to these issues presently (see Maynard (2017);

Thistle (2017). However, a proper discussion of these processes is beyond the

scope of this speci�c text. Rather, this research aims to analyse and theorise these

mechanisms with lived/living experience activists during a fully constituted CBPR

project. As such, for the moment, I do not elaborate on these larger aspects of

homelessness and the Canadian housing market. This research places emphasis

on theorising with lived/living experience activists because theorising is viewed

as fundamental to liberatory research. However, because the current research aims

to lay a foundation for a CBPR project, I will offer some preliminary considera-

tions on privatisation that could, in part, inform a future CBPR project on a live

updating shelter bed database.

In Canada, injustices pertaining to homelessness and the Canadian housing

market hinge on federal, provincial, territorial, and municipal failings. A brief

overview of the word “homelessness” is instructive in this regard. Indeed, as

pointed out by Hulchanski et al. (2009), the term “homelessness” did not ex-

ist before the 1980s; and, it did not exist in the Oxford English Dictionary until

sometime after 2009 (Hulchanski, 2009, 4). The word did not exist because the
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phenomenon did not exist—at least as it is now generally understood. Before the

1980s, there was no “homelessness” in Canada. However, the word “homeless”

did exist prior to the 1980s in North America; yet, it was not a designator for

a widespread state of existence for hundreds of thousands of people. Even the

term “homeless” no longer resembles its initial de�nitive use. Before the 1980s,

“homeless” speci�ed relatively marginal numbers of predominantly “transient sin-

gle men” without a normative domestic home life (Hulchanski, 2009). Homeless

meant just that—no home, notunhoused.

This de�nition is re�ected in pre-1980s literature. For instance, in 1960, the

Social Council of Metro Toronto released a report titled “Homeless and Transient

Men” that speci�ed its criterion for “the homeless”. According to the report, a

homeless man is without substantive ties to a family unit and, therefore, deprived

of the economic or social supports a normative 1960s family home would pro-

vide (Social Planning Council of Metropolitan Toronto, 1960, 1, 5, 8). Instead

of beingunhoused, Hulchanski et al. (2009) describe homeless men as residing

in �ophouses, cheap skid-row rooming houses, and accommodations provided by

charities. If an emergency unhoused situation did occur, hostels, welfare agencies,

missions, and churches were available. Such as it was, social programmes existed

in relativelycomparable ratios to those who had fallen on hard times, tempering

the mass social, political, racial, material, and economic phenomenon we know

today ashomelessness. Now, following the 1980s, “homelessness” has come to

designate a “catch all term” (Hulchanski, 2009, 6) for the lives of several differ-

entiated peoples.
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Before the 1980s, Canadian politics aligned with Keynesian welfare ideas—

i.e., a set of state policies adopted by the “Organization of Economic and Co-

operation Development” countries following the Depression and Second World

War (Bakker and Scott, 1996). According to Brenda Cossman and Judy Fudge

(2002, 10-13), adopting Keynesian social assistance policies meant the Canadian

state had to accept new “Keynesian roles” in conjunction with building new in-

stitutional powers to implement these policies. Here, according to David Harvey

(1989, 133), corporate capital and the reformatting of organised labour entered

into the equation to secure pro�tability in Canada through ensuring performance

in labour markets and production processes. The use of such Keynesian manage-

ment techniques ensured supply and demand jointly with state social assistance

to form what could be considered a “virtuous circle” (Cossman and Fudge, 2002,

10). In other words, income was to be kept in the hands of consumers through

employment, state welfare bene�ts, and income supplements in order to sustain

consumer demand and, therefore, economic production. In the event of recession

and high unemployment, state monetary policy could be used to counteract unem-

ployment; and spending power and taxation could be used to restrain the loss of

private income (Bakker and Scott, 1996, 287). In the event of “prosperity”, sur-

pluses could be accumulated in preparation for possible economic downturn by

any temporary reduction in state social activity (Cossman and Fudge, 2002). In

this way, the “risk of economic insecurity was socialized” (Cossman and Fudge,

2002, 10). As such, the Canadian-Keynesian welfare state's role consisted of di-

rect involvement with the economy and responsibility for its supposed “citizenry”.
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Keynesian economic roles and responsibilities made it such that social as-

sistance programmes were predominantly implemented by and fell under the

purview of the Canadian federal government—not principally the provinces, ter-

ritories, or municipalities. For instance, according to Hulchanski (2009), a major

federal tenet of the post-Depression and post-Second World War period was stim-

ulating adequate housing for all Canadian citizens. Before this time, the Depres-

sion and wartime life had been marked by a signi�cant reduction in building new

homes, leaving many people to live in poorer conditions. As such, federal Key-

nesian powers corralled the Canadian citizenry to revive the housing market with

their tax dollars and elected governments (Hulchanski, 2009, 2). A mortgage sys-

tem was formed with government insurance, social housing was built, and private-

sector housing was subsidised (Hulchanski, 2009, 2). In addition to focusing on

adequate housing, the federal government implemented several social assistance

measures for those facing economic hardship, older age, and illness; for instance,

Unemployment Insurance, Old Age Pensions, the Canadian Assistance Plan, and

Universal Health Insurance. Moreover, there was a federal urban renewal program,

a Neighbourhood Improvement Program, and a federal Ministry of State for Ur-

ban Affairs. These federal state-building processes made it such that, as public and

private rental housing and suburbs were being constructed, citizens living in over-

crowded and dilapidated conditions were beginning to obtain adequate housing.

According to Hulchanski (2009, 3), approximately 20,000 social housing units

were made every year following the 1973 amendments to theNational Housing

Act (Hulchanski, 2009, 3). This shift away from inadequate housing following the
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post-Depression and post-war periods was, to varying degrees, on the rise until

roughly the 1980s.

However, the Keynesian welfare state began to decline in the late 1960s when

reductions in pro�tability prompted capitalists towards new accumulation strate-

gies (Workman, 1999; Tshuma, 2000). Monetary policy was increasingly used to

perpetuate the post-war boom, especially in response to rising in�ation and slower

growth (Gill and Law, 1988; Vosko, 2000). In the 1970s, pressure intensi�ed fol-

lowing the world property crash, the increase in energy prices, the dissolution of

theBretton Woods Agreementin favour of �oating exchange rates, and emerging

debt crises (Harvey, 1989, 145). Soon, technologies that liberated productive and

�nance capital from the state increased global competition and generated mount-

ing pressures for national restructuring and neoliberalising processes (Cossman

and Fudge, 2002, 13). Moreover, according to Jane Jenson (1989), since the Cana-

dian state is dependent on exports, it has been historically vulnerable to global

business conditions. As anxieties increased over economic recessions, the glob-

alisation of production, and government de�cits, the primacy of market relations

began to replace the key tenets of the Keynesian welfare state as the arbiter in eco-

nomic policy (Cossman and Fudge, 2002, 13). According to Cossman and Fudge

(2002, 13-14), by the 1970s, the �ght against unemployment to raise demand was

replaced by the �ght against in�ation as monetary policy was reformatted, and

focus was placed predominantly on supply and production. This shift resulted

in lowered wages and intensi�ed demands on various labour processes. At the

same time, this coincided with the subordination of social assistance and increas-
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ingly resonated with the individualistic responsibility emphasised by various more

controversial social policies such as workfare (Jessop, 1993; Peck, 1996; Vosko,

2000).

