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ABSTRACT
REDEFINING THE HOMELESS EXPERIENCE IN MICHIGAN
By
John Robert Girdwood

As inequality increases throughout America, the most destitute individuals lack upward
mobility while conditions continue to get worse for those in extreme poverty. The purpose of
this study is to gain a firsthand understanding of the consequences of rising inequality in
Michigan communities, with emphasis on college towns and deindustrialized cities. I produce
grounded theory supporting the argument that the homeless experience is becoming increasingly
diverse. Homeless individuals are those who have the fewest life chances and whose lifestyle, a
navigation of circumstance, results in stasis. Social forces produce the conditions that homeless
individuals cope with. Homeless individuals perform coping strategies in public, behavior that
contributes to socially constructed identities. Because they are socially ostracized from the
public, homeless people are perhaps one of the most stereotyped and stigmatized groups in
America. When seen in public spaces, the “homeless” distinction evokes certain preconceived
notions about financial standing, alternative options, and lifestyle choices. I analyze data from a
three-year ethnography along with casual interviews, surveys, and visual ethnographic data to
build a mixed methods approach exploring homeless phenomena. I suggest more qualitative

research is necessary to study the social problem of homelessness in America.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Homelessness is a social problem that predates the American Revolution. Despite social
and economic developments since that time, current responses to the problem are similar to
solutions attempted hundreds of years ago. Colonial town leaders distinguished between
impoverished residents and non-residents, creating a group of “transient poor” (Rossi, 1991:17).

There have been subgroups of homeless individuals ever since.

Hoboes, also spelled “hobos,” were the predominant post-bellum homeless characters
until the Depression Era (Higbie, 2003). That identity morphed generally into the Skid Row
wino from the 1930s until urban renewal in the 1960s (Peterson & Maxwell, 1958; Wallace,
1965, 1968; Wiseman, 1979). Although Bahr (1967) argued that Skid Row was disappearing
nationally in major cities like Detroit, some media framed the situation differently. “Skid row
didn’t die. It just moved” when it was displaced from its Michigan Avenue location in Detroit in
1963 (“Detroit builds slum ‘hotel,”” 1964:3). Homelessness changed dramatically in Michigan

during the 1960s.

The “bums” who migrated to Detroit from Chicago a decade earlier were pushed out of
the Motor City mile between Washington and Trumbull Avenues by gentrification in 1965, a
collective urban renewal effort totaling $152,000,000 (“Chicago Skid Row crackdown causes
exodus to Detroit,” 1949; Mahan, 1965). Whether individuals moved to “slum hotels” or
highway construction displaced neighborhoods, social forces changed the landscape of
homelessness in Midwestern American urban centers like Detroit. Most of the major changes
occurred during the 1960s. A second wave of urban renewal began in Detroit during the 1990s.
The MGM Grand Casino opened in 1999 and the Detroit Tigers vacated the baseball stadium the
same year. Skid Row in Detroit scattered even more.
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The modern form of the social problem started as early as the 1870s (Kusmer, 2001;
National Coalition for the Homeless, 2009). Prior to that, Civil War camps attracted vagrant
“tramps” who assembled in “colonies” called “jungles.” The jungles shared the same qualities of
Civil War camps so the two groups naturally fit together and cohabitated. A three-year recession

after the Civil War added to the newly emerging problem.

The term “tramp” was a label originally used in reference to the short excursions of
soldiers before evolving into a label for the vagrants who were “bumming” around the integrated
camps. The term “bummer” was used as a colloquial moniker during the Civil War. “Bummers”
became synonymous with “vagrants” in an 1868 New York Times article (“The New York
bummers: Their mode of life-favorite resorts-their tricks and wiles,” 1868). Continuing into the
1870s, “bumming” encompassed the description of vagrants who slept outside as well as railroad

strikers. “Bums” were more than just a collection of out-of-work vagrants.

During the Civil War, soldiers often foraged for food and slept outside, behavior
considerably equivalent to bumming. After the war, some individuals continued this behavior
without employment. Military enlistment formerly provided an environment where tent cities
and scrounging for food were normal activities. Bumming was actually encouraged when rations

ran out (Kusmer, 2001). After the Civil War, those same activities became criminal.

While the United States did not create the concept of vagrancy laws, the nation began to
implement such laws toward the end of slavery to control recently freed slaves who had no claim
to land. Nine states adopted vagrancy laws in 1865-1866 (Cohen, 1991). Homeless individuals
stayed at local almshouses, designated homes of charity for the poor, to avoid vagrancy arrests

and charges. The number of homeless doubled in just one year and almshouses failed to provide



enough shelter for those in need (Kusmer, 2001). The homeless began to use jails for temporary
shelter. For example, in 1867 over 1,400 vagrants sought refuge in the Cleveland central police

station.

The preceding short synopsis does not encompass all of the homeless during that period
just prior to the turn of the 20" century. Homelessness is a social construct that changed
throughout American history and “homeless” held different meanings at different times and
places. During the Civil War, vagrants were rather normal but there were many other types of
homeless individuals. After the war, being “without a home” evolved into a formalized status

and the phenomenon of homelessness became a recognizable social problem.

The early American homeless identity lacks specificity. Certain descriptions of the
problem focus on economic conditions, e.g. the rail-riding hobo studied by Anderson (1923).
Hoboes congregated in cities with train stations and moderately available employment. Bum

camps moved closer to the city when urban centers concentrated activity downtown.

Other descriptions of the problem frame individuals in the context of their environment,
e.g. urban residents stuck in cities where conditions are detrimental. Skid Row inhabitants were,
and continue to be, more stagnant than hoboes were. A stable Detroit economy surrounded the
Skid Row drunk until urban renewal began in the 1960s, worsening the conditions for homeless
continuously through the turn of the next century. The major difference between the Detroit
homeless and homeless individuals in other Michigan cities began to take shape after urban
renewal disrupted Skid Row fifty years ago. I argue that the current “urban renewal” in Detroit

will exacerbate the homeless problem that exists today in the Motor City.



