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Relief Without a Rool: The Emergence
of a Policy Discussion on Amencan
Homelessness 1980-1996
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Aid to Families with Dependent Children - War on Poverty program that amended the New
Deal Aid to Dependent Children program to include aid for unemployed fathers. Welfare
reform under the Clinton Administration replaced this program with TANF (Temporary
Assistance For Needy Families) in 1996.

Community Development Block Grant — Authorized by the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 to replace community grant programs into larger consolidated
grants.

Community for Creative Non-violence — This committee, spearheaded largely by famed
advocate Mitch Snyder, relentlessly pushed for a more serious federal commitment to
eradicating national homelessness, drawing much attention to the issue through various
awareness campaigns, hunger strikes, and court testimony.

Comprehensive Homeless Assistance Plan — Statute outlined in Title V, Subtitle A of the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, requiring cities requesting for federal
funding to submit their plans for homeless ass programs and

Federal Emergency Management Agency
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Introduction

In a decade when sleeping bags, shopping carts and other symbols of homeless street
dwelling came to increasingly shock and horrify the American public, academic Richard Ropers
offered his critique at the emerging political conversation surrounding this community:

The mythology that would have us believe that the homeless are all “lazy, crazy,
drugged or doped” or as President Reagan would have us believe - that the
homeless freely choose their hfestyle and are simply modern-day gypsies — is
nothing more than : ctim" ideology based on cxaggcmtcd

tbe mal nature and origins of this scnous
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Discussions on homelessness today generally cither assert criticism for the homeless
themselves as morally accountable or call for structural reforms to what stems from a federal
problem. Many Americans have drawn on moral criticisms to characterize many of the poor as

against providing any form of relief - bemwmpqlw ‘or permanent — to the homeless population
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explicit acknowledgement of public housing availability and affordability as a major policy goal,

but largely neglected this goal in practice. Ultimately, the George H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton

administrations did not de

om enduring precedents of locality, emergency funding and
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analytical stance toward a comprehensive approach and acknowledged the inadequacies of

neless ~ like welfare and public housing - ultimate
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Any discussion on contemporary American homelessness necessarily draws on the
various legacies of ideologies toward the poor. Most critical to the development of an initial
policy approach under Presidentkeasnnwas his characterization of the poor as dependent.
Reagan’s undersmndingf lessness

'ﬂﬂnns the 1980s as personally driven — i.e. as personal
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ersonal initiative framed Reagan’s initial policy
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toward wandering communities persisted in both in America and Europe, deriding the ‘vagrants’
in Europe, migratory non-laboring ‘tramps’ in the post-Civil War America, and finally those who
neither worked nor migrated - ‘bums’.’ '
This established precedent of dependenceasachuaﬂeﬁution of poor Americans
dh ot ' American homelessness has been

sitvates the enduring ideology within which cor
understood. Much the same way that cor g. zabethan Eﬂﬂmd resisted initiatives
i | !

intended to manage aid for the | wand as for fear that providing such
relief would enable a sense of ‘ r 2 po lation comemporary critics of

welfare for poor America
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condemn their institutional relief. This critique of their character drew on an alleged widespread

availability of work — a fallacy of the time.’

Continuing the tradition against dependence, President Roosevelt's New Deal legislation

created the first instance of an American welfare state, but sought to limit the negative

consequences of providing relief o dlsphoed “able-bodied” individuals. Initial programs

") 4\

established to provide work reliet‘ ~ such as the Fedeml Emergency Relief Administration —met

over one-fifth of the population by 1934.° Worried that th %g‘ovemmem should “quit this relief

* Michael Katz, Poorhouse, 92. :

® James T. Patterson, America's s Struggle Again
M). R

’ Ibid, 60. -

* Michael Katz, Poorhouse, 235.