The 1984 landslide election of the conservative Mulroney government most

prominently marks the splintering of government power and the eruption of home-

lessness. The 1980s virtually signi�ed the end of Keynesian policy and, therefore,

the related roles and responsibilities of the Canadian state to its supposed citi-

zenry. Indeed, a major supposition of the time was that the “invisible hand” of

the free market would “trickle down” to the less fortunate, instead of �nancial

security being furnished by the federal government (Hulchanski et al., 2009, 5),

in order to secure pro�tability. Increased marketisation in Canada predominantly

consisted of decentralisation, reregulation, privatisation, public spending cuts, and

tax cuts for the well-off. For instance, in 1984, the federal government began sig-

ni�cantly cutting back spending on social housing and related programmes. Later,

in 1993, all spending on the construction of new social housing was terminated.

Eventually, in 1996, a �nal blow came as the federal government effectively re-

moved its involvement with low-income housing by transferring existing federal

social housing powers to the provinces and territories in an act of decentralisa-

tion. This move aligns with the erasure of the former Canadian Assistance Plan

that was eventually subsumed under the Canada Health and Social Transfer in

1996 and then eventually terminated wholesale in 2000. The Canadian Assistance

Plan was, for all intents and purposes, an insurance policy that consisted of a cost-

sharing arrangement between the federal government, provinces, territories, and
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municipalities to fund social assistance programmes. The erasure of the Cana-

dian Assistance Plan in addition to three of the �ve central Keynesian tenets—

Adequate Housing, Unemployment Insurance, and Old Age Pensions—marks a

major point of dissolution in social responsibility between the federal, provincial,

and territorial governments.

According to Cossman and Fudge (2002, 20), decentralisation and reregula-

tion are key components of privatisation. Decentralisation of government power

involves the ceding or selling-off of federal social assistance programmes and

policies to the territories, provinces, and municipalities. Decentralisation gives the

impression of diffusing decision-making power to various governmental actors in

order to promote a democratic ideal. However, the supposed diffusion of power

involves cuts in social spending and the erosion of various federal social policies.

A greater individual responsibility is thereby placed on territories, provinces, and

municipalities to manage social spending and policy.

Additionally, individualising responsibility has also echoed through the Cana-

dian imagination. As Cossman and Fudge (2002, 16-17) point out, the ideal con-

temporary neo-liberal subject is increasingly individualistic by way of reacting

to evolving neo-liberal norms and assumptions instantiated by the state. For in-

stance, Hunt (1999) notes that following the changing political and social order,

governments are no longer responsible for their citizens' social welfare but only

for aiding those who help themselves. As such, the contemporary citizen is not a

social one but a market citizen—i.e., one who is cognisant of the limits and lia-

bilities of state provision by openly embracing an obligation to become increas-
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ingly self-reliant (Brodie, 1996, 131). The market citizen takes responsibility for

themselves and their family, thereby creating possibilities for new markets and

becoming an “agent for social well-being” (Cossman and Fudge, 2002, 16). Ac-

cording to Jenson (1997, 637), citizenship is becoming “stripped of its notions of

social justice and an active state”. Rather, citizenship is based on “a wholly pri-

vatised and marketised notion of rights” (Mooers, 1998, 9). This decentralisation

of individual roles coincides with a form of governance whereby the state creates

the conditions under which individuals govern themselves (Hunt, 1999; Cossman

and Fudge, 2002). Here, “self-reliance, rather than dependency, is the keyword”

(Cossman and Fudge, 2002, 16).

Moreover, decentralisation presupposesrestructuring. Restructuring involves

the state's newly supposed role to respond with force to the evolving social order.

Here, the role of the Canadian state is no longer ensuring social responsibility un-

der Keynesian policies but rather enforcing national security, legal regulation, and

surveillance under privatisation. As Cossman and Fudge point out, “reregulation

allows us to highlight better the ways in which privatisation is a highly selective

process of shifting some public responsibilities to the private sphere while dili-

gently protecting and intensifying the role of the state to regulate in other areas”

(Cossman and Fudge, 2002, 20)

Like decentralisation, reregulation is re�ected in norms surrounding the Cana-

dian citizenry. For instance, Cossman and Fudge (2002, 16) point out that restruc-

turing and privatisation processes imply cultural change and social transforma-

tion by producing moral panic and nostalgic appeals to a better and purer past.
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Moral panic is prominently re�ected in the anxious market citizenry (Cossman

and Fudge, 2002, 16). Here, “moral panic occurs in complex societies when deep

rooted and dif�cult to resolve social anxieties become focused on symbolic agents

which can be easily targeted” (Weeks, 1981, 118). Indeed, following the dissolu-

tion of the Keynesian welfare state, a series of anxious outcries have proliferated,

including the assertion of rising crime rates, chaotic and uncontrollable immigra-

tion, and attacks on conservative family values (Cossman and Fudge, 2002, 16).

These anxieties are among the most prominent, however, they are also statistically

unsubstantiated (Cossman and Fudge, 2002, 16). More often than not, these anx-

ieties increasingly bolster the coercive role of the state. Broadly, concerns over

rising crime rates justify the state's criminalising power, anxieties over immigra-

tion justify restrictive immigration policy and the increased policing of borders,

and fears regarding the decline of conservative family values justify the ongoing

regulation and surveillance of identity and relationship structures (Cossman and

Fudge, 2002, 16). Moreover, these forms of moral regulation are deeply contra-

dictory (Sears, 1999, 105) especially since the state is called on to enforce a stable

social order on market citizens who are increasingly subject to individualised so-

cial responsibilities and decreases in social supports. In Cossman and Fudge's

incisive words, “[t]he ideological effects of these discourses of anxiety and risk

are in turn partially constitutive of the neo-liberal project of privatisation since

they produce a range of `social problems' to which the neo-liberal state and its

experts must respond” (2002, 16). That is, in short, state violence is circular; it

both manifestsandresponds to violence.
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Processes of privatisation have also become more prominent in the social ser-

vices and non-pro�t sectors. Here, greater need is placed on social services grap-

pling with the decentralisation of governments and the ceding or elimination of

services previously supported by the federal government. Additionally, increased

investments in market forces have forced many social services to balance �nan-

cial considerations in order to remain operational while also providing care work

that is increasingly devalued under individualistic neoliberalism. Indeed, in their

analysis of social service spaces, Peter Dauvergne and Genevieve LeBaron (2014)

note internal negotiations between offering care and engaging in “quasi-business

ideologies” or moving toward increased corporatisation, essential traits, they say,

of a growing “non-pro�t industrial complex” (Dauvergne and LeBaron, 2014).

Similarly, some scholars have described this process as resulting in increased

“professionalisation” and the creation of “quasi-total institutions” (Snow and An-

derson, 1993; Stark, 1994; Bogard, 1998; Armaline, 2005). Others have noted

that, in conjunction with these changes, processes of reregulation have resulted

in increased violence, surveillance, and the policing of people who access social

services (Maynard, 2017; Voices for Unhoused Liberation, 2023).

For instance, the research discussed in this text later unearthed how emergency

shelters often collect data on people who call for services but are turned away for

lack of space or service availability. In turn, these social services use “calls for

service data” to lobby governments for increased funding. Such a process is a

highly exploitative form of surveillance—resulting in repeated calls to multiple

shelters—and could reasonably be called a form of institutional violence. In ef-
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fect, the outcome is that shelters have little incentive to support the live updating

database project forwarded in this text. Nonetheless, this was neither apparent at

the start of this research nor a hindrance to the outcomes of this research. What I

mean by this will become more evident in the following chapters.

