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In this interview, Dallas Rogers talks with Michele
Lancione (2023) about his new Duke University Press
book, For a Liberatory Politics of Home. Lancione’s
work pushes at the intellectual boundaries of what
home and homelessness mean and offers a radical
reformist reading of the work these concepts need to
do if housing scholars are to meaningfully contribute
to the dismantling of housing marginality, racism, and
other forms of discrimination. To pursue this agenda,
Lancione confronts a common ontological trope of
housing provision, namely, that a material home is a
site of security and belonging, while an absence of
a material home is a place of loss that has come to
define homelessness. Lancione suggests this false
binary of acquisition and loss underwrites a cluster of
housing—including homelessness—research, policy,
and services that fail to address housing discrimina-
tion while simultaneously discrediting alternative
forms (such as antiracist, anticapitalist, post-patriarchal)
of habitation. Dallas Rogers sat down with Michele
Lancione in his office at Politecnico di Torino in Turin
in May 2025 to discuss the ideas within his
new book.

DR: Dallas Rogers, The University of
Sydney, Australia

ML: Michele Lancione, Politecnico di
Torino, Italy

DR: I wanted to ask you two things. The
first is about the central idea of this
book and the second is locating this
book in the broader body of work
that you’re building. But first, con-
gratulations for the book. I think it is
a very ambitious book because it
works against two streams of work in
housing studies.

There’s a whole bunch of research
informed policy work, which is
focused on how we might amend
housing and planning policy and
address a lot of the negative effects
of our housing systems, and I think
you’re pushing back against some of
this work.

And the second stream of work in
housing and urban studies is con-
ceptual critique, and I think your
work sits very interestingly at the
intersection of grand theory and
more grounded ethnographic work.

And then there is the big picture of
this book, which I think is aimed at
bringing those two streams of critical
work together to radically transform
our housing systems.

And if I read your book correctly, you
continually come back to your cen-
tral claim that our housing systems
are racialized, anthropocentric, patri-
archal, heteronormative, et cetera,
and it won’t do to just tweak our
housing systems at the edges. What
we need to do is radically transform
our housing systems.

And you say your book is a step on
the way to doing just that. Is that a
fair assessment of your book?

ML: Thank you, Dallas. And thanks to
Geographical Research for the
opportunity of talking to you about
my book.

I think what you say is a very
generous assessment of For a
Liberatory Politics of Home. I would
simply add that the initial driver of
this book was my PhD on homeless-
ness research, which was focused

Received: 30 July 2025 Revised: 13 April 2026 Accepted: 22 May 2026

DOI: 10.1111/1745-5871.70076

Geographical Research. 2026;64:e70076. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/geor © 2026 Institute of Australian Geographers. 1 of 7
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.70076

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9018-3562
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.70076
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/geor
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.70076
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2F1745-5871.70076&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-06-30


on understanding the production of
so-called ‘homeless’ subjectivities
by looking at life in the streets of
Turin, Italy

One of the biggest dissatisfactions I
had with what I was reading about
homelessness at the time was the
medicalisation of homeless people,
as well as the epistemic creation of a
persona that is always rendered
according to whatever this person is
lacking.

I was also not satisfied by accounts
that were trying to build a critique of
these ideas by looking at particular
individual strengths on the basis of
notions of capacities for example.
These theories look at capacities
from a liberal perspective, which
already predefine how one is sup-
posed to be ‘able’ to do whatever it
is.

DR: You’re talking about strength-based
work?

ML: Yes. There is a lot of that in home-
lessness. It’s all about building on
whatever the people can do in order
to better their lives, but always within
the liberal (hence capitalist) frame-
work of ‘betterment”.

The people I was encountering chal-
lenged these frameworks. In their
extremely harsh everyday lives they
were challenging normative ideas
and ideals of what their lives were
supposed to be. The challenge—we
could say, the micropolitical—was
always taking very mundane forms.
You know, refusing medicalisation,
for instance, or refusing help of a
certain kind. And here in Italy, I’m
sure you have noticed, one of the
biggest providers of help in this
industry of the homeless is the
Catholic Church. The refusal there
was around notions of salvation, or
of the binary of the “deserving/
undeserving” poor.

In this work I was also interested in
trying to understand how the

“homeless subject” is constructed—
socially, economically, discursively,
materially—and then becomes lived
and felt, within the diagrams of how
Italy and Turin, deals with its “poor”.
This was the starting point. Then
later on, I ended up doing research
that was more pertaining around
housing and housing struggles,
especially in Romania.

What is connecting this later work
with the previous work is the ways in
which housing itself and housing
struggles, even grassroots radical
housing struggles, are performed
within a socially constructed reading
of what it means to either have, or
not have, “housing”. That construc-
tion, as much as that is pertaining to
the “homeless poor”, needs to be
queried and queered.