* Rossi, Down and Out in America, 18,



corresponding cultural labels toward this changing population have likewise shifted. Scholars
assert that the term *homeless’ first entered the American poverty vernacular in the nineteenth
century, but only came into use much later in thetwenuethemmry" In colonial times, the

presence of a ‘wandering poor’ caused MMM%M@OMMM&% aneed to ‘warn

their transitory localities."" While man;

within colonial communities, eigh

Transformations ofthe“Wm_ﬁ.& Po

I ey

1) "”"U’
SR

e P ST by 2

ANCTCAN

A
ANOICrs drasiicd A
bt d O B it navenme At




collected by transient centers funded by the Federal Emergency Relief Act of 1933 — a central
tenet of New Deal legislation - reflected a population largely young, single, white and male, and
likewise reflected a population far too vast to occupy the Skid Rows and numerous shantytowns
set up to contain them."* Though the outbreak of World War I in the next decade absorbed many
of the homeless into the armed forces and booming wartime industries, homelessness and the

presence of skid row ghettoes still persisted, albeit with less dense populations.'®

Rossi then explains how %04%7 s and 1980s witnessed the advent of a “New

Homeless”, steeped in _8°ﬂ ificat ition and ‘mquent datmcnon with no replacement — of the
N, * E | A ‘A- \) %

inner-city skid rows that the or once called home.'” Far different from the “old
i

homeless™who were: -. gely confined to certain sections of large citics, homelessness began to
s¢ who weren't living in cheap
ces on steam grates, in bus stations
c-wllpalso hosted an unprecedented
:king image of American destitution

' Rossi, Down and Out in Americ
** Ibid, 30. '
' Ibid, 33.
"* Ibid, 35.




deinstitutionalization, housing, income assistance and emergency relief in particular have

ignored the realities of the American homeless population and of the American poor in general.

N

This introduction has outlined how centuries-old characterizations of the poor first emerged in an

American poverty discussion. Chapter One will draw
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hapter One: The “Discovery" 0 and ial Po esponse

Harvey Veith, chairman on the Federal Task Force on the Homeless, once gave his
summation of federal policy toward the homeless in response to advocate Mitch Snyder:

As you are aware, local governments and local providers throughout the country
have t.aken responsibility for the homeless. The federal government will continue
to assist local communities by providing surplus facilities, food and clothing, as
well as medical and other commitment. The concerns that you raise in your letter
should properly be directed to the DC government.'’

Veith sent the letter in response to one of the many accusations Snyder had made against the
federal government for abandoningm)ymlablhty for the growing number of American
homeless. The quote indeed

sented what would become the Reagan administration’s

standard reaction to the mphony@Mrmm‘feduﬂaid toward the homeless: that this

responsibility was a local issue, ¢

ent on local need and local resources.
Months earlier, Snyderhadstagedalhungetmkoin the nation’s capitol to draw attention

drawing attention to federaldeﬁmdmgforshellersandothermoum for America’s most needy

its failed promise to grant $5 million for one of DC’s |

shelters to bring it back to living standards.

relocation. Snyder wasted no time in making the ¢

hunger strikes, marches to the capitol, and a suit ag:

¥ White House Memo, Federal Task Force on the Hom
Representative Mitch Snyder, August 1984, Box 19, OA 13795
Robbins V. Reagan Folder II, Ronald Reagan Library.



earning himself the status of “publicity hound” for the homeless.* The ensuing Robbins V.
Reagan case would go on for months, in which the federal government and Community for

Creative Non-Violence negotiated what an adequate “model shelter” for the homeless mi ghiclook
like.

resulted in a policy stu

of a policy based inlocal alleviator




consciousness by 1984, when articles about the homeless jumped significantly.”* Actual
estimates of American homelessness by the early eighties continue to vary enormously, and
contentiously. The first systematic national survey of homelessness by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in 1980 troubled advocates, who questioned its low estimate
and “snowball” strategy thatpmjemdrnaﬁonal estimates based only on large-scale interviews in
select cities. Similarly, the famous Rossi study in Chicago received criticism in its ignorance of

for the famed Com mur /\ ) ‘ I Mmat C_ong'css make federal

buildings available as shelters for the homeless.™ The CCNV would prove to be an unrelenting

"..ar S

* Peter H. Rossi, Down and Out in
Chicago Press, 1989), 15.

23 Jamshid Momeni, Homelessness bl
* United, “Water, Electricity Lack Raises D
The Federal Response to the Homeless Crisi
* Interagency Council on the Homeless. ?"
the Subcommittee on Housing and Commi
Urban Affairs, House of Repmcnﬁwc. .

Congress, 1.