The research discussed in this text originates from within a small grass-

roots street outreach group that I was a part of in Montréal, Canada. For pur-

poses of anonymity, I will call this group “X”. Initially, X was modelled after

the Indigenous-led Bear Clan Patrol, based in Winnipeg. However, it is signif-

icantly distinctive. Speci�cally, X primarily composes and centres peoples with

lived/living experiences of poverty, homelessness, and street cultures; the group

does not collaborate with the police; it is structurally decentralised and premised

on consensus-based decision-making. With roots in Indigenous and queer anar-

chist knowledges, the foremost organising principles of X are survival and re-

lational forms of healing (if appropriate). As such, much of X's work involves

spending time with people on the street in a supportive capacity. My role with X

often involved organising our harm reduction materials. For instance, I created ac-

counts with Sant́e Publique du Qúebec to order various harm reduction materials,

I made kits with the materials in my kitchen, and then dispersed them out of a

backpack while doing street outreach at night. During the day, I often created kits

while attending online lectures since I was undertaking my undergraduate degree

during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdowns in Montréal at this time.

After completing my undergraduate degree and gaining admittance into a

master's degree programme at York University in Toronto, I began working
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with a lived/living experience-led drop-in centre and kitchen. This lived/living

experience-led organisation has since dissolved. However, it was operating out of

what is now known as the Trinity Community Hub (“TCH”), housed within the

Holy Trinity Church in downtown Toronto. I will also refer to this former organ-

isation as “TCH”, even though it went by another name at the time. TCH now

collaborates with several grassroots organisations based in Toronto, such as Mag-

gie's Toronto Sex Workers Project and Voices for Unhoused Liberation. However,

it has also organised with various other local Toronto-based organisations over

the years. During the time I have known TCH, it has also centred peoples with

lived/living experiences of poverty, homelessness, and street cultures; it has ad-

vocated for lived/living experience leadership within the collective and decision-

making in the greater Toronto community. As such, TCH's foremost value is cul-

tivating community. My time with TCH primarily involved co-support and event

participation, such as engaging in various community-led workshops.

X and TCH prompted me to get involved with community-based research.

Before my relocation to Toronto from Montréal, X was discussing a live updating

shelter bed database, and it seemed like a community-based project might mani-

fest. Our issue was, and remains, an inability to adequately address the requests

of people seeking shelter beds. At present, X depends on its shared knowledge

of the shelter network in Montréal to secure shelter space. If anyone asks X to

call around to shelters for a bed, we do so. Yet, this is often a fruitless endeavour

for several reasons—one obvious limitation is the inaccessibility of collated and

regularly updated social services information. Speci�cally, Montréal has no cu-
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rated shelter or social services database. In Toronto, however, there is a city-wide

social services database called 211. While 211 does not live update shelter bed

space, X perceived such a database to be a promising means of mitigating aspects

of our problem. Moreover, using 211 as a symbolic “jumping off point”, X began

to imagine some form of database tool that involves live updates on shelter bed

space.

Since beginning graduate school, I have revisited the idea with a growing

inclination toward CBPR methodologies and practices. This inclination is sig-

ni�cantly informed by TCH's collaborative workshops and community events.

Workshops and events at TCH practically foreground the transgressive potential

of lived/living experience-led project development and community-based learn-

ing. Without knowledge of this practical foundation, I would not have pursued

CBPR as an area of interest during my graduate studies. As such, while working

at TCH, I began talking with activists about community-based research, database

creation, and general technology use. TCH activists were engaged with the ideas

and prompted me to begin contacting X activists about a potential project; they

also suggested that Toronto-based activists become involved, if such a project

were to manifest. In this way, I began this research by talking with Toronto ac-

tivists and consulting with Montréal activists. I discuss this process further in the

Findings chapter of this text (Chapter 5). In this chapter, I discussed privatisa-

tion relative to the Canadian state and social services. Speci�cally, I discussed the

decentralisation and reregulation processes of privatisation and their effects on

the co-constituted roles of the Canadian government, the citizenry, and social ser-
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vices. Then, I explained the origins of this research in order to situate the research

in Toronto and Montŕeal activist communities. Next, I will discuss the methodol-

ogy I used to implement this research.
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3 Methodology

In the last chapter, I discussed Canadian state privatisation relative to home-

lessness and the Canadian housing market. I also discussed the origins of this

research, while providing some contextualising re�ections. Recall, as indicated

in the introduction, that this research explores creating a CBPR project with

lived/living experience activists. As such, in the current chapter, I begin by de-

scribing some commonly held CBPR components. I then discuss how this re-

search conceives of and utilises various forms of terminology—i.e., information

that is pertinent to a CBPR project. I also recapitulate the origins of this project

and its subsequent growth up until the time of writing, thereby further situating it

in a CBPR methodology. I conclude by explaining how the current research aligns

with the CBPR components identi�ed at the beginning of this chapter.

Communities engaged in research should determine their methodologies.

However, I can offer a cursory view into a possible candidate. Indeed, it could

be said that the current project is grounded in a community-based participatory

research (CBPR) methodology. Notably, the �ndings of this research provide an

appropriate foundation for a future CBPR project or projects to be undertaken

beyond the writing of this text. However, the on-going quality of the research dis-

cussed here may be understood as aligning with the spirit of CBPR as well—or, at

least, an iterative step within a longer-term CBPR project. According to Coughlin

et al. (2017, 8), “[c]ommunity-based participatory research is not a speci�c qual-

itative or quantitative research method but rather an orientation to research; there
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is no single approach to CBPR”. As an orientation, CBPR informs the cyclical

growth of a given project over time. As such, although this project can lay a possi-

ble foundation for a more de�nitive CBPR project to be undertaken at a later time,

I will discuss the present research as though it adheres to a CBPR methodology.

At a minimum, the origins of this research may be described as aligning with a

more conventionally understood CBPR methodology.

An overview of the recent social sciences literature on CBPR appears to

foreground three components that inform the various “nuts and bolts” of any

given CBPR project (See, e.g., Atalay, 2012; Coughlin et al., 2017; Leavy, 2017;

Hacker, 2017; MacKinnon, 2018). That said, the literature on CBPR also indicates

that several principles can comprise this methodology. These principles are varied

and constantly in �ux, changing across various CBPR projects. With this in mind,

my aim is not to give a reductive or monolithic depiction of CBPR. Certainly,

Jackson et al. (1980, 41) assert that reductionist analyses are unsuitable within

the context of CBPR and its cognate methodologies, given the complex dynamics

these methodologies host. As such, one might think that a reductionist view of the

methodology is inappropriate. However, according to Atalay (2012), paraphrasing

Wilmsen (2008), “trying to de�ne an exact process for conducting a CBPR project

is not as productive as putting forward some foundational principles and examples

of how they have been applied in speci�c contexts” (63). Wilmsen and Atalay's

thinking on this matter is appropriate for the present research, given that this re-

search represents an initial step within a longer-term CBPR project or projects. In

other words, the CBPR components I forward are not deterministic or unchange-



25

able; they are cursory. Rather, I intend to offer an accessible and capacious set of

foundational components that may facilitate further iterations of research. Para-

phrasing Smith et al. (2016), Coughlin et al. (2017, 56) notes “that several sets of

principles have been developed to guide the conduct of CBPR. They tend to be

written in language that is most appropriate for academics and other research pro-

fessionals and may not help lay people from the community understand CBPR”.

As such, this project attempts to mitigate the issue that Smith et al. (2016) and

Coughlin et al. (2017) identify.

I noted three components in the CBPR literature. These three components are

1) a community-identi�edproblemor issue, 2) a community's orientation toward

mitigating the issue through some form ofchange, and 3) acollaborativeeffort

to achieve this change. Most CBPR literature seems to understand components

one and two as robustly grounded in communities. That is, the “problem” arises

from the perspective of the community and the “change” occurs from within the

community. Meanwhile, the “collaboration” component appears more dispersed,

involving a broader conception of a community or communities. “Collaboration”

invites persons involved in a community “writ large” to become co-researchers

within a given project.