DR: Could you say something about
“lessness” here, which is one of the
ideas that you play with in this
book?i

ML: There is a very good friend of mine
based in Sheffield who said, “I love
the book, but the first 10 pages
about Beckett (1970) are rubbish”.
He might have a point! I see why
many readers might find it odd for
me to start with an idiosyncratic
piece of creative writing, rather than
from a grassroot housing action.

DR: Yes, I thought it was bold to go with
Beckett (1970) to open the book. I
read this book in a reading group,
and there were about 20 of us, and
some liked the Beckett opening. But
for others, they thought it was a
strange place for you to start. I was
expecting some radical feminist the-
ory, or somewhere else, maybe
some decolonial theory as an open-
ing gambit.

ML: I started with Beckett because I acci-
dentally stumbled upon this piece of
work, and it was really illuminating to
me because, in a sense, it was talk-
ing about the things I also wanted to
talk about. Lessness, in Beckett, is a
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repetitive system of description, or
subjectification, illustrating a body
living in a vast emptiness, but
affected by things. Lessness is a
construction of a subject on the
basis of the less, of what is made
less, even when the circumstances
attached to the original creation
superficially shift.

To me this idea sums up the core
proposition of the book around home
(lessness), namely, that “home” and
“homelessness” are not one the
opposite of the other, but are a mat-
ter of the same. They are both less-
ness machines. First, there is what
we conventionally call the “home-
less”. When you are labelled, or
described or perceived or named as
homeless, you are always subjecti-
fied on the basis of whatever you
lack; whatever you are supposedly
lacking. Lessness here includes also
the industries that are nominally
there to fill that less with something
else. Those are also working with a
proposition of lessness, because
they are always rendering you con-
tinuously in your path towards salva-
tion as a subject of the less. How?
By framing you as “poor”, framing
you as a recipient of welfare, framing
you as somebody who is constantly
reduced to something that is less
than the full subjectivity that you are
inhabiting.

Second, there is what we conven-
tionally call “home”. The procedural
lessness found on the other of home
(the “homeless”) is the same that
defines home as a place of habita-
tion for the many. Why? Because in
order to conceptualise and to create
ideals and materials of home within
contemporary racial capitalism, you
do need to render something else
as less.

Nature as less than the safety of
home. The animal other that is not
allowed to enter as the wild other.
The racialized other that is not
allowed to belong. There is this

constant anthropocentric, racial,
patriarchal, heteronormative gram-
mar of the homely; which is, as I
define it in the book, an expulsive
and extractive operation. It is not just
that the other is kept at bay, but the
other becomes needed to define the
homely.

So, “home” and its supposed
“other” are reproduction of the less.
And yet, the “homeless” (not just the
rough sleeper, but whatever subject
of the unhomely) is supposed to get
better, to get back home, or to be
saved by bringing them back home.
Now the problematization that I’m
trying to bring to the fore is simple:
what kind of home then? If the home
that we have is the same home that
is reproducing lessness for the
many, do we really want to go back
to that?

Or maybe in the work trying to bring
people back home and the work we
do to go home ourselves, we really
need to find a different horizon of the
housing political, as suggested also
by Madden and Marcuse (2016),
and many other housing justice
scholars such as Porter, Roy, Rolnik,
and others. In the book I am trying to
play with the necessity of construct-
ing that horizon but also, and maybe
this is the queer ethos running
through the book, I also don’t want to
provide that as an ultimate solution
that can apply to everybody.

The book, if you want, is more about
the methodology than the actual
political proposition. It is about pro-
viding a way of thinking about that
possible horizon. It is not for me to
say what the horizon needs to be,
but I might try to provide a way of
thinking about the problem.

DR: Yes, I really like that line that comes
at the end of Madden and Marcuse’s
book, which is really a prompt for the
reader, as you say, to go out and to
find a way to “internationalise” hous-
ing movements.
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I wanted to ask you about how this
plays out on the ground and some-
thing we talked a lot about in the
reading group was the idea of Hous-
ing First policies, which is completely
based on lessness. It starts from the
position that people who are home-
less need a home as a first port of
call, and all other services can be
built on the provision of a house. But
there is a tension here between the-
ory and practice; the theory of less-
ness and then how these ideas roll
out on the ground.

And maybe connected to this is the
need to stop using binaries, and to
start to talk about relationality. In
other words, that being housed and
unhoused within a capitalist housing
system, and homelessness and
being homed, are actually connected
and that we need to start by breaking
down the binaries that separate
these ideas.