Studying homelessness is as relevant now as it ever was because homelessness is a
growingly complex phenomenon. Associated Press journalist John Barbour (1987:B-8)
eloquently wrote, “The old Skid Row drunk has blended into that other shadowy community,
called vaguely the homeless, the displaced, the under-educated, the out-of-but-seeking work, and
those people released from mental institutions but still somewhere on the other side of reality.”
Barbour, from the idyllic Michigan college town of Ann Arbor, recognized the changing
landscape of homelessness and the distinct differences between the destitute urban homeless and
those individuals who passed through his hometown. “A curious diaspora has come to pass,”
Barbour said. “The old Skid Row habitués, the drifters and winos have been scattered through
the cities, and when the weather is offensive, plucked from the pavements and the alleys and put
in shelters.” Homeless identities were never homogeneous. Consider the differences between
post-bellum Civil War veterans and freed slaves who both found refuge in abandoned war

camps. The homeless experience is becoming increasingly diverse.

As homelessness changes in America, it is important to recognize homeless experiences
vary especially since the federal government homogenizes the problem. The Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) counts the homeless and generates statistics based on
30 categories and 414 Continuums of Care (CoC). COCs are general regions that coordinate
services for the homeless. HUD uses those counted numbers to create Annual Homeless
Assessment Reports (AHAR) that influence annual budgetary appropriations. I argue that these

reports fail to provide an accurate description of the homeless problem in America.

Problem Statement

Although the counted number of “homeless” individuals is decreasing in America, the
number of individuals living in extreme poverty is rising. Experiences of extreme poverty,
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including episodes of homelessness, are incredibly different by state and region but the
government often addresses the problem as a monolithic issue. It is important to study the lives
of those individuals who cope with the circumstances of being homeless because strategies and
makeshift economies will subsist for those surviving at the margins. The problem of
homelessness is exacerbated when legislators outlaw coping strategies of marginalized

individuals, framing such behavior as deviant when it is a navigation of circumstances.

Homeless individuals in Michigan currently face statewide cuts in mental health services
in addition to new local policies that criminalize panhandling, metal scrapping, and squatting.
Governmental officials outlaw coping strategies and decrease public spending making the

navigation of homelessness increasingly difficult for the individual.

Sensitizing Concepts

Blumer (1954:7) distinguished between definitive and sensitizing concepts within social
theory. Definitive concepts encompass “what is common to a class of objects” and contribute to
a “clear definition in terms of attributes or fixed bench marks.” The categorical government
count and AHAR are examples of classifying the homeless. In contrast, sensitizing concepts
provide a “general sense of reference and guidance in approaching empirical instances.” Focus
on culture, institutions, and social structure establishes general relevance for the sociological

study of homelessness. I ask the following set of sensitizing questions to guide my research:

Q1: How do structural forces contribute to the variability of homeless experiences in Michigan?

Q2: What are some coping strategies that homeless individuals use to navigate extreme poverty?

Q3: How is the homeless identity socially constructed?



Sensitizing concepts do not necessarily contradict definitive attributes, classifications, or
quantified analysis. “Whereas definitive concepts provide prescriptions of what to see,
sensitizing concepts merely suggest directions along which to look” (Blumer, 1954:7). I aim to
fill the gaps of statistically descriptive reports by adding new qualitatively rich empirical

research.

Defining the Problem

In the United States, many people perceive homeless individuals to make up one of the
lowest classes in society because the homeless have almost no capital. Most of a homeless
individual’s belongings fit into a few bags. Without a house, these individuals lack a major
visual representation of status. They are missing a normal symbol of wealth. The American
home generally contains a family unit and purchasing a house is a rite of passage for the newly
married couple. To be without housing is equivalent to lacking numerous desirable qualities like

social stability, independence, money, and upward mobility.

Throughout this manuscript, I define social stability as the general maintenance of an
existing social arrangement. When an individual is socially stable, he is aware of the culture’s
set of social norms and able to adhere to the status quo. In the United States, it is normal to have
a physical address indicating a steady place of residence. The homeless individual is usually
transient and unable to maintain a stable living arrangement. He relies on social support to

provide essential elements of the American lifestyle.

Independence is a social arrangement involving almost no reliance on a social system.
Having social independence does not mean a complete disconnect between the citizen and the

society. However, independence is any social arrangement not completely controlled by an
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outside source. Individuals can experience independence and lack of independence
simultaneously during a single phenomenon. For example, a typical American can go to the café
and use the money in his pocket to purchase coffee but must pay taxes. That individual made an
independent choice to buy coffee but governmental authority controlled a portion of his money.

Independence is not finitely measured.

Money plays a key role in American independence because of the capitalist governmental
and economic systems. Income is an indicator of success and contributes to the pursuit of the
American Dream. Pursuit of that dream usually includes advancing to a higher social class.

Assets and income contribute to greater social mobility in the United States.

Homelessness is a phenomenon that often compounds both the lack of residence and lack
of employment, resulting in minimal assets or income. Relative deprivation analysis is essential
in this instance because the value of money, similar to independence, is not absolute. Even
though the concept of assigning a level to “poverty” appeared around 1904 at $460 annually, the
poverty line continues to be arbitrary (Hunter, 1904; Patterson, 2009:7). Similarly, the “living
wage” is an ambiguous concept. While the impact that money has on upward mobility and

independence is relative, financial capital influences social outcomes in America.

Terminology through Post-Bellum Transition

Terminology used by and referring to the homeless changed dramatically over the past
century, especially from the Civil War period through the Great Depression. There has never
been a precise definition of homelessness; it has always been a social construct. Even though

29 ¢c

terms like “tramp,” “bum,” “vagrant,” and “jungle” predate the Civil War, those terms became

more prevalent in the literature after the war.