House of Representatives deeming homelessness a national crisis that was impossible to ignore,
emphasizing the welfare of families and children in paniclllar.“ The bill, HR 558, proposed the
means of providing shelter, food and health».mpﬂinatﬁr?thmﬁsh systems and programs already

in place and funded by the Federal

: iy L S 2
McKinney's legislative moves, paired with th
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resource for use as a shelter.”” The
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1982, made the first effort to document the national problem. Currently the organization

continues to contribute prolific research and publication to the homelessness crisis. The NCH
estimation between two and three million vastly overshadowed the Committee on Government

Operations’ 1985 low estimate of 250,000.2*

For representative McKinney, originally nebulous understandings of homelessness soon

changed to explicitly blame the state for flawed policies toward the mentally ill. In his first call

di tified deinstitutionalization of the mentally
posed another bill to the house, H.R.

tutionalized mentally ill in particular:

- -
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funding for these local centers and necessary personnel never fully materialized, most patients
formally under their auspices failed to maintain their medication regimen and left previously

state-led supervision. With no mediator to navigate the bureaucracy of social service, released

response.””
Academic Advocacy — St ". r al
By the mid-cighties, _:«_:f%r?

“crisis”. Alvin L. Schoor, us
York Times editorial *V

ey .‘./

Dins




summarized the President’s national welfare strategy. Drafted by the Working Group on Low
Income Opportunity, the report largely dismissed the problem of American poverty as “inflated”

since non-cash assistance like food stamps was not routinely counted in poverty figures.* The

document blames the vast federal oversupply of both cash and non-cash assistance to far too

ORIy

population in Chicago, Peter Rossi

‘ambi - term “home] 1ing that to be homeless was clearly the
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Nh %
" .
aomic
'~ o«

-
4

registered far higher on the American consciol

* White House Issue Brief “Up From Dependency”, 6 Februar
WHORM Subject File, Ronald Reagan Library. i
* Rossi, Down and Out in America, 11.

* Ibid, 15.



Under the mounting pressure of this collective litigation, protest and academic critique,

President Reagan adopted a persona that at least feigned growing concern for homelessness. In
the spirit of awareness, or perhaps to quell mounﬁngdmmgaim his administration’s
allegedly harmful policies, Reagan declared the week of June 25 in 1986 National Homelessness

Awareness Week." Earlier efforts in pub :
that homelessness was becoming a maj
allocation $140 million FBMAA' ALt

Then in 1986, the first collaboration between congressr

R A OIS N AT Homeless
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Person’s Survival Act. Though a landmark precedent, this act never came through. Some of this
legislation did make it into what became the Urgent Relief for the Homeless Act, calling for
urgently needed assistance to the homeless, with special emphasis on families and children.*’
This legislation ultimately came to pass through both houses in Congress, and after the death of

its most vocal Congmss:onaladvocateStcwan McKinney, Congress deemed it the Stewart B.

gned into law in 1987, reflected the Reagan

A-\x-r % "

..’—(

prioritizing mental il 1ess & neless as a major policy aim.*? The federally induced
shortage in houmngdicft polic _'ZA:';—"}'-? .n a primary cause for the ‘new homeless’
that had emerged-un’dé:ij he

Shelter for the Homelesm 198331'»@¢

& Swm McKinney, Hearing before the Subcom
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affdxs
First Session on H.R. 558, A Bill to Provndo
oflbeﬁomless.withspechlemphasison
February 4, 1987, 32.
*! Neil Shumsky, Homelessness: A
unpnm of ABC-CLIO, LLC, 2012), 235. A
* United States, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assis
of Docs. U.S. G.P.O. distributor, 1987). J
* Foscarinis, M. “The Federal Response: The Sw 3, |
Homelessness in America (1996): 160-171.



passing created a new independent federal agency, the Interagency Council on the Homeless, to
oversee financial aid to homeless people as emergency relief.
This federal acknowledgement of homelessness was unprecedented, since other programs

me |

legislation increased the homeless ,{J ion's eligibility for progra

Supplementary Secun;y Wy
- . N e S
S,

previously more difficult with certai

things.**
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temporary institutionalized residence, or a public/private place not designed for the
accommodation of human beings.**Martha Burt - a prolific commentator on American
homelessness - argued in several works the importance of this definition in the actual distribution
of funds for homeless individuals. Arguing that an adequate attack on homelessness should
encompass a holistic attack on poverty itself, Burt asserted the limitation of a literally homeless

definition in its exclusion OLWMimmnenuy at risk residing in motels, doubled up in

dwellings, surviving ofﬁ

f funding, those responsible for delegating

the funding and process by which fundin; n need. Title II of the act commits to
establish an Interagency C ndependent entity within the executive

branch of the government.
(FEMA) as the main admi

management in which mayor or o s of local government designate sites deserving of

S b | . |
Federal Funding for Co ....m.\ }:,d mtheMcmmy

Provisions in Kinney Act s )\;s I oul (-,,:,n- e to be an enduring

mndmhomelessassxsme-agpondy s on d .- entralizi ng fu

nr

the burden of determining which local governmen

- Ibtd 163.