Often, a larger community of co-researchers involves those somehow invested

in the problem of interest (Leavy, 2017, 245-247). For instance, co-researchers

who compose a larger community may be invested because the issue is currently

impacting them, they were impacted once before, they are intermittently impacted,

or they are indirectly impacted. Concerning the present research, activists are ei-
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ther 1) people who are currently impacted by homelessness and the Canadian

housing market, 2) people who are intermittently impacted by these phenomena,

3) people whom these phenomena have impacted in the past, and 4) people who

are indirectly impacted by this phenomena, for example, people who acknowledge

the various negative implications of these phenomena.

Notably, these four categories are a heuristic to explain the “collaboration”

component identi�ed within CBPR methodologies. However, these categories

overlap to a large degree and are anything but discreet. For instance, someone

whom these phenomena have impacted in the past may af�rm that they now os-

cillate between being intermittently and indirectly impacted—such a case is my

own present disposition. Moreover, these categories simply may not describe the

full range of experiences of some activists. Instead, these categories serve as tem-

porary identi�ers in place of a more nuanced discussion about identi�catory ter-

minology. Discussions about identi�cation are ongoing within various commu-

nities and are vastly strati�ed along various axes of social, political, economic,

and racialised disposition, situatedness, and privilege (Voronka, 2016; Thistle,

2017; Canadian Lived Experience Leadership Network (CLELN), 2023; LiveEx,

2023). As such, though this phase of the research does not aim to discuss iden-

ti�catory terminology, further iterations of CBPR projects will require engage-

ment on this front. Certainly, according to Patricia Leavy (2017, 229), a CBPR

project should centre discussions about terminology use. Notably, however, Brigit

McWade (2020, 130) asserts that `[a] central critique of identity politics is that

by participating in such processes of identi�cation, and therefore classi�cation,
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we become complicit in practices that actively (re)produce hierarchies of differ-

ence, and therefore inequalities' (see also Voronka, 2016; Tyler, 2015; Brown,

1993). As such, future discussions about terminology—speci�cally concerning

identity—should be approached with caution.

Terminology directly concerning “homelessness” and the “Canadian hous-

ing market” was not factored into the initial research design because this project

had assumed an open-ended consultative structure instead of a decidedly CBPR

methodology. As such, I was not focused on terminology at the start of this re-

search. Nonetheless, discussions about terminology often arose in the context

of consulting activists regardless. No consensus was gained however, especially

given that this was not the aim of the research and activists varied vastly in

their conceptions of identi�cation and terminology use. As such, this research

uses several terms interchangeably. Primarily, I implement “activists” and “co-

researchers” interchangeably throughout this text. Activists/co-researchers also

often used the terms “peoples with lived/living experiences”, or “lived/living expe-

rience peoples” during interviews. As such, I implement this terminology through-

out this text as well because of its common use. It is also worth noting that it be-

came useful—if not somewhat vexing, absent a direct conversation—to invoke the

metaphor of a “spectrum of housing” to facilitate the easing of discussions around

experiences of homelessness and with the Canadian housing market.

Of the terms used, “co-researcher” was the most readily adopted. Co-

researchers immediately af�liated with this term, leading to a stronger af�rmation

that a CBPR methodology is an appropriate descriptor for this research. Indeed,
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there are at least three possible reasons why co-researchers readily adopted this

terminology. The �rst was that co-researchers had already agreed to be part of

a research project that would develop over time. Within this context, it makes

sense to identify as a co-researcher involved in a research project. Second, all

co-researchers are relatively project-oriented. That is, every co-researcher is in-

vested in cultivating initiatives within what I will broadly refer to as the “housing

justice” and “anti-poverty” movements. Certainly, I have been involved in previ-

ous projects with all of the co-researchers before the instantiation of this speci�c

research programme. Additionally, several co-researchers have been involved in

initiatives with each other and beyond our immediate contexts. As such, these pre-

existing relationships also easily lend themselves to the term “activism” or “ac-

tivist”, which are both used throughout this text. Finally, some activists may view

the role of “co-researcher” as a natural next step in the ongoing progression of

an initiative that de�nitively arose from these communities before any formalised

academic acknowledgement.

I have been transparent about this project's foundation during ongoing di-

alogue with co-researchers. Montréal and Toronto-based activist communities

agree that this foundation constitutes the origin of this CBPR project and any

subsequent projects that are directly related. As before, this project arises out

of a collective desire to streamline access to services for undertaking street out-

reach. Before beginning graduate school, I was engaging in support work with

the activist street outreach group, “X”, in Montréal. A foremost barrier to our

work was accessing services in a centralised manner. Speci�cally, no Montréal-
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centric database provides live updates on available emergency shelter beds from

night-to-night. Additionally, once entering graduate school, I began working at a

lived/living experience-led drop-in centre and kitchen called “TCH”, where I par-

ticipated in various workshops and events. The culture of TCH impressed upon

me the practical relevance of engaging in community-based initiatives for social

change. Speci�cally, activists are often explicit that a lack of community-oriented

engagements contributes to the material austerity that many people face. As such, I

am encouraged to pursue CBPR through TCH's ethos of community-based prac-

tice and have started transitioning away from open-ended consultative research.

This process can be likened to what McIntyre (2008, 5-7) describes as a recursive

`spiral of adaptable steps' or a `braided process', involving `exploration, re�ec-

tion, and action'.

This “spiral of adaptable steps” inevitably led to identifying a commonly held

problem that Toronto and Montréal co-researchers face—this common issue is

the �rst component of a CBPR project. Phenomenologically, the common prob-

lem consisted of two components, 1) a concern with addressing need through

technology-based service access and 2) a need for increased community-based

initiatives in the face of societal austerity. However, through subsequent inter-

views, I found that the epistemological grounding of these concerns is a perceived

failing of elite academic researchers, state representatives, and corporations to ad-

dress homelessness and the Canadian housing market. Speci�cally, co-researchers

identi�ed these entities as illegitimate and incapable of exacting expertise to coun-

teract these phenomena. In other words, a phenomenological seeming problem
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is also a form of relational knowledge apparent in distinctive locales and what

could be considered an emergent approach to systems change. More explicitly,

co-researchers in Montréal and Toronto indicate that lived/living experience peo-

ples can enact change relative to homelessness and the Canadian housing market

and they af�rm that lived/living experience knowledge is legitimate. In this way,

this project is grounded in a community-identi�ed issue and an orientation to-

ward change—the second component of a CBPR project. This orientation toward

change has proliferated through subsequent conversations and engagement under

the auspices of a research programme. I discuss the ongoing quality of this change

in greater detail in the Emergent Strategy chapter of this text.

This project is premised on the �rst two foundational components of CBPR.

That is, 1) a community-identi�ed problem or issue and 2) a community's orien-

tation toward mitigating the issue through some change. However, what about the

third, though distinctly more dispersed, foundational componentcollaboration?

Many community-based participatory researchers agree that collaboration should

be based on communities' concerns with the �rst two components (Strand et al.,

2003; Atalay, 2012; Leavy, 2017). That is, collaboration must be anchored in a

shared receptiveness to a community-identi�ed issue and an orientation toward

change. CBPR advances this perspective on collaboration because it is concerned

with attending to systemic and structural power disparities (Leavy, 2017; Atalay,

2012). Speci�cally, CBPR arose from a concern with democratising knowledge

(Strand et al., 2003; Atalay, 2012) and acknowledging prior histories of harmful

research (Atalay, 2012, 224; Leavy, 2017, 51). As such, community-based par-
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ticipatory researchers emphasise the necessity of multiple knowledge holders and

practising ideas conceived within a robust theoretical foundation (Atalay, 2012,

51).