The “hobo” was a unit of analysis for Anderson (1923) when “hobo” was the primary
term for a homeless man. Anderson talks of living in lumber camps and distinguishes between
the Pacific coast and Great Lakes regions. The lumber industry flourished in Bay City and
Saginaw, Michigan during the 1800s (Younkman, 2015). A violent labor strike in 1885 resulted
in better conditions for tens of thousands of workers who flooded the area during the boom. The
concentration of workers stimulated an economy in the region that supported and entertained
many local residents. The waterfront strip, knows as “Hell’s Half Mile,” consisted of saloons
and brothels. There were fights and prostitutes in the area. Before the current Bay City jail and
courthouse stood at 2™ Street and Jefferson Street, the “Block of Blazes” brothel stood there in

1885. Paid organized laborers, not hoboes, frequented these places of debauchery.

A newly built railroad connected Bay City and Saginaw in 1867. Although the railroad
initially brought new residents to the area, it provided an exit route for the logs and lumbermen.
The lumber industry that brought wealth to Bay City primarily moved to Oregon, Washington,
and California because of the longer warm season. As Anderson points out, working in the
woods was not a seasonal job out west; the work remained throughout the year in warmer
climates. Anderson mentions hoboes and “tramps” working in the lumberyards of Oregon. At
that time, logging roads were “skid roads” (Oregon, 1917:118) because the logs “skidded” along
the roads when hauled. “Skid Road” was the name used throughout Oregon in reference to the
same type of settlement called “Hell’s Half Mile” in Bay City. Allen (1995) provides more
history on many of these terms. I convey a general overview here to offer context for the

historical descriptions of homelessness in this manuscript.

Anderson (1923:150) also described the public response to seeing a homeless person
during the early 1900s. The public ascribed an identity to hoboes and tramps, calling them
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“undesirables.” That perception, Anderson argues, originates from a disheveled appearance.
The “shabby” and “unkempt” appearance elicits perceptions of “beggars, vagrants, drunkards,
and petty thieves.” Although his work is full of terms about homelessness, I cannot find any
instance of Anderson referring to “Skid Row.” He describes the “Main Stem,” terminology that
is no longer commonly used. The “Main Stem” is simply what the hobo called “Main Street.”
Anderson defines “Hobohemia” as more than just the Main Stem; it included burlesque shows
and a rail yard among other things. Hobohemia extended beyond a single strip of pavement. It
is difficult to define conceptual settlements precisely so Anderson described Hobohemia by its
street boundaries. Naming streets as boundaries is possible when describing similar settlements
in Bay City during the 1800s, Oregon during the turn of the century, and Detroit throughout the
1900s. However, “Skid Row” is now a general term in reference to almost any urban area where
extremely impoverished people live. Public citizens ascribe labels to identify poor individuals

and ambiguously label the locations where homeless individuals congregate.

Hobohemia, the Main Stem, and Skid Row are places where “joints, dives, holes, (and)
dumps” exist (Allen, 1995:146). Hobohemia was a culturally concentrated area with “cheap
hotels, lodging houses, flops, eating joints, outfitting shops, employment agencies, missions,
radical bookstores, welfare agencies, economic and political institutions” (Anderson, 1923:14).
Anderson also described “jungles” that were places the hoboes congregated near rail yards. The

terminology used to describe the homeless and their living spaces is almost endless.

I present a general summary of the terminology used to describe the homeless to provide
context to the historical narrative in this manuscript. I define terms throughout this research but I
emphasize here the enormous variability and expanse of terminology used during the last
century. My focus is on the current homeless experience but I provide some background of the
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problem that includes archaic and esoteric vocabulary. One of my primary arguments is that
homelessness is not precisely definable. There is a wide range of terms used to describe
phenomena connected to extreme poverty. I argue that longstanding polysemy is detrimental to

both the study of extreme poverty and those living in such conditions.

Difficulties of Assessing the Problem of Extreme Poverty

Poverty and homelessness are prevalent themes in some of the most famous sociological
works. DuBois (1899:269, 271) explained how marginalized individuals fall into circumstances
that limit upward mobility. “When a group of persons have been for generations prohibited from
self-support, and self-initiative in any line, there is bound to be a large number of them who,
when thrown upon their own resources, will be found incapable of competing in the race of life.”
Even a motivated individual must navigate bureaucracies to get assistance. The troubles DuBois
faced studying poverty in 1899 remain today. Then, it was “very difficult to get any definite idea
of the extent of Negro poverty; there (was) a vast amount of alms giving in Philadelphia, but
much of it (was) unsystematic and there (was) much duplication of work.” Still, limited public

records and roughly estimated figures make it hard to study the poor.

Figure 1. Total Number of Homeless People Counted in the United States (2007-2014)
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(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014b)
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Quantifying homelessness remains difficult. HUD did not start counting homeless
individuals until 1983. National data shows homelessness declining in 2009, a figure heavily
influenced by large cities like Detroit who used flawed extrapolation techniques to estimate the
homeless count (Cortes, 2011). With those cities omitted from the data, homelessness appeared
to increase nationally between 2008 and 2009 (Figure 1). After standardizing the “Point in
Time” count (PIT) methodology in 2010, homelessness has continued to decline. Currently,

HUD estimates there are 578,424 homeless individuals on any given night.

The homeless count in Michigan has fluctuated since data became more accurate in 2010.
The number of homeless individuals has increased in certain years, decreased in others, both
including and excluding Detroit from the data (Figure 3). The most recent data shows that
homelessness is on the rise in Michigan but declined slightly (n=34) in Detroit. While these
numbers are still estimates, this data represents the best guess at the number of homeless
individuals in Michigan on any given night during January of each year. It is important to note
that the PIT count is drastically different from Homeless Management Information System data
(HMIS). I explain those differences throughout this manuscript. The imprecision of the data

also indicates that the homeless problem is difficult to study quantitatively.

Government agencies and other institutions usually address the problem of homelessness
quantitatively. This is probably true for several reasons. First, there are currently about 578,424
homeless individuals living in the United States (2014) and it would be almost impossible to
produce qualitative studies in one environment that would apply to another area of the nation.
Even in Michigan, for example, Ann Arbor and Detroit are drastically different. Tasked with
solving social problems at the national level, the federal government views the homeless en
masse. Second, the government is in the business of appropriating tax dollars and must do so
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using quantitative metrics. It would not be prudent to distribute tax dollars based on needs
presented exclusively in qualitative studies although a combination of research types might prove
beneficial to agencies charged with solving the homeless problem. The purposes of qualitative
and quantitative studies around homelessness are distinctly different. For example, the identities
of homeless individuals are more aptly studied using qualitative data while quantitative figures

show the rates of homelessness.