*" Martha Burt “Homelessness: Definitions and Counts in lo
Baumohl for The National Coalition for the Homeless



receive federal grants to provide services for the homeless. FEMA funds thus traveled a long
path from the national board, to local boards who then designated the recipient local service
providers. These providers then distributed grants to local community rehabilitation centers and

shelters, under whose auspices the grants worked toward whichever program that site deemed

critical. .
Emergency Relief - Band-Aid for a Budd

Funding for the McKinney relied on emergency
outlined provisions for m i
housing, administered thmugh

program under the Homeless H

.......
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i ledge an
were these initiatives by and large unfunded, but the overall hesitance to acknowledg

tionwide
American crisis in low-income housing neglected any real approach to resolving the nation

issue.

One program outlined in McKinney did seck to address shortage of low-income housing,
and proved to be. @ﬁwmuh%gl in housing policy for the following decade. The McKinney
created the Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Program for Single Room Occupancy (SRO)

SN0 B

comfortable with shrugging any

AN

Ao e A

** United States, Dept. of Housing an
Research, Report to Congress on SROs for the
(Washington, D.C.: Ofﬁoeofl’olicy
Developmenl. 1990), 1.

* Wagner, Confronting Homelessness, 103




administration’s files entitled The Federal Government and the Family quoted in plain terms that

“Government dare not try to steer the course of the housing market.”*

The process of a tightening market for affordable housing thus began in the cighties.

Inflation-adjusted rents and poverty rates started to rise in the late seventies and into the early

s

cighties; by 1987, over 60% of low-income households devoted more than half of their incomes

to rent.>? Low-cost housing — both prival




Overall, housing policies resulted in huge decreases in the available stock of affordable
housing for low-income residents. Aside from failed promises in surplus properties, remaining

provisions of the McKinney act delineated general funds for health care, education, training and

community service programs, but did not specifically explain any indication of federal




Characterizations of dependence situate the administration’s attitudes toward both the

homeless population and poverty in general. Calling upon the long-standing American tradition

of stigmatization of poor relief, the Reagan administration feared the consequences of social

assistance that destroyed the work ethic of the able-qui By the early eighties, policy

4% ¢

memos circulated within the white house dunng Ibel{elmadmhlsuﬁon remained

overwhelmingly preoccupied with this system o8 ﬁ‘”w
took no time at all to establish within lns

v‘

proceeded to focus on both depen(lemy and ill

LF N A

welfare state.* Mainly cowmg olicymakers

food stamps, Medicaid, housm an d




that homeless people were homeless by choice, lacking in personal initiative to pull themselves

out of poverty.*

Alongside personal choice, Reagan’s diagnosis of homelessness cited mental illness and
alcohol and drug dependence as primary causes. In one policy briefing entitled Homeless Issue in
1984, the authors explicitly deliberate the federal government’s role in providing assistance to

the “chronically homeless™ population in America. The roughly twenty-page document
concludes that the largely “mentally ill, f
alcoholic or otherwise drug dependent i
population... [disable] themselves from
Jjoining the mainstream of society and
conventional forms of social service
assistance.”®

Reagan put much faith in the
power of American voluntarism to dismiss

the issue of homelessness from federal

policy concern. In the same Homeless

Issue, the authors state that historically, Pos %207

non-profit providers — including churches : S

mmmm:mmlllmr ENSTEAD OF
and the Salvation Army — principally s Sl

/4

aided the homeless. The report suggests that this focus should continue, at the community

level ®

> Herbert Block, Herblock Through the Looking Glass, 1st ed. (New York: NMOD,IM.)ZS

® Homeless Issue Policy Brief, 1984, Box 43, WHORM: Michael Deaver Files, Series I, Ronald Reaga
Library. - Series I, Ronald Reagan