According to a CBPR methodology, knowledge holders can contribute to shift-

ing the social, political, economic, and racial order through knowledge exchange

and production (13 Wilmsen, 2008; Atalay, 2012, 57). Collaborators may be any

number of people invested in the issue under scrutiny. As before, for example, this

can include those currently impacted by the issue, those who were once impacted,

those who are intermittently impacted, or those who are indirectly impacted. How-

ever, what is important is that the issue cannot be addressed or mitigated without

meaningful input from community members who are directly impacted (Mur-

phree, 2008; Atalay, 2012; Mertens, 2005, 2009). Given that this quanti�er is

premised on a community-identi�ed issue and an orientation toward change, there

is little room for research that is not properly grounded in community. In other

words, CBPR speci�cally centres communities from the “get-go” and is particu-

larly concerned with a robust conception of community-based knowledge.

CBPR also hosts a rigorous theoretical foundation arising from many criti-

cal interconnected lineages. According to Leavy (2017, 233), CBPR draws from

“critical theory, critical pedagogy, action research, feminism, critical race the-

ory, [and] [I]ndigenous theory”. These areas of thought are particularly concerned

with power dynamics and form CBPR's historical lineage. Donna Mertens calls

this foundation “the transformative paradigm” (2005; 2009). In her words, “[t]he

transformative paradigm's central tenet is that power is an issue that must be ad-
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dressed at each stage of the research process” (Mertens, 2007, 213). The trans-

formative paradigm and CBPR are concerned with power because certain re-

search histories have often been implicated in exclusionary or exploitative prac-

tices (Mertens, 2007). Communities know the historical vestiges of harmful re-

search practices and knowledge deprivation and are actively working to acknowl-

edge these power disparities collaboratively and through various means.

Indeed, during interviews conducted for this research, co-researchers often

indicated a desire for multiplicity—i.e., “bringing more people in” who can con-

tribute meaningfully to a project. Conversations often circulated around including

others within the context of encouraging long-term relationality and interdepen-

dence. Often these desires involved including more peoples with lived/living ex-

periences in the project, including a computer programmer with lived experience.

Conversations about multiplicity were also couched within a broader criticism

of harmful research histories. Speci�cally, many co-researchers spoke openly

about research harms in�icted on Indigenous and lived/living experience com-

munities. Discussions often focused on historical systemic or structural analyses

of harmful research, including intergenerational traumas resulting from Imperial-

settler colonialism, anti-Indigenous racism, anti-Black racism, white supremacy,

homophobia, transphobia, queerphobia, ableism, sanism, capitalism, and classism

(speci�cally). Co-researchers also spoke about their own experiences with re-

search and researchers. Indeed, many co-researchers, including myself, have been

participants or subjects in various research programmes; some of which have been

more harmful than others. As such, many co-researchers have research experience
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and various apt perspectives on research practices.

The present research appears to act within the philosophical spirit of a CBPR

methodology. However, co-researchers will ultimately need to determine the ap-

propriate methodologies for their forwarded projects. CBPR seems like an appro-

priate methodology because it aligns with the origins of this research and the val-

ues that co-researchers hold. Speci�cally, this research arises from a community-

identi�ed problem, an orientation toward change, and a collaborative effort to

achieve this change. Additionally, co-researchers are concerned with histories of

harmful research and advance theoretical and practical insights in conjunction

with these analyses. Currently, co-researchers are indicating that “top-down” elite

research, state, and corporate solutions to the Canadian housing market and home-

lessness are insuf�cient to mitigate the effects of these phenomena. Rather, co-

researchers hold that lived/living experience and community-based initiatives can

have far-reaching and meaningful impacts on these complex problems.

In this chapter, I discussed some commonly held CBPR components and how

the current research appears to align with these components. I also recapitulated

this project's origins and how the project has grown over time, including a dis-

cussion of terminology use. In the next chapter, I describe the methods used in

this research. I offer relatively robust descriptions of the methods implemented so

that activists from my communities can understand how methods operate. I also

explain how some methods were adapted to accommodate the research process.
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4 Methods

In the last chapter, I discussed how the current research appears to align with

a CBPR methodology. As before, the aim of this research is to explore creating a

CBPR project on a live updating shelter bed database with lived/living experience

activists/co-researchers in Montréal and Toronto. As such, in the following, I will

discuss the methods implemented and adapted during this research with this ob-

jective in mind. To begin, and for the purposes of facilitating project creation, it

is notable that research methods are different from research methodologies. How-

ever, the two do overlap and are sometimes less distinct. Often, a methodology will

guide the structure of a given research project (Browne and Nash, 2016; Coughlin

et al., 2017). A research project's methodology could be considered its overarch-

ing design. The methodology used in this text is CBPR. However, methods are the

tools and practices used to undertake research or collect data within the parame-

ters of a methodology (Browne and Nash, 2016; Coughlin et al., 2017). In other

words, methods are the practical components of a research programme. As such,

methods can change over time to suit the needs of researchers engaged in a given

methodology (Smith, 2022), and researchers may adjust them to align with the

chosen methodology (Smith, 2022). Often a methodology is selected based on the

needs of the researchers. Therefore, adjusting a study's methods to align with a

chosen methodology makes pragmatic sense. The methods utilised in this research

include aliterature review, purposive sampling—speci�cally strati�ed purposive

sampling—andsemi-structured open-ended interviewing.
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First, I will discuss the literature review conducted for this research. The tra-

jectory of this research made it such that I conducted a thorough reading and

analysis of a perspective called “design justice”. Initially, I expected that design

justice may provide an apt theoretical or methodological framework for future

iterations of this project. However, I soon realised that design justice is not an

appropriate framework for reasons I will explain in the Design Justice chapter of

this text (Chapter 6). For the moment, however, it is notable that my literature re-

view amounts to an argument against the uncritical use of design justice in some

community research contexts, including the present research.

My analysis focuses on current sources that discuss design justice, with a few

integrated adjacent ideas. Sources range from information on the Design Justice

Network's web page to academic articles and popular press books. Even though

design justice is a relatively recent development, the readily available source ma-

terial is comparatively multiform. Indeed, the dispersal of sources seems to be

designed so that they are correspondingly accessible. For instance, many organisa-

tions work differently with design justice ideas, including art installations, digital

visualisations, interactive pieces, maker spaces, and project zines. However, the

short analysis I provide primarily concerns articles, books, and web page content.

Signi�cantly, due to the relative novelty of design justice, or its recent articu-

lation to the public, the availability of text-based literature is notably scarce. For

instance, a search of two databases, Scholars Portal and Sociological Abstracts,

yielded a mere 20 articles. Of these, Scholars Portal referenced 16, and Socio-

logical Abstracts referenced �ve. However, two of the articles were duplicates,
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meaning Sociological Abstracts only yielded four unique articles. There were no

overlapping articles that appeared between the two databases during my search,

underscoring the limited availability of critical texts on design justice. Indeed,

many of the articles I found did not critically engage with design justice or apply

design justice principles rigorously. Rather, many articles cite design justice “in

passing”, giving it a “proxy-like status” for indicating that design can be harmful

or that there are histories of harmful design research. This makes sense within the

bubble of academic publishing since journals have page limits, and scholars often

want to advance the point of their research. However, this can mean that a deeper

analysis of systemic injustice(s) is bypassed, becoming absorbed into an uncritical

application of design justice. Additionally, it may be the case that design justice

has become inaccessible insofar as its principles and ideas are manifold and so

dif�cult to attain, depending on the positionalities of those who practise design

justice. This inaccessibility is, perhaps, a problem for design justice since it is

currently gaining popularity, and reductive or partial applications of its ideas ap-

pear to result in shallow analyses and depictions of design justice as trivial.