Rates of homelessness vary by geographic region. It is logical that homeless individuals,
especially those unsheltered, will gravitate toward warmer climates. Anderson (1923) mentioned
that seasonal migration was common as far back as when lumbermen, pursuing stable work in
the warmer climates of the Pacific Northwest, would leave Michigan for the winter. When the
homeless do migrate to colder climates, as they do in New York, the phenomenon is possibly
attributable to social services, perceived upward mobility, and other available resources.
However, migration patterns toward destinations other than Michigan are outside the scope of
this study. The population of this study includes approximately 12,227 homeless individuals in
the State of Michigan (2014). The percentage of homeless that make up the overall population in
Michigan is small. About 0.12% of the citizens in Michigan are homeless. For comparison,
0.10% of Illinois and 0.11% of Ohio are homeless; Indiana has less homeless per capita (0.09%).

Midwestern states have relatively low proportions of homeless.

Higher populated states like New York (0.39%) and California (0.36%) have
substantially higher rates of homeless residents. Florida falls roughly in the middle with 0.24%
homeless (United States Census Bureau, 2013b; U.S. Department of & Housing and Urban
Development, 2013). However, these statistics vary greatly by the methodology used to count

the homeless. The Campaign to End Homelessness (2015) claims there were 71,713 homeless in
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Michigan (“HMIS” Statewide; Michigan) during 2011 but the PIT effort counted 13,185. The
Campaign to End Homelessness estimated 93,982 individuals were actually homeless in
Michigan during 2011 by using extrapolated data. That figure makes the percentage of homeless
in Michigan almost 1% of the entire population, rounded up (0.0095). Framing is starkly
variable when using either of these numbers; the latter supports the argument that, “One in a

hundred people in Michigan are homeless.”

Figure 2. Estimates of Homeless People by State (2013 PIT count)
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Regardless of the count methodology, it is quite clear that the homeless do not simply
migrate to warmer clients. The share of homeless population by state is a multifactorial
outcome. Certain conditions may be more appealing to the homeless: warmer climate, more
shelter available, greater support systems, fewer laws against begging and vagrancy, etc. Other
states might criminalize homelessness and provide fewer benefits. In this manuscript, I do not
compare national trends. I study Michigan homelessness and focus on conditions that vary
within the state like starkly different unemployment rates between cities. At the same time,

Michigan legislators continue to cut statewide funding that affects communities at the local level.
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While the rates of homelessness by state are descriptive, those numbers do not convey
any standalone trends. The homeless census is only a starting point. Surveying a variety of
demographic characteristics may shed more light on who is migrating where. For example, if
there is more opportunity for physical day labor in California, perhaps more homeless men move
there to look for jobs. If there are hospitality (janitorial) or nanny jobs more prevalent in New
York, then maybe the homeless population of females is higher in that state. Both of these
examples assume that those individuals are interested in jobs. Census data is only as good as the
variety of categories that are measured. Other methods, like interviews or ethnography, are

useful to supplement quantitative data.

Figure 3. Total Number of Homeless People Counted in Michigan (2007-2014)
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(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014b)

The homeless are not really a social class because general descriptors like “low income”
do not adequately define the group. Each homeless individual has a distinctly different set of life
chances and ability to find inner satisfaction, some of the shared interests that make up a class
situation (Weber, 1922). The federal government assists the homeless through more than seven
departments. I list federal funding by department in Table 1. Annual appropriations for

homeless assistance programs in all departments is shaded in Table 1.
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Table 1. Homeless Assistance Programs (Budget Authority in Millions of Dollars)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Department of Education
Education for Homeless Children and Youth  $65 $65 $65 $62 $65 $65
Dept. of Ed. Total $65 $65 $65 $62 $65 $65
Department of Health and Human Services
Health Care for the Homeless $171 $215 $232 $248 $308 $323
Projects for Assistance in Transition from $65 $65 $65 $61 $65 $65
Homelessness
Grants for the Benefit of Homeless $43 $42 $42 $39 $41 $41
Individuals
Services in Supportive Housing Grants $32 $33 $33 $31 $33 $33
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act $116 $115 $115 $108 $114 $116
DHHS Total $427 $470 $487 $487 $561 $578
Department of Housing and Urban Development
The Continuum of Care (CoC) Program
The Emergency Solutions Grant Program
(ESG) $1,865 $1,901 $1,901 $1,933 $2,105 $2,406
Emergency Food and Shelter Program $200 $120 $120 $114 $120 $100
HUD Total $2,065 $2,021 $2,021 $2,047 $2,225 $2,506
Department of Justice
Transitional Housing Assistance Grants for $18 $18 $25 $23 $25 $25
the Victims of Sexual Assault, Domestic
Violence, Dating Violence, or
Stalking Program
DOJ Total $18 $18 $25 $23 $25 $25
Department of Labor
Homeless Veterans’ Reintegration Program $36 $36 $38 $36 $38 $38
Dept. of Labor Total $36 $36 $38 $36 $38 $38
Department of Veterans Affairs
Supportive Services for Veteran Families $20 $61 $100 $300 $300 $500
Homeless Providers Grant and Per Diem $175 $172 $224 $235 $250 $253
Program
The Domiciliary Care for Homeless Veterans ~ $119 $219 $201 $234 $219 $219
Program
Healthcare for Homeless Veterans Program $83 $140 $135 $137 $137 $155
The Justice Outreach, Homelessness $6 $14 $22 $21 $34 $35
Prevention: Healthcare for Reentry Veterans
(HCRYV, prison outreach) and Veteran’s
Justice Outreach (VJO, law enforcement, jail
and court outreach)
VA Total $403 $606 $682 $927 $940  §1,162
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness
$3 $3 $3 $3 $4 $4
USICH Total $3 $3 $3 $3 $4 $4
DEPARTMENT SUM TOTAL
$3,017 $3.219 $3321 $3,585 $3,858 $4,378
BUDGET TOTAL $3,792  $4,195 $4,412 $4,748 $5,081 $5,696

(United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2015)
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Categorization is useful when appropriating federal funds to certain programs that
combat specific issues. For example, if there was a spike in homeless veterans then the budget
for the subsequent year might reflect the response to that specific problem by appropriating more
money for the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). The federal government will spend over
$5.6 billion this year (2015) on homeless assistance programs (Table 1). That amount of money
reduced homelessness by 13,344 people last year (Figure 1) and does not include other general
welfare programs like Medicaid. The federal government counts homeless individuals using a
set of 30 categories (Table 2). Each cell in Table 2 is a counted category. The chronic

categories, a current focus of reduction efforts, are shaded in Table 2.