ML: Thank you for that. Yes, the underly-
ing concept is about queering home
and homelessness, but that is not
fronted as the main conceptual
framework, because I wanted to the-
orise around the less and lessness
as grammars structuring wider geog-
raphies of dispossession around
habitation. In this sense the under-
lying conceptual work in the book is
very Deleuze and Guattari (1987).
Despite their limits, they do provide
a unique and powerful anti-
capitalist way of thinking beyond
binaries. Unfortunately, in geogra-
phy and in the social sciences this
crucial part of their work has almost
been forgotten. We have this
appropriation of particular singular
items, territorialization, deterrorisa-
tion, assemblages…

DR: Almost binaries in themselves.

ML: Exactly. Which are contrary to what
the actual ontology provides you
with. So, for me, it was important to
stay close to the original message of
that ontology, which requires to think

deeply relationally in the way you
are suggesting.

If you start from that, the question is
never about what something does,
but how something relates its doing
to other things. Take Housing First,
which I discuss in the book. That pol-
icy cannot be read just in terms of
what it does, but it needs to be read
as a machine of machines; not even
in Housing First, “housing” is “first”.
What comes first is a particular kind
of medicalization of the homeless in
1990s USA and the associated ide-
ologies of market-driven housing
approaches to housing.

Housing First is able to provide par-
ticular services to a very specific
population that has been extremely
well-defined, the chronically home-
less, addicted, rough sleeper, et
cetera, et cetera. But in doing so is
replicating that particular subjectifi-
cation of the other, which may seem
just as a conceptual problem. But in
reality, by doing that is providing for
the impossibility for a whole other
plethora of subjects to actually fight
for their home. It is notorious the way
in which, by concentrating all
resources on Housing First, with the
idea that was going to “end home-
lessness”, a wide range of precari-
ous, violent, housing conditions and
subjects were left to their own
devices (particularly in the context of
precariously housed families in NYC,
where the policy originated). The
problem here is not just related to
the ways in which Housing First has
been applied, but it is related to the
wider, deeper epistemic foundations
of how housing first codifies “hous-
ing” and “homelessness”.

Thinking beyond binaries is not just
an intellectual exercise. It’s about
getting to a level where the conver-
sation is not anymore about who we
house and who we don’t house, but
it is about the wider epistemic and
material frameworks within which
these operations are taking place.
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And these frameworks, to use
another term I use in the book, are
colonial because they require the
construction of an otherness that is
needed for our mainstream ideology
and political economy of home in the
West today. The consequences of
this construction of “home/home-
lessness” are very real and felt in
the life of the many, not just the
rough sleeper.

Crucially, to go back where we
started, a way of understanding the
weight of the colonial project of the
homely lies in hearing from countless
forms of mundane refusal to it. From
refusing hospitality in a municipality
shelter, to leaving your violently het-
eronormative household in search of
a place of queer belonging.

A set of writing that was inspiring for
me to think in this vein is the work of
Saidiya Hartman (2018, 2019), which
I came to know inspired by another
friend and author, AbdouMaliq
Simone (2022). In Hartman’s work,
but also in Simone’s, you can see
that precarious rough sleeper, errant
working class individuals, or racia-
lised young women, simply by refus-
ing a number of institutional helps,
and by physically occupying a num-
ber of urban spaces where they are
not supposed to belong, are embody-
ing and performing forms of proposi-
tional politics asserting a differential
form of habitation. Differential not in a
universal sense, but relating to the
violence these same subjects are
made to inhabit in the first place.

A proposition of this kind is fragile
and must not be romanticised. At the
same time, it cannot be forgotten or
colonised by rubrics of “capabilities”.
Liberatory propositions of habitation
from the site of dispossession do not
speak the language of the political
the way we are accustomed, which is
what Saidiya Hartman also says. In
the third part of the book I want to
work with these propositions of libera-
tion without providing a formula,

which would again replicate colonial
(epistemic and material) violence. I’m
interested instead in a way of thinking
that can contribute to conversations
where you, me and somebody else,
say our common friend Libby Porter
(see for example Porter & Kelly, 2022),
advances necessary epistemic ques-
tions around habitation.

DR: It’s funny you bring up Libby Porter,
because I was just thinking about
Libby Porter’s work as you were
speaking.I was thinking about if we
take this idea, that your book is onto-
logical, it’s epistemological, and it’s
locating something like homeless-
ness in this broader epistemological,
ontological frame. That’s exactly
what Libby is doing. Libby might say
that Indigenous peoples in Australia
have a land governance system,
they have a habitation system, they
have a housing system, they have a
planning system, and that we need
to locate what we call housing inside
this, and when we do, it actually
completely implodes what we think
housing is and how we can do hous-
ing.