Elsewhere, design justice is combined with differing research programmes.

Some of these engagements understand design justice as comprehensive enough

to carry out their goals. However, some do not, adding various additions, com-

mentary, and amendments to either design justice or their accompanying research

programme. In this text, I engage with these “combination-research” sources. Al-

though I was only able to analyse four of the 20 articles I found during my search,

these articles more robustly engage with design justice and, therefore, serve my
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purposes. My preoccupation is primarily with understanding what design justice

is and how itoperatesto determine if it may be used in future iterations of this

research. This objective requires me to study sources that critically engage with

design justice. A short analysis of four design justice articles, four books, a pub-

lished conference proceeding, an interview, and the Design Justice Network web

page does some of this work, especially since there are few critical texts on the

topic. In the Design Justice chapter of this text, I more thoroughly discuss this

analysis.

Another method I implemented during this research is strati�ed purposive

sampling. However, in order to explain strati�ed purposive sampling, or even

“regular” purposive sampling, it is worthwhile to �rst explainnon-probability

sampling. According to Adler and Clark (2003), non-probability sampling is use-

ful for exploratory forms of research. For example, non-probability sampling can

offer a view into “whether a problem exists or about the nature of a problem,

assuming it exists” (130). Non-probability sampling can also be a useful data col-

lection method when researchers have limited resources or are unable to identify

members of a given group who are dif�cult to reach. That is, this sampling method

is qualitatively exploratory and dependent on the availability of subsections of a

given population. As such, non-probability sampling can provide more variable

results thanprobability sampling, which involves larger sample groups and is in-

tended to represent a given population more uniformly. Non-probability sampling

is an appropriate sampling method for the present study because this research

aims to align with a CBPR methodology. Remember, a CBPR methodology is
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concerned with 1) a community-identi�edproblemor issue, 2) a community's ori-

entation toward mitigating the issue through somechange, and 3) acollaborative

effort to achieve the change identi�ed. Non-probability sampling may not provide

a uniform representation of the perspectives of all housing justice and anti-poverty

activists. Yet, it appears appropriate for exploratory research focusing on smaller,

more collaborative groups like those involved in the present research programme.

Certainly, non-probability sampling's exploratory components are manifest in

the current research insofar as this project initially arose from conversations and

practices occurring within Montréal and Toronto activist communities. These un-

structured conversations and practices are the original context underpinning this

research programme and the subsequent motivation for employing a form of non-

probability sampling calledpurposive sampling. Adler and Clark assert that, dur-

ing purposive sampling, a researcher selects sampling units based on their judge-

ment of which units will facilitate an investigation (Adler and Clark, 2003, 130).

Given this research's original context, I employed purposive sampling by reap-

proaching Toronto and Montréal activist communities and engaging in follow-up

conversations under the pretence of interviewing. I judged that the communities

originally identifying issues are best suited to undertake an investigation.

I speci�cally used a form of purposive sampling calledstrati�ed purposive

sampling, which “involves sampling from subgroups to facilitate comparisons be-

tween or among them” (Adler and Clark, 2003, 130). That is, I interviewed co-

researchers in both Montréal and Toronto and found commonalities. Notably, I

did not “pick-up” problems from one community and transpose them onto an-



39

other. For example, I did not ask Toronto activists directly about a shelter bed

database. Rather, I focused on Toronto-speci�c issues and asked co-researchers

about technology more generally and related topics. I interviewed in this way to

understand the relationships between activists and technologies in Toronto and

Montréal and mitigate potential issues that may arise from syphoning one com-

munity's knowledge and arti�cially transposing it onto another. Recall, however,

that Toronto activists were also aware of the shelter bed database project and were

those who initially suggested initiating a project with Montréal co-researchers.

For this reason, Toronto activists were aware of the shelter bed database project.

Nonetheless, the project was not treated as a monolithic and only about database

creation.

Initially, I did not intend to employ strati�ed purposive sampling for compar-

ison purposes. However, this method soon made its way into the rhythm of the

project's CBPR methodology through recognising and subsequently sharing ac-

tivist information and knowledge between the two communities—anonymously,

that is. Here, I could share information with Toronto co-researchers (whom I

interviewed �rst) from Montŕeal activists. Later, I could share information with

Montréal co-researchers (whom I interviewed second) from Toronto activists. In

this way, strati�ed purposive sampling became a means of political engagement

across geographical distances and a way to mitigate some of the research harms

discussed by activists, such as issues with knowledge deprivation and democrati-

sation. Moreover, strati�ed purposive sampling mitigated against some of the bar-

riers set by my institutional Research Ethics Board (REB). My institutional REB,
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concerned with individual protections and privacy, views the present research

project as made-up of discrete anonymous informers to an inquiring researcher,

not activist communities engaged in solidarity and struggle.

However, co-researchers were often eager to understand the perspectives of

activists in other contexts, and the sharing of comparative or contrastive dialogue

became a means of attending to this desire. For instance, one activist I spoke with

in Toronto was particularly interested in the structurally �exible and grassroots

ethos of the street outreach group X that I am a part of in Montréal. Their over-

arching curiosity was preoccupied with relational and non-institutionalised forms

of community outreach—a less common occurrence in their experience within the

Toronto context. As such, strati�ed purposive sampling was not the form of sam-

pling originally chosen for this research. However, in practice, it certainly was the

form of sampling that was utilised during dialogue.

Sharing anonymous comparative information was facilitated byone-on-one

semi-structured open-ended interviewing, i.e., the �nal method used in this re-

search. This interviewing method involves using questions loosely based on a

speci�ed topic without adhering to a �xed or rigid structure. Semi-structured

open-ended interviewing is stylistically conversational. This style provides co-

researchers with the choice to seek or volunteer further information, interpret and

reinterpret questions and answers, and participate in guiding the interview out-

come (Bogdan and Biklen, 1998; Esterberg, 2002; Hesse-Biber and Leavy, 2011).

The conversational quality of semi-structured open-ended interviewing provides

an “interviewee” with increased opportunities to participate in some interview-
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ing dynamics. Therefore, they can blur the distinction between “interviewer” or

“interviewee”, “researcher” or “researched”, “expert” or “non-expert”. As such,

semi-structured open-ended interviewing provided an opportune context whereby

activists could inquire about organising information in a contrastive manner. Co-

researchers often sought information about what activists were doing in different

locales. Because of the differing geographic locations of Montréal and Toronto,

this information was often discussed through a comparative form of dialogue.

In this way, semi-structured open-ended interviewing brought strati�ed purposive

sampling to fruition as an appropriate research method. And, in turn, strati�ed

purposive sampling also facilitated the conversational quality of semi-structured

open-ended interviewing. In the next chapter, I will elaborate on the questions

that were discussed during interviews and the interviewing process itself. The

present chapter, however, has aimed to lay the groundwork for the next chapter

by explaining the distinctions between methodologies and methods and the three

central methods used in this research, i.e., a literature review, strati�ed purposive

sampling, and semi-structured open-ended interviewing.
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5 Findings

5.1 What I Did & How I Did it

In the last chapter, I discussed the methods used in this research—i.e, a lit-

erature review, strati�ed purposive sampling, and semi-structured open-ended in-

terviewing. In this chapter, I discuss how these methods were used practically.

Speci�cally, I detail how I conducted this research, the way that I represent data

in this text, and what the data gathered during this research represents. Here, a

potential framework is also depicted for a possible CBPR project on database

creation. The components comprising this framework areeducation, dependabil-

ity, usability, and trust. Additionally, ten interconnected themes are presented that

focus onart, stories, education & skills, political actions, supports, space, pro-

grammes, information, general technology, and systemic changes & intangibles.