Table 2. Categories of Homeless People (2014 PIT count)

Total (Counted) Sheltered Unsheltered

Individuals Sheltered Individuals Unsheltered Individuals
Individuals Chronic Sheltered Individuals Chronic = Unsheltered Individuals Chronic
Families Sheltered Families Unsheltered Families
Families Chronic Sheltered Families Chronic Unsheltered Families Chronic
Unaccompanied Youth = Sheltered Unaccompanied Unsheltered Unaccompanied
and Children Youth and Children Youth and Children
Unaccompanied Sheltered Unaccompanied Unsheltered Unaccompanied
Children Children Children

Unaccompanied Young = Sheltered Unaccompanied Unsheltered Unaccompanied
Adults Young Adults Young Adults

Chronic Sheltered Chronic Unsheltered Chronic
Veterans Sheltered Veterans Unsheltered Veterans

(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014b)

Chronic and acute homelessness are distinguishably separate categories. A chronically
homeless individual is “an unaccompanied individual with a disability who has either been
continuously homeless for 1 year or more or has experienced at least four episodes of
homelessness in the last 3 years” (U.S. Department of & Housing and Urban Development,
2013:2). Acute homelessness is simply a period of homelessness lasting less than 1 year. Each

is a separate and unique phenomenon.

16



Eliminating “chronic” homelessness is a current point of emphasis in the United States.
The federal government increased its ability to respond to the homeless problem through a
collaborative “Open Doors” strategy launched in 2010. The program continues to emphasize
interdepartmental collaboration and aim for lofty goals like ending chronic homelessness by
2015, an initial goal postponed until 2017 (United States Interagency Council on Homelessness,

2013a). Chronic homelessness is decreasing nationally but statistics are sometimes misleading.

Unsheltered subcategories of chronically homeless individuals decreased by 6,557 but
“Sheltered Chronic” subcategories continue to rise (Table 3). Shifting categorization is a
reasonable explanation for that phenomenon. For example, a chronically homeless family that is
housed results in a drop of “unsheltered” but an increase in the “sheltered” count. I argue that
reclassification and shifting categories does little to solve the problem of homelessness.

Table 3. Subcategories of Chronically Homeless People, National (2014 PIT count)
2011 2012 2013 2014

Sheltered Individuals Chronic 38,971 32,647 29,418 31,203
Unsheltered Individuals Chronic 64,944 64,014 57,037 53,088
Sheltered Families Chronic 7,198 6,913 8,150 9,362
Unsheltered Families Chronic 8,314 8,857 8,389 5,781
Totals 119,427 112,431 102,994 99,434

(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014b)

Although homelessness in Michigan is currently on the rise, although some counties have
implemented successful strategies that target the chronic and veteran categories. For example,
Washtenaw County has housed 116 veterans and 90 chronically homeless people since January
2015. Only 37 veterans and 31 chronically homeless people still need housing to get to the target
of “zero” homelessness by 2016 (Housing Access for Washtenaw County, 2015). At that point,

homelessness will be manageable and in a state of “functional zero” but not eliminated.
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I must make an important point here about my research sample. I was not able to
determine the precise chronic/acute status of my subjects. That was never my objective.
Limitations such as not tracking subjects longitudinally prevented me from obtaining valid data
on that categorical distinction. However, it surprises me that there are only 31 chronically
homeless people in Ann Arbor. This implies one of the following must be true: (i) I talked to
and observed every single one of them; (ii) Those I perceived to be chronically homeless were
actually acutely homeless; or (iii) The number of 31 chronically homeless in Ann Arbor is

simply inaccurate. This is why I emphasize the difference between “functional” and actual zero.

“Functional zero” is a somewhat controversial and misleading terminology. Achieving
functional zero does not equate to resolving the problem. In their August 2015 report, Housing
Access for Washtenaw County explains that “functional zero is reached when, at any point in
time, the number of people (veterans or chronic) experiencing sheltered and unsheltered
homelessness will be no greater than the current monthly housing placement rate for that
population (veterans or chronic).” This is clearly an effort to manage homelessness. “If one
wants only to manage homelessness, e.g., provide information for an allocation of temporary
emergency shelter resources, then it is of some interest to know the proportions of homeless
people who are members of families, persons with mental disorders, and so on” (Blasi, 1990).
Pursuing functional zero might be a step toward eliminating homelessness or it could just be an

effort that perpetuates disadvantage and stratification.

Strategies to achieve functional zero are explicitly bureaucratic processes. Investing
governmental funds and completing risk assessments, both actions occurring exclusively within
institutional agencies, are major components of local and federal plans (Figures 4 and 5). In fact,
the first step of one local plan is “coordinated entry” into the system. The ultimate goal is to
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place the individual into a housing program through a process of transition. I challenge the
intended starting and ending points of this transitional paradigm. The process appears to be
somewhat of a transition from individual autonomy (e.g. sleeping rough) to institutional reliance

(e.g. housing vouchers). The government frames it as transitioning out of homelessness.

Figure 4. Strategy: Housing Access for Washtenaw County (2015)
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Transitioning out of homelessness does not necessarily correlate with upward mobility.
The gaps between income strata in the United States have been growing steadily since the 1960s.
Proportionally, the widest income gap is between the lowest fifth and second highest fifth of
American families (Figure 6). Transitioning from extreme poverty to “regular” poverty does not
substantially improve the life chances of these individuals. Categorizing marginalized groups
does little, if anything, to address the root problem of extreme poverty conditions. These

transitions are merely lateral reclassifications.