The non-profit institutions responsible for managing McKinney funding soon complained
of the inadequacy of emergency aid to form the primary response to homelessness. In a separate
policy briefing, also drafted in 1984, the authomdi;gﬂosedsa.predominamly mentally ill
homeless population as the most deserving of aid — ememancy ‘aid in particular. Their plan of

attack to care for those mentally ill, in particu -aﬁicm ' .multiple disorders, included a

ur--v' ’Y

basic three-tiered strategy that prioritized ¢ ‘_

apparatus to link those most in needwith

r .:'[z'uv-'h r C "y |‘|\|x't[



movements in the advocate periodical “The Volunteer”, expressing the capacity for citizens to
“solve public problems though private actions™.*” He made this policy aim clear to his colleagues
as well, sending a letter to the governors stressing the need for private American enterprises to

take on the burden of involvement in community affairs.*® Specifically, Reagan asserted that as a

. £ R e e : :
mainstream initiative, this volunteer movement could compensate for the federal cutbacks in

L 4 W

N
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problem. President Reagan’s conceptions of a volunteerist state as the ideal source of social

stability situated these proposed solutions in local relief for the national problem. For the next

administration, many of the decenmﬁzed-smgieszofnommnnigzefomsed-acﬁon continued, but

emphasize the private sector as main sou
inner-city poor in general. The critical

RO AT AT

in practice — which mostly rea




Upon his nomination to new HUD secretary by President George H. W. Bush in late 1988,
former football quanerba‘ckﬁlack‘l(gmp made the following statement:

I have an audaciolga fa{m‘
forourdnstxmed‘ cit

: ,..a_ndjoblcssness. He has asked
ivate entelpnse job creation strategy

-.-{_c"lu.:H,”',.'_'.}



consciousness by the late 1980s. Kemp observed this national preoccupation with decaying

inner cities as a venue to posit his ideas of private investment as an adequate solution to address

inner-city decay and jointly, homelessness. AR St R

focus on private economic mwmogl re:

.....

critically resigned anyfeda'almommg
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emergency relief demonstrated the profound inertia the McKinney Act had imposed on any

following policies toward ¢

Kemp's leadership somewhs it revampec the approach toward America’s homeless by
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housing by more than 4 percent.” Additionally, Burt observed that the administration had failed

. Many private owners in the sixties

caa, mo
mtehent o et Apd




Public Housing as Private Enterprise: HOPE Legislation and an Inner-City Discourse
Maintaining the previous administration’s stalwart resistance to increased federal

spending on housing, HOPB(queowmhip and Opportunity for People Everywhere)

legislation provided the

ISR

of Kemp's approach toward inner-city poverty as a localized

N ¥

to ms r ghbmeowﬁership possible.

un; v, likewise avoids the question
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National Affordable Housing Act of 1990 similarly sought to expand federal funding for both

housing down payments and rental assistance, albeit with some partial assistance from private

yt\"

augmented affordable bousmz
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The new idea of “Opportunity Society" focused additionally on investment potential to
introduce housing to depressed areas. As the most visible victims of a perceived urban crisis, the
homeless gained Kemp’s attention, as did as the disappearance of 4.5 million low-income units
since 1973. Enterprise zones represented the site of a new “opportunity” for the American dream,
where government support for deregulation could invite jobs and housing via private investment
in depressed areas where dilapidated public housing deteriorated or ceased to exist completely.
Ideally, this investment would allow public housing residents to gain a stake in their own
communities and in their own future through the introduction housing competition in the private
market, and subsequently more widely available job and living opportunities. *

Kemp blamed barriers to private enterprise — in the form of government regulation - for

inner-city poverty. Citing the postwar era’s erosion of the urban economic base as initial culprit

for the deteriorated inner city, Kemp advocated for a restoration of the economic base of inner

** David O. Maxwell, “Remarks by Bush and Kemp at News.” The New York Times, 20 December 1988,
Box 246, Folder 2, Library of Congress. TR A Dt 4

. 49«:‘



cities to fuel economic growth and subsequently job creation via entrepreneurial capitalism.
“Without jobs and an equity share in the system. emp argued, “poor people can hardly be

expected to afford decent housing. Employmen it step out of poverty, but government