I conclude this chapter with a summary of �ve additional and central themes that

were commonly held by co-researchers involved in this research.

For this research, I conducted 12 semi-structured, open-ended interviews. My

rationale for conducting 12 interviews depends on my relationships with activists;

all 12 interviews were conducted with activists I work with on an ongoing basis.

Six in-person interviews occurred in Toronto between May and June 2023. The re-

maining six interviews were conducted online while I was in Halifax, using Zoom

conferencing software between September and October 2023. My relocation to

Halifax from Toronto during July and August necessitated this shift. My housing,
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located in the student residences at York University, had become uninhabitable4

and lease-precarious as the �rst year of my graduate programme came to a close.

At the same time, my partner was struggling to secure safe and adequate5 hous-

ing while in Halifax. As such, we decided I would relocate and attempt to �nd

stable housing together. Under these conditions, I conducted as many in-person

interviews with Toronto activists as possible during my narrowing timeline. I con-

ducted six interviews between the time that I received ethics approval from York

University's Research Ethics Board (“REB”) and the time that York Housing ne-

cessitated my relocation to Halifax. The seventh interview I conducted with a

Toronto activist occurred over Zoom.

The locations of the in-person interviews were not arbitrary but rather a result

of collaborative decision-making. Co-researcher need was foremost, and activists

either chose a preferred location or I made context-dependent suggestions. For

instance, sometimes locations were chosen based on the time of day or a loca-

tion's proximity to TCH. The interview locations included the Church of the Holy

Trinity in downtown Toronto, where our lived/living experience-led kitchen and

drop-in centre was located; the busy but sunny nearby Nathan Phillips Square;

a bourgeois third-wave coffee shop called Dispatch Coffee around the corner;

the unwelcoming and “seat-meagre” Toronto Public Library, in Nathan Phillips

Square, that kicked us out; and a noisy but unassuming dive bar called Ronnie's

4York student residences are expensive, lack running hot water, are moldy, �lthy, dilapidated,
and overrun with cockroaches and carpet beetles leading to health problems.

5My partner's rental in Halifax had become a “revolving door” of various roommates and the
roof of the building caved in.
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Local 069 in the Kensington area of downtown Toronto.

In-person interviews were audio recorded on my cell phone and took about one

hour on average. Notably, one of the earliest interviews was not fully recorded due

to the age and quality of my cell phone. However, my supportive co-researcher

agreed to re-record a subsequent interview, and we decided to head to the bar a

few days later. Additionally, one Toronto activist indicated they preferred to inter-

view in September when they would be less busy. As such, the seventh and �nal

interview with Toronto co-researchers was �nalised online over Zoom. By this

time, I had relocated to Halifax, and this seventh interview constituted a be�tting

transition toward conducting online interviews with Montréal activists.

All �ve interviews with Montréal co-researchers occurred over Zoom and took

approximately one hour. The six Zoom interviews (one Toronto-based and �ve

Montréal-based) were audio recorded with “live caption” transcription turned on.

The ability to use Zoom's audio recording and captioning functionality greatly

expedited the transcription process I was undertaking at the time. This was

poignantly pointed out by one Montréal activist who had previous experience

transcribing interviews and conducting research with a community in their na-

tion. Talking through processes of transcription with this co-researcher inevitably

helped motivate me through the remainder of an otherwise arduous task.

Before conducting Zoom interviews, I had been manually transcribing full in-

terviews. This choice was against reasonable and well-informed advice from my

thesis committee, who suggested that I transcribe only part of the interviews. Tran-

scribing full interviews takes signi�cant time and endurance and can hinder any
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researcher. Nonetheless, I was committed to giving some interim research back

to activists. As such, I sent individual transcripts to each co-researcher so that

they could review the content, provide feedback, and make any interpretations or

changes. Additionally, I was hopeful that fully transcribed interviews may facili-

tate the analysis stage of the project. However, while I was content with the ability

to offer something to activists and potentially ease the analysis that was soon to

come, transcription proved to be the arduous task that I had been warned about.

Moreover, private transcription services are expensive and free software services

are data-compromising and so “off the table”. Therefore, I resolved to play the

interviews recorded on my cell phone for Microsoft Word's voice-to-text software

on my laptop. However, the predominantly, though non-exhaustively, class-based

and disability-based bias and discrimination existing within Word's software made

it such that voice-to-text transcription revealed several garbled pages of incoher-

ence. The apparent classism and ableism existing within Word's software was later

discussed with one Montréal co-researcher who raised several concerns about the

bias and discrimination that underpins digital technologies. Given Word's clas-

sism and ableism I was set to listen and re-listen to several hours of audio and

undertake copious amounts of piece-by-piece manual transcription.

When it �nally came time to conduct Zoom interviews, the transcription soft-

ware was signi�cantly more adept at capturing the accuracy of the conversation

between myself and each activist. Some editing work was required; however, I

could continue transcribing full interviews and providing the transcripts to co-

researchers—a task I may not have completed with manual transcription alone. In
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general, activists seemed pleased to receive transcripts. However, none gave sub-

stantive feedback, recommended changes, or provided interpretations. Two co-

researchers did not want to see their transcripts, and one received only portions

of their transcript because the interview took place over several hours at a noisy

bar that interfered with the audio recording. In retrospect, limited transcript en-

gagement is unsurprising given that housing justice and anti-poverty activists are

generally busy and overworked. However, it is also possible that co-researchers

did not see an immediate need to interact given the ongoing nature of our rela-

tionships. It is also possible that some activists may have felt that they could not

change transcripts signi�cantly. However, this seems less likely since I informed

co-researchers that changes could be made.

5.2 How I Represent Data & Why

The semi-structured open-ended interviews conducted for this research

yielded a wide array of results. Representing these results necessitated providing

usable data to co-researchers without exploiting their knowledge. I also wanted to

depict interview data so that it would be accessible and remain anonymous. As

such, I did not default to using interview block quotes in this text, which can be

identity-revealing and require a certain degree of neurotypicality to read. That is,

presenting data to activists I know identify as neurodivergent requires a non-text

heavy form of data presentation. Therefore, I created a series of visual represen-

tations to facilitate the contextualisation of data for co-researchers. I also provide

image descriptions of these visualisations, provide screen-readable data lists in the



47

appendices of this text, engage in discussions about the results overall, and provide

an “Accessible Summary” in this text's Conclusion chapter (Chapter 8). The vi-

sualisations in this text consist of a colour-coded table depicting condensed-form

answers activists gave to the �rst interview question and four colour-coded dia-

grams representing data from four additional co-researcher-determined questions.

I used Overleaf software to create the table and Canva software for the diagrams.

Notably, my REB required me to create an interview guide with more ques-

tions than those depicted in this text. However, I did not ask every activist all of the

questions in this guide during each interview. This is because the project utilised a

semi-structured open-ended interviewing method, which is collaborative and con-

versational in quality. As such, co-researchers ultimately determined the course of

the interview, meaning not all questions were applicable in every case and, there-

fore, were not asked. In the following, I will focus on the �ve questions activists

are most interested in discussing.

Each co-researchers' answers are colour-coded and represented anonymously.

Across all �ve visual representations, the same unique colour represents each ac-

tivist's contributions. I represent each co-researcher's contribution with colour to

preserve anonymity and highlight that interview dialogue was incredibly differen-

tiated and nuanced despite a common topic of interest. While activist knowledge

is highly discerning, it is also deeply interconnected and constitutive of a shared

form of dialogue. The blending of colours illustrates this nuance in some cases.