Figure 6. Income Percentage (%) “Raise” Needed to Move into Next Highest Income Tier
Families as of March of the following year. Income in current 2014 CPI-U-RS adjusted dollars. The U.S. Census

(http://www.census.gov/hhes/families/data/cps2014F .html) indicates there are 81,353,000 families in the country.
One “fifth” of those is n=16,270,600. For clarity, a 120% “raise” means doubling household income plus 20%.
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Recognizing lateral reclassification is important because it points to the lack of true
upward mobility for a class of people restrained by economic forces. Marx (1906:693) explained
that a “disposable industrial reserve army” forms as capital grows. The gross domestic product
(GDP) has grown steadily in America since the Great Depression. While homelessness appears
to be decreasing, the stratum of extremely poor people remains. If people actually were

transitioning upward, then the proportion of extremely poor people would decline. However,
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that has not occurred during the past 50 years. In fact, the number of individuals who make up

the lowest class is growing even while GDP increases.

Figure 7. United States Gross Domestic Product (Billions of Dollars)
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The percentage of people living below 50% of the poverty level has almost doubled in
the past forty years even though homeless counts declined. During the same period, the
percentage of poor people who worked decreased (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015b). The reserve
labor army is growing. Income inequality is growing in the United States despite record GDP

growth.

Figure 8. Percent of People below 50 Percent of Poverty Level (1975-2014)
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(U.S. Census Bureau, 2015b)

The idea of “functional zero” homelessness is similar to the concept of “full
employment.” Both mask the actual problem. Quite simply, if there are 500,000 homeless
individuals but 500,000 housing units available to place them in, then a frame of success builds
around messages that the country achieved “functional zero.” Institutions frame unemployment

rates in the same manner. As I write this manuscript, the American unemployment rate is 5.1%,
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a figure conveyed as full employment by some media sources and the Federal Reserve (Hartman,
2015). Government and media frame this state of job market equilibrium as “a balance between
employers looking for workers and workers looking for jobs.” To support my argument that
framing is similarly occurring within the plight to reduce homelessness, I replace some of the
words in that statement to express that functional zero is “a balance between shelters looking for
homeless and homeless looking for housing.” When explained as such, functional zero is

perhaps a laughable goal because it exists even while individuals live on the streets.

Herein lies another classification of homeless individuals: the soon-to-be-housed. Those
individuals who participate in governmental transition programs are reducing or eliminating any
autonomy they previously held. Those individuals are essentially soon-to-be-institutionalized,
another form of outcast deviance. That label seems less appealing to the individual, yet the
public supports that transition toward “institutionally reliant.” This process does nothing to shed
the “needy” label or deviant identity. The process simply reclassifies the individual into another
category of “neediness” and deviance much like those who live in Section 8 or other public
housing projects. Certain people ascribe deviance to the identities of impoverished individuals
any time those individuals need, reject, accept, or receive assistance. When the individual is
deviant through any choice, maintaining autonomy (by rejecting institutional support) is

appealing.
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Many ordinary people’ view homeless individuals as deviant in American society
because the homeless do not adhere to the status quo of having a home, job, and family. Yet, the
perceptions held by domicile citizens do not always coincide with statistical data. For example,
there are almost as many homeless people in families as there are homeless individuals (National
Alliance to End Homelessness, 2014). Of the 610,042 homeless people measured on one night
in 2013 using a point-in-time estimate, 222,197 were homeless people in families, which
accounts for 36% of all homeless people and 50% of all people living in homeless shelters (U.S.
Department of & Housing and Urban Development, 2013). This is to say that roughly half the

people in homeless shelters are adhering to the family component of normal American life.

Still, the very small sub-population of homeless youth probably receives disproportionate
charity from philanthropists. Some activists with great intentions believe that helping the small
sub-population of homeless youth would eliminate homelessness altogether. “If every church,
every synagogue, every temple would take one child, we would eradicate homelessness
immediately,” said a local pastor in Detroit (Hicks, 2014). I will not argue against his assertion
in the research that follows. However, I will emphasize that the public perception of

homelessness does not always coincide with quantitative data.

! Throughout this study, I struggled to find a term for “non-homeless” and settled on words like
“normal,” “ordinary,” and “common” to describe housed people. This is not to say that the
homeless are abnormal. I just could not come up with a better term to use.

23



Figure 9. Estimates of Homeless Sub-Populations (2013)

PIT Count (2013)
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(National Alliance to End Homelessness, 2014)

Another categorical label put on the homeless is the description of residence. Both acute
and chronically homeless individuals stay in either the shelter or elsewhere. “Unsheltered” does
not necessarily mean “in the street.” However, the government does offer three examples of
unsheltered space: under bridges, in cars, or in abandoned buildings (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2013). There is no mention of “couch surfing” or staying

with friends anywhere in the report.

It would be very difficult to measure the number of individuals staying with friends on
any given night and it would be even more challenging to categorize couch-surfers as homeless.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development Annual Homeless Assessment Report to
Congress (2013) avoids that difficulty by excluding those types of individuals from its sample.
The count occurs during mid-January, a cold month that requires many transient individuals in

the northern United States to seek shelter.
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While the extent of census data on the homeless is broad and includes many variables, the
final two basic categories of homeless individuals are family status and military service history.
I list the main categories used by governmental agencies in Table 2. Those categories listed
essentially encompass the PIT count but I added definitions for clarity. I focus on sheltered and
unsheltered homeless individuals in this study due to convenience sampling. Although I toured a
Christian mission for women and children, that population was too vulnerable for me to do
embedded observation. In addition, armed individuals and closed-circuit cameras secured the
building. I was clearly an outsider so I determined that rapport would be difficult to maintain. I
did, however, observe and interview some women (no children) in the locations I conducted

research.

It is important to note that the “Other” racial category is not commonly acceptable and
does not adhere to the United States Census categories: White, Black or African American,
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (United

States Census Bureau, 2013a). I included the more basic category of “Other” for two reasons.

First, it comes from data presented in a recent report created by a task force involving
members of academic, governmental, secular, and religious institutions (The Ten-Year Plan to
End Chronic Homelessness Task Force, 2005). Second, the categories represent my own
experience as an embedded observer. I saw individuals who looked white, black, and other but I
did not have a chance to ask every person what his or her race or ethnicity was. Since this study
is based on visual observation, simpler categories are appropriate and there is precedence even

found in quantitative studies like those cited.
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Table 4. General Categorical Distinctions Used in Reporting the Homeless

AHAR Distinctions

Chronic/Acute: Sheltered/Unsheltered Family/Single | Veterans and
Non-Veterans

Chronically Homeless Unsheltered Homeless People People in

Individual refers to an include people with a primary Families are

unaccompanied individual nighttime residence that is a people who are

with a disability who has been | public or private place not homeless as

continuously homeless for designed for or ordinarily used as | part of

either 1 year or more or has a regular sleeping accommodation | households that

experienced at least four for human beings, including a car, | have at least

episodes of homelessness in park, abandoned building, bus or | one adult and

the last 3 years. train station, airport, or camping one child.

ground.