4
27 h > ho 5

has...acted as a barrier separating would-be busine

creativity.”®
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nation’s inner cities”, and the huge disadvantages faced by its minority occupants.”” Many
commentators speculated that the Bush administration’s new focus on urban decay reflected a
preoccupation with garnering the Black vote.*™® The very visible chaos of rioting in Los Angeles
prompted not only a visit from Bush himself, but also a newfound reception to Kemp's ideas that

focused revitalizing America's depressed urban centers. ™

Kemp drew on preexisting conceptions of the urban “Underclass” to frame the LA riots
and widespread shame of homelessness to frame his policy focus on inner city revitalization.
Namely, he manipulated this discourse to reify his analysis that private - not public - investment
into these urban centers comprised the most effective solution. Whether or not these policy
motivations meant to garner the African American vote as some speculated, many commentators

remarked on Jack Kemp as a pragmatic and idealistic politician who came to advocate for a

¥’ Editorial, The Plain Dealer, *Action, before more cities burn” 19 May 1992, Jack Kemp Papers, Box
246, Folder 9, Library of Congress.

* “Can Kemp's doctrine help house the poor?’ The San Diego Union, 7 May 1989, Jack Kemp Papers,
Box 246, Folder 1, Library of Congress.

* Danziger, “So I said Urban Crisis? Nothing my pal Jack Krump can’t take care of!” in The Christian
Science Monitor, Box 246, Folder 1, Jack Kemp Papers, Library of Congress.
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noted “underclass” of poor inner city dwellers. Contemporary newspapers speak of how liberals

and conservatives alike welcomed his concanmtbﬂmpllgbtofmnet cities, sporting headlines

like “Kemp rises from LA Riot's ashes"'
Underclass™ in one article describing his 3

1991.”° Many conservative 2
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In this decade, Secretary Kemp thus reframed the homelessness debate in inner city turmoil

instead of personal choice or state-led deinstitutionalization as previous representatives had done.

Though housing reformers i g -;.'r th and twentieth centuries had long before noted the

congested and uns

pei '0dl c problem, but a result of several
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The “Underclass” debate, prior to Kemp's urban approach, focused on the roles
housing policies, segregation and deindustrialization h: in shaping the history of the

“destruction” of American inner cities. Scholars no policies of exclusion in the housing

market and changes in employment patterns rearranged the inner city, relocating jobs from inner

city industry to the servieefseetor-" istea
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£ross income to twenty-five.'™ In the aftermath of the Los Angeles riots, President Bush made

the last-ditch effort to visit riot-stricken areas to assess the poor communities’ needs directly.

Sparked largely by his visit to Los Angeles a week after the riots had started, President Bush

ultimately embraced Kemp

with an all-to fam

erstandinge
IS

o Tinawa™ AL "\){\lﬂ y
'\t".l"'f‘ £ p d 'J “icr, & J
XSG e acne '
. s




housing to those who need it most. Further, Kemp argu es plainly that homelessness .

foremost an issue of mental illness, and that HUD should allow HHS absorb the majority of

o (TF 1271 ““.

homeless assistance programs.'” Though this document replaces Kemp's original approach to
&
joblessness with mental illness as the p

oA

durable theme of his oontribm_imml_ deral inlyetaedt

from the agency, Kemp m&b' .:

private lnalket’s prOViSiont.-ofj |-:~:’- or America s THOSE

approach to homelessness, and p ; < inoer

agency to initiate policies
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We must address the problems that render people homeless in the first place

rather than focusing simply on getting them off the streets for the night. That is
Wwhy I'have designated addressing homelessness as my number one priority.'™
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homelessness markedly differently from other administrations in his analysis of it as a problem
stemming from several cross-cutting issues. Advocates lauded this approach, which sought to
more comprehensively analyze homelessness as a result of several interacting policies and to

formulate a more streamlined approachtgwmandmolﬁng it. However, ultimately this

on rehabilitative services and permanent affordable
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In practice, Clinton’s version of homeless policy did not match his promises. Instead,
earlier practices emphasized community-based solutions and concomitant decreases in direct
federal assistance for housing occurred.'™ Additionally, major expansions homeless grants and
housing vouchers in the Section 8  program occurred alongside the decrease in direct federal
housmg """ Housing programs serving low-income households fell $856 million below fiscal

as an effort (o cater to conservative Democrats
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\ _gih h y in budget policy. Even more
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Gutting the safety net critically affected those poor Americans either at-risk of or
already experiencing homelessness. Clinton requested for some vast social investments,
including Head Start, unemployment benefits and most importantly his extension in 1993 of the