And I think that’s what you’re doing,
and to go back to what you said
before about locating homelessness
and homelessness service provision
inside the history of the Catholic
Church is another way of doing this.
It’s saying, actually, there is a larger
epistemological, ontological frame
we can use to think about housing,
and this helps me make sense of
your book a little more, because
what you’re doing is providing a set
of epistemological tools to better
understand housing that can move
across geographies.

ML: I was pushed to think this way by the
peer review process of Duke
University Press. I was lucky enough
to have a wonderful Editor, Courtney
Berger, and two exceptional
reviewers, who really engaged with
the ideas of the book. One of the
reviewers was Katherine Brickell and
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the other one was Ananya Roy.
Ananya, at some point in her review
invited me to ground the work in a
specific geography and history. At
the time the manuscript was moving
from Italy to Romania, illustrating a
series of engagements but lacking a
clear emplacement. I followed her
suggestion and in the moment I
removed the Romanian work the epi-
stemic argument became stronger. I
was able to go deeper into the struc-
tural violent foundation of the fascist
and Catholic Italian home in ways
that wouldn’t have been possible.
I’m not necessarily writing a history
of homelessness in Italy, or a history
of housing precarity, or housing pol-
icy in Italy. But I’m trying to think with
the powers that are at play in
thinking homing from the geographic
signifier of Italy, in order to provide a
method to think with the question of
home (lessness) in Italy and beyond.
This conversation is similar to ways
of thinking that you, Katherine,
Libby, or Ananya are proposing
within your own thinking from your
own contexts.

DR: I want to end by asking you to help
me understand something in the
book, a tension between grand the-
ory and ethnographic practice.

Marx has had a profound impact on
housing studies, and there’s a whole
history of political economy of hous-
ing, which I really like, and I think
does a really productive job. And
then there’s another stream of work
that says, maybe we need to move
past this type of grand theory, and
we need more ground up, ethno-
graphic, minor theory work.

And I just wondered where your
book sits here, because I read a little
bit of everything in this book. Is that
a fair assessment?

ML: It’s a very good question. I don’t nec-
essarily like to quote Guattari,
because I think he was a wonderful
thinker but a terrible writer. He
wasn’t analytic at all. But there is a

passage when Guattari says, about
minor thinking: a minor way of think-
ing is a thinking that starts from the
minor, but it does not end there. It’s
a way of thinking that needs to go
back to the cosmological, needs to
go back to wider ecologies.

I think this is also the ways in which
feminists like Cindy Katz (1996)
have been writing about minor ways
of thinking. It’s a way of thinking that
starts from the language of the
minor, but it needs to return to the
structures of power that are making
the work of subjectification for us.
So, yes, I’m an ethnographer, but it
would be absolutely useless, con-
ceptually and politically, to just stop
at the everyday.

In the book I get very close to the life
of a number of people I was lucky to
encounter in my journeys in and
beyond Turin. Staying with the trou-
ble, as Haraway (2016) would have
it, of those encounters means to take
their extensive formations—and
propositional politics—seriously. It
means to get beyond whatever is
made of the subjects institutionally,
culturally, epistemically and to situ-
ate them in the wider geographies of
power they are entangled with,
across multiple lands of the less.

Working through home (lessness)
means centering experience and
structural power-formations, not just
at the level of the political economy
of housing, but also tapping into the
affective, the religious, the discursive
and so on. In there—within and
beyond the capture these material
and epistemic power constitute, to
say it with Simone—a differential
reading of habitation and its (in)jus-
tices emerges. It is a reading that is
not driven by understanding the life
of the one made “other” by home,
nor a reading where justice is
defined by the mere acquisition of
housing. Rather, it is an approach
interested in querying the role
housing—as a material and affective
geography of property, home/
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homelessness, patriarchy, racialisa-
tion and more—does have in consti-
tuting wider dispossessive
habitational grounds for the many.

DR: Thanks for the conversation. Is there
anything else you want to add?

ML: I would like to thank you and every-
one behind this.
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ENDNOTE
i Endnote by Dallas Rogers. Lancione (2023, p.1) opens this book
with the following sentence, “‘Sans’ is a short story in French, writ-
ten in 1969 by Samuel Beckett (1970), later translated into English
under the title ‘Lessness’.” Lancione spends a good chuck of the
opening chapter of this book further developing the idea of ‘less-
ness’ from Beckett’s initial starting point. I think the following couple

of sentences best captures, at least in a succinct form, Lancione’s
(2023), p.5) notion of lessness in this work. “The book focuses on
the constitutive crossroads of home and its defined other, homeless-
ness. As I expand upon later, I do not conceive of lessness as
limited to this juncture. The affective and political economy of
constituting others as subjects of lack—what I refer to as expul-
sion—and the related appropriation of a varied set of values from it
(extraction) well encompass what generally and most commonly is
defined as home and homelessness”.
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