In other cases, textual discussions provide another level of speci�city to the data.

For example, I often found common “running threads” of dialogue interwoven be-
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tween each interview that pertain to community affairs. However, because many of

these “threads” of conversation are of an intimate quality, and not particularly rel-

evant to this speci�c research, I have chosen to keep them out of this text. Suf�ce it

to say, some more relevant commonalities are included and readily visible within

the diagrams. These are differentiated by colour but are loosely grouped together

or near to each other and sometimes overlap within the visualisations. Addition-

ally, all of the data is discussed in-text at a conceptual level, which may provide an

increasingly holistic understanding of the collective conversation, albeit at a dif-

ferentiated register. Notably, while all visualisations are largely colour-dependent,

every idea they represent is labelled. Moreover, labelled data are ordered, collated,

and screen reader-friendly in this text's appendices.

5.3 What The Data Say

As before, this research originates with a desire for a shelter bed database in

conjunction with increased community-based initiatives. As such, I sought to de-

termine if technology projects or tools are a desire of anti-poverty and housing

justice communities, more generally. Theoretically, a database project would di-

rectly respond to a small and speci�ed community—which is enough. However, a

live updating database could also affect the larger Montréal community (or com-

munities) for better or worse. It could also have implications for other nearby and

surrounding communities involved in housing justice and anti-poverty activism.

Therefore, the perspective with which I came to this research is that technology

or technology-based tools are not necessarily a net good in every case. As such,
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I aimed to gauge co-researchers' perspectives on technology in general. More

speci�cally, I endeavoured to understand the parameters of the initial desire for

a database project. A such, the initial question I posed to activists iswhether or

not technology is bene�cial to lived/living experience peoples.My hope was that

by asking this relatively open question, I could prompt co-researchers' intuitions

about their general feelings toward technology.

Notably, this research aims to be desire-based (Tuck, 2009) within a context

of increasing homelessness. In some instances, questioning whether technology

is desirable outright could be considered “out of touch”. Certainly, to say that

technology is desirable in the present context is, at best, insensitive and, at worst,

incorrect. What is truly desired is housing—among other interconnected social

supports. As such, I focused on asking whether technology is bene�cial or whether

it could be bene�cial. I wanted to steer away from positioning technology as a

solution. Rather, I posed it as something that could yield potential bene�ts while

couching it within our larger conversations about structural and systemic factors.

Responses to the question of whether or not technology is bene�cial were vari-

able and given in a matter of degree. They were also given holistically within the

context of the entire interview, not to mention years of ongoing dialogue in com-

munity and before this speci�c project. Nonetheless, I have presented responses

in the following table as either a generalised “yes” or a generalised “no” to pro-

vide a collective of average answers. This method of presentation is intended to

facilitate an accessible understanding of the answers activists gave. However, it is

admittedly reductive insofar as results are displayed within a strict “yes” or “no”
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dichotomy and imperfectly representative of a host of shared moments, feelings,

and experiences that surround the question posed.

Generally speaking, eight co-researchers indicated that technology is bene�-

cial for lived/living experience peoples—with caveats. That is, overall, eight ac-

tivists `leaned' moretoward technology as a possible bene�t to lived/living ex-

perience peoples. However, three co-researchers I spoke with were more cau-

tious about whether or not technology is a possible bene�t. Yet, in some re-

gard, these activists also expressed a tempered interest in exploring technology

tools or projects as bene�cial. Nonetheless, I have indicated these three activists'

responses as “leaning” slightlyaway from technology as bene�cial. One co-

researcher seemed to neither “lean” toward or away from the potential bene�ts

technology may host. Like all other activists, this co-researcher saw technology's

“pros” and “cons”. However, they were more indeterminate about whether tech-

nology is a bene�t. As such, I have indicated their response in the following table

as “both”. I have provided a standard table with coloured paint splatters used to

represent each individual activist. Under each paint spatter in the table a “yes”,

“no”, or “both” is depicted. A total count is also depicted. The count is eight

“yesses”, three “nos”, and one “both”.

Apart from an easy answer, the more proximate outcome to the question of

whether or not technology is bene�cial to lived/living experience peoples is thatit

depends. According to co-researchers, what it depends on comes down to an indi-

vidual's situatedness or circumstance within a context of structural and systemic

considerations. Certainly, common to all activists was a conviction that the causes
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Is Technology Bene�cial To Lived/Living Experience Peoples?

Co-researcher Response Co-researcher Response

Yes Yes

Yes No

No Yes

Both Yes

No Yes

Yes Yes
Total 8 yes, 3 no, 1 both

Table 1: Co-researcher Responses

and effects of homelessness and the Canadian housing market are structural and

systemic. Similarly, the bene�ts of technology depend on such considerations. As

such, given that technology can be bene�cial to lived/living experience peoples de-

pending on these conditions, I aimed to know more about the tangible ways this is

the case. I focused on asking co-researchers about the accessibility of technology

itself. Or lived/living experience peoples' ability to access technology generally.

In other words, I asked activistsif there are barriers to lived/living experience

peoples using technology?



52

Again, responses were variable, with some commonalities. The commonalities

begin with the aforementioned conviction that most or all barriers are structural or

systemic. I have not represented this common conviction in the following visual

representation. However, it is ubiquitous in all co-researchers' responses. Con-

cerning variability in other areas, I organised answers into four broad categories

to ease conceptual understanding. According to activists, the barriers to technol-

ogy that lived/living experience peoples commonly face predominantly centre on

education, trust, usability, and dependability. Of course, these are non-exhaustive

categories. Similar to the dichotomy I presented in the previous table, these cate-

gories are a heuristic to facilitate the comprehension of information. However, cat-

egories can sometimes be reductive, offering generalised and partial information.

My hope is that visual representations, in conjunction with written explanations,

may mitigate potentially reductive representations of co-researchers' responses.

Here, the goal is to create accessibility to information while retaining some nu-

ance.

Given the complexity of discussions, visually representing answers about bar-

riers with answers aboutaccessalso seems to make sense. Indeed, when speaking

with activists, considerations surrounding barriers and access often arose simul-

taneously and in an interwoven manner. The interdependence of thoughts around

these topics, perhaps, can be explained by the commonly held assertion that struc-

tural and systemic factors in�uence the realities of lived/living experience peoples.

Since co-researchers' responses about access seemed to trail or happen concur-

rently with barrier responses, I rarely posed questions about access. When I did
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ask, I questionedhow we can make technology accessible for lived/living experi-

ence peoples?Activist responses about technology accessibility are grouped into

the same four broad categories as data about technology barriers. That is, access to

technology or technology accessibility hinges oneducation, trust, usability, and

dependability. Given that these categories are the same, a visual representation of

access mirroring a representation of barriers seems to capture activist responses

with a stronger degree of acuity than textual explanations alone. Nonetheless, I

have included all co-researcher responses about access in the appendices of this

text, especially since visual representations are not accessible to everyone.

The following two pages include visualisations depicting co-researchers'

thoughts surrounding technology barriers and accessibility. Both visualisations

combined appear as an amorphous and bulbous snaking image overall. The two

stacked images appear “snake-like” in form because they mirror each other. How-

ever, there are some small deviations within them. More speci�cally, each sepa-

rate visualisation appears as four category labels––education, trust, usability, and

dependability––with colour-coded paint splatters arranged around the labels in a

cluster. These clusters around each label give the overall snaking image a bulbous

appearance. Each paint splatter represents an individual activist, and their vari-

ous responses are given with smaller individual labels. Within each cluster, paint

splatters sometimes overlap, representing that more than one co-researcher had

the labelled idea.
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