Earned Income Tax Credit, which he promised to more than double the funding to make as large

RO
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as AFDC or food stamps;,"2 However, in pm;’ ice, | Clinton .,:,*ui ed to moderates calling for a
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objective was a comprehensive approach to homelessness focusing on emergency shelter,

rehabilitative services, and permanent affordable housing.'"*

Some gains in a eoondinatedaidstmcgy began to emerge under Cisneros’s leadership.

According to information gathe SHAPC (National Survey of Homeless Assistance

al ' reless assistance programs available in 1988
increased greatly by 19 ‘“
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abusers or affected with AIDS, or suffering from accidents or serious illness, bouts of
homelessness became common once they were pushed over the edge.
This document presents the question: was Clinton-era homeless assistance policy cither

a continuation of or departure from the smus_,quo'km progress toward more specific policy

| wﬁat);ggbeen left out of the administration’s

eless agency was virtually absent from all

- homeless and very poor should be

Om « 1992 McKinney Amendments
iepation of homeless people i

¢ funding. This report urged that

this should beahigb-:mﬁﬁ




By the carly 1990s however, some American cities sought a more structured approach,
and began their own campaigns to organize demographic statistics of recipients into fledgling
databases for service reference. One New York City commission pioneered the first semblance

of what would become a continuum of care approach, in which different community agencies

ensive system of provisions for the homeless community,'?

1994, HUD had revamped its old

‘:."3: ion based on individual agency grants to




Act had relied on funding from several different departments: Housing and Urban Development,
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Health and Human Services, Veterans Affairs,
Education, and Labor.'? To evolve from this previous interagency strategy, Cisneros crafted his
own vision for homeless assistance in the direction of his own model program, the D.C. Initiative
of the Homeless. Cisneros's main goal sought to restructure the federal and local relationship in

addressing homelessness. Though he did co tinue significant vate sector participation, he

advocated for an approach M"w hom less as a com oblem that the private sector
alone could not solve. " g

Other advocates praised this ap
headway in funding momdlmm ess - | [Roman, VP of
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Though never enacted, the Housing Choice and Community Investment Act of 1994
proposed to congress an example of more comprehensive legislation toward the homeless
population. According to Cisneros, the bill set out an ambitious agenda to reduce homelessness,

improve public housing, expand affordable housing, enforce fair housing and further empower
ict's failure to pass symbolically alluded to what

policy: that for the most part, the visions

----------
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Analysis of McKinney funds spent during the first three years of Clinton’s

administration reveals the primary commitment of funding to emergency programs over housing.

According to agency total charts, spending on “Shelter Plus Care"” — devoted to those housed in

monthly newsletter, interagenc

world know what will conti _
-t ¥ N

however, this effort was largely un
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were included in the NAHA, but received no FY93 funding from Clinton. Massive funding

shortages also affected Section 8 housing, a program critical for low-income renters.
Public Housing in the Private Market - Section Bn‘ousing for Homeless Individuals
Section 8 housing emerged as a new form of housing assistance that provided

incentives to lower the rents for low-income hous:

income housing. This program, started in the

B
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provision by incentivizing the private sec

to the landlord and favorable tax

lording as the federal govern *nt’s mair
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awarded based on a basis of nationwide competition. No single city or urban county could
receive more than ten percent of the funds available.'™

By the carly 1990s however, NCH advocates had:poi'med-ont:m shortages in Section

8 housing certificates severely compromised people on the edge of homeless

McKinney transitional housing programs required participants to eng in job training or other

self-sufficiency activities, but then would have troub

P

prospects for getting Section 8 cemﬁcam.l”h heir
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Housing (NCSDH) to press the issue, and found 86,000 public units — 6% of the 1.4 million units

nationally — “severely distressed” in terms of serious crime rates, barriers to managing the

_F}‘_(_? ion im d BOPBVlas an innovative program drawn
on principles of community enrichment, in reality the objective itself ran alongside a preexisting

trend of urban ;;»(-';;'.v.  gentrification that id alr place in major cities by the
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Deconcentration of Poverty