Demographic Categories

Age Gender Race Education

e Under 18 * Male *  White * 8 years or less

* 18-30 years * Female * Black *  Some high school

* 31-60 years e Other * High School graduate including GED

*  Over 60 years *  Post high school

(The Ten-Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness Task Force, 2005; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 2013)

Inadequacy of Quantitative Data

Quantitative data is generally available to describe the problem of homelessness but it
cannot exclusively explain causes of homelessness. For example, an individual might experience
a health issue that causes him to lose his job. The stress at home from decreased wages could
result in a separation from his wife. If she moves out, he is no longer in a two-income
household. This example provides a combination of at least four explicit causes of
homelessness: disability and/or mental illness, stress, unemployment, and family structure.

While those reasons are measurable by survey, it is unlikely they tell the whole story. Narratives
or informal interviews effectively obtain qualitative data to support or negate quantitative

research.
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Quantitative data, annually provided by HUD, is consistently vague and hard to interpret.
For example, the figure of “610,042 homeless people measured on one night in 2013 appears in
the 2013 AHAR but HUD provides another PIT count data source estimating 591,768 homeless
the same year. The chart below comes directly from the 2013 AHAR (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2013). It is not edited whatsoever and appears exactly as it
does in the report. Oddly, the numbers are significantly different from another figure I provide
in this manuscript indicating 591,768 total homeless in 2013 and also provided by HUD (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014b). The lower number (n=591,768)
comes from what HUD calls “raw data sets” and the higher number (n=610,042) comes from PIT

“estimates” in a report provided to congress.

I argue these estimates of raw data are an amalgamation of imprecision. First, the count
itself is flawed. I will explain that in a later section based primarily on my embedded
observation. Second, these are estimates based on flawed estimates. The further the numbers
derivate from the actual count, the more likely the inaccuracy of the count. This is why the 2013
estimate varies from raw data by almost 20,000. In sum, the counts and estimates are rough
guesses based on flawed counting methods. Such variability at the national level creates doubt

regarding the accuracy of counts at the local level.
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Figure 10. PIT Estimates of Homeless People by Sheltered Status (2007-2013)
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(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013)

Regardless of how variable the national counts are, many charities and governmental
agencies assume the numbers provide the best representation of homelessness in America. |
discredit that and many erroneous public assumptions throughout this manuscript. The
quantitative data simply represents a best guess and rudimentary categorizations of homeless
individuals. The PIT count involves unpaid volunteers with limited training trekking through
snow in the subzero dark of night. Yet, Congress and the American public presumes these

estimates valid.

Another false association that some Americans make is that most, if not all, street people
are homeless. This is simply not true and I will discuss that perception further in the research
that follows. Ordinary people make other assumptions and harbor stereotypes about homeless
people. Stereotypes include associations between homelessness and drug use or other deviant
behaviors. Some people even doubt the credibility of those in need, assuming certain beggars

have high levels of sustainable income and may even own homes.
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Ambiguity of Homeless Identities

The stigma associated with homelessness extends beyond homeownership. Ordinary
people might group beggars, hoboes, drunkards, bums, and transient “street people” into one
conglomerate of deviants. The public might collective view the homeless as a social problem
because of perceived criminal tendencies and inferiority. There is a perception that the homeless
cause many social problems in the community (Snow & Anderson, 1987). Their deviance is
visible in their disheveled appearance while the causes of their respective troubles are more

complex and hidden.

Experiencing homelessness encompasses the phenomena itself and at least two identity
types: ascribed and enacted. The individual is in a situation where shelter is not possessed. The
“other” has ascribed a certain homeless identity to each homeless individual encountered. This
ascribed identity is a burden the homeless man cannot readily escape. Situated between self and
other is an enacted identity that is the physical embodiment representing who the homeless man
is in relation to others (Parsell, 2011). Since there are two distinct identities, it is possible the
identities could differ or intersect. Even when similarly presented, the distinct perceptions of

homeless people by others and the self-concepts of homeless people are two separate identities.

One of the earliest American works to combine qualitative and quantitative analysis of
early twentieth century poverty was that of Robert Hunter, a social worker who lived in the
Chicago Hull-House (Hunter, 1904). The book was a self-proclaimed unscientific work that
Hunter published to uncover the “conditions and the causes which bring such terribly serious
misery and wretchedness into the world” (pg. 17). Hunter noted city districts where “town
bums” hung out (pg. 106) and explained that the average American knows almost nothing about

any social class other than his own.

29



Homelessness was a relatively new concept during Hunter’s time as an author but he
managed to include data regarding the phenomenon. His categorizations are especially
noteworthy, more that the numbers presented. Hunter acknowledges that duplications in
counting severely invalidate the quantitative data. Current measures of the homeless population
rely on point-in-time estimates in an attempt to avoid duplication. HMIS also accounts for
duplication and its counting methodology is more thorough than the PIT count. The difference

between the 2011 HMIS count (n=71,713) and the PIT count (n=13,185) was drastic.

Hunter (1904) suggested that count numbers historically vary by institution, i.e. who is
counting. Turn-of-the-century counts began to encompass individuals assisted by both public

and private charities, adding more validity to the figures.

Table 5. State Board of Charities Count of Individuals Receiving Assistance (NYC, NY)

State Outdoor Relief
Year Institutions | Hospitals | Dispensaries | /n Homes | Homeless Total
1897 7,720 98,960 1,451,713 266,431 288,380 | 2,113,204
1898 8,272 106,835 1,052,177 364,814 368,101 | 1,900,199
1899 8,161 114,199 932,072 395,632 338,863 | 1,788,927

(Hunter, 1904)

It was, and still may be, appropriate to examine homeless numbers and poverty rates in
the same studies as hospital data because the homeless use hospitals for shelter. Hunter (1904)
adds two additional data points of emphasis: evictions and pauper burial rates. The point-in-time
measurements appear to be accurate for two reasons. First, communities organized into
Continuums of Care (CoCs) count the number of homeless individuals to submit reports for
federal grants. It would be in their best interest to count as many homeless individuals as
possible so that they receive maximum funding. Second, various counts combine into the

Homelessness Data Exchange (HDX) so that the final count consists of two combined data sets
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(National Alliance to End Homelessness, 2014). The counts are not flawless but they are the
only measures counting unsheltered homeless individuals utilizing the most reliable methods

currently available.