HOPE VI championed the de-concentration of poverty as one of its main initiatives,

drawing on the scholarship documenting the negaxlweﬂ'ect&ofpoveny concentration. Several

SN

in the decades previous. Ideally, by d
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community-based solutions.'** Market preferences in community investment carried on extended

for rebuilding communities’ economic bases.'*® The

the policy of enterprise zones as a stralegy
HUD Blueprint for Reinvention planned to Mve_ly,_cﬂt funds to assisted housing: the ...
deepest cuts of any cabinet agency affecting cities” according to journalist Cameron Whitman.'*

Whitman pointed out that the conso g block grants into three major ones
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The Declining Safety Net: Policy to “End Welfare as We Know It”

Likewise, the policy promise to assess homelessness comprehensively omitted welfare

provision as a major factor of homeless assislane‘e;-ﬂliae’polky.-pmuﬁse to approach homelessness

interactively fell to the wayside when the Republic:

restructure the social safety net that wonldhl e

N
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high enough for housing. Clinton commi v:ﬁ

Clinton-era poverty a
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10 cap any growth in funding for poverty entitlement programs at 2%.'*" Other provisions made
drastic cuts: those who did not establish paternity with their children faced decreased benefits,
most resident aliens were denied benefits as well as the transfer of several nutrition programs to
the states as block grants. Lastly, in order to livc up o ) the. promise to “end welfare as we know

it" and transform the system from that of pemmm 0 temporary assistance, Clinton

signed off on limiting welfare benefits to "? T ! t_ively and five years total.

e as we know it”,

. -f\\*

In simultancously oommming'
Clinton effectively divorced po ert
approach to the issue. Advo S WO
addition to lack of affordable;:’ OUS
groups of homeless people.'*? By
had concluded that the inherent
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The assertion that lack of “political will” prevented an adequate response to American

homelessness appeared true. With no concrete efforts to follow through with the original policy
1.! w-‘ q‘n B
platform commitments of expanded affordable housing or a:more ooo:dlnalcd strategy, advocates
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Summary and Conclusions

ied th
Overwhelmingly, the most durable appmac_h to homelessness from 1980-1996 denied the
need for a federal commitment to providing adequate access to affordable housing for low-
income Americans, and subsequently to the homeless. The genesis of the McKinney Act in 1987

emergency aid, while actual implementation of the required fund a uggnt;-bas'conﬁnuously

fallen short. N
While analytical approaches to homelessness did transform
administration, policies on 1
administered, privately fur ded and primaril driven ¢
Rhetorically, each administration emphasized tt
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situated these proposed solutions in local relief for the national problem. As later manifestations

of homeless provision would demonstrate, this formula for assistance profoundly endured.

Leadership of HUD Secretary Kemp under the Bush administration shifted the focus

from accusations of personal choice or state-led deinstitutionalization to a more urban-centered

s

solution to the problem.




policies toward the homeless reified policy inertia set up by McKinney a decade earlier, which
focused primarily on strategies of emergency assistance to decentralized localities in lieu of
preventative policies of income and affordable housing provision.

In conclusion, the policy inertia set into motion during the 1980s proved difficult to move
away from in later administrations, which mw?mm decentralized, locally
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Plenty of critics — both inside and out of the political system — have continuously
questioned the relief-only response to homelessness, and opposed its continued implementation.
In 1992, then senator Al Gore from Tennessee acknowledged the well intended, but ultimately

insufficient, provisions outlined in lhcrenewed '

American poor in general _ vg de
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for AFDC."* Just as states like Massachusetts, Michigan, California, Illinois, Ohio and New

Jersey were eliminating general assistance, recipients of this aid increasingly experienced

147

inability to pay rent.
Counterattacks for Awareness: Economlcmghts‘wﬂwnmlh“

associated discourses, Nz m ‘;f what h
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Foscarinis continues to assert true systemic change in several poverty policies as the step
to prevent and ultimately end homelessness in the United States. Taking the Housing Act’s
promise a step further, Foscarinis advocates for policy change to make decent and affordable

housing a human right. She asserts that a paradigm shift that takes economic rights seriously can
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better address economic justice to mobilize effective poverty f_ilil_'g:y.:" :
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Homelessness Beyond Housing
. .
ness is not an issue of housing policy
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