The public often denigrates homeless individuals even though many homeless have
special needs like physical or mental disabilities. Historically conflating the homeless, criminal,
and insane has only exacerbated that denigration. The United States government acknowledges
that homeless people are the least able to help themselves and therefore require special assistance
programs (U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 2014). This classification as being
“needy” is divisive. Institutions like the U.S. government convey messages that the homeless
rely on services exclusively provided by the institution, e.g. food stamps and other public welfare
benefits. This establishes dependence on the institution and differentiates the “haves” from the

“have-nots.”

The daily experience of the homeless individual includes many interactions with the
public in both rural and urban areas. The experience of being homeless differs based on many
factors like family status, physical, and mental health. In many cases, homeless individuals

experience life as a deviant other in need of social support.

Of the 610,042 homeless individuals living in the United States, about 11,527 individuals
live in Michigan, which hosts the fourteenth highest population of homeless. However,
Michigan has the fourth highest number of Continuums of Care (CoC). These local planning
bodies coordinate the full range of homeless services in a geographic area, which may cover a
city, county, metropolitan area, or even an entire state (U.S. Department of & Housing and

Urban Development, 2013). Seven states and Washington D.C. have only one CoC. Michigan
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has the 4™ highest number of Continuums of Care in the nation, with the 5™ most CoC per capita
homeless. This means that Michigan has a proportionally high level of institutional support for

the homeless.

Table 6. Total Number of Continuums of Care and Ratio of Homeless Per CoC by State

Total # of CoC Ratio of Homeless per CoC
1. California (40) 1. Virginia (477)

2. New York (30) 2. New Hampshire (482)

3. Florida (28) 3. Maryland (513)

4. Michigan (21) 4. Kansas (539)

5. Illinois (20) 5. Michigan (549)

(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013)

More evidence of Michigan’s institutional support for the homeless is shown through its
incredibly high proportion of sheltered chronic homeless. Nationally, only about 34% of
chronically homeless individuals live in shelters while over 60% of the chronic homeless in
Michigan are sheltered. However, it is surprising that Michigan falls in the middle of the pack

on that statistic.

There is a tremendous imbalance of institutional support by state. For example,
California only shelters about 13% of its chronically homeless. There are twice as many
unsheltered chronically homeless people living in Oregon as there are chronically homeless
individuals living in Michigan. The comparison of Oregon to Michigan shows that the

discrepancies extend beyond just the climate.

In sum, homelessness is a very complicated problem in America, studied in a variety of
different ways. Institutional support differs greatly even between geographically similar states.
When studying homelessness, it is important to maintain a focus on the aspects of the

experience. Quantitative studies are useful for descriptive purposes. Qualitative studies can help
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explain the intricacies of the homeless experience, therefore helping to reduce the ambiguity and

conflation of homeless identities.

Progression of American Homeless Support Systems

As the homeless problem began to take shape, institutional structures limited vagrants to
two options for shelter: almshouses and jails. The almshouse option came in two main forms:
governmental or charitable. The settlement house movement came to the United States from
Britain, where it began in 1884 to combat poverty (Immigration to the US: Settlement house
movement, 2014). The first American settlement house was the “Neighborhood Guild,” opened
in New York City in 1886. The Hull-House opened in Chicago in 1889 (Jane Addams Hull-
House Museum, 2009). Much like the jails, settlement houses were not equipped to meet the

needs of the increasing homeless population during this period.

Prior to the Civil War, and even before Michigan became a state in 1837, laws were
passed to help the poor. Quigley (1997) provides a summary of laws enacted in Michigan and
the surrounding states from 1790 to 1820. The following themes are present in the development
of poor laws during this time: (i) the government did not provide public assistance (welfare) if
the individual had family that could offer support and (ii) forced any person who was physically
able to work. Any person who was unable to work would receive assistance in his or her own

home, a private residence, or at a poorhouse.
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CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

Evolution of Midwestern Homelessness

At the beginning of the twentieth century, roughly 40% of the 10 million Americans in
poverty sought public assistance. Sleeping in a jail was criminal and seeking charity was a
frustrating, time-consuming, and stigmatized experience in certain areas (Patterson, 2009).
Regardless of the stigma that was sometimes present, several support options existed and the
public viewed denying such options as a voluntary act. Simply put, Eloise (Wayne County
Hospital, Sanitarium, and Poor House) was available to “poor old guys” around Detroit. Taking

a stagecoach to the facility was an option. Institutional forces, however, were not as voluntary.

In 1901, Chicago jails housed 92,500 men overnight (Patterson, 2009). The number of
shelter beds in that city could not meet the demand so police turned away men unless it was
unbearably cold or after 10 o’clock at night. This reduced the number of men housed in Chicago

jails to 16,800 the next year.

Industrialization brought low wage jobs to American cities that saw increased population
when farming became an unreliable source of income for rural families. Industrial labor was
also unreliable. Illness or termination from a city job would quickly cause a family to become
impoverished. However, blue-collar work helped prevent generational poverty. Between 1880
and 1930, about 35% of blue-collar laborers’ sons were middle class (Patterson, 2009). Whites
held most of those blue-collar jobs, which contributed to greater disparities in the economic

opportunities between races.

Segregated settling was another compounding factor of greater disparities during this

period after the first Great Migration. In Chicago, for example, nearly half of the registered
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black voters were born in East South Central states and an astounding 1/6 of the black electorate
came from Mississippi alone (Gosnell, 1933). These individuals migrated to Chicago and did
not settle in random places. They congregated near those whom they felt comfortable. In
addition, there were social forces that influenced blacks where to live. Even though
discriminatory housing practices were illegal in the 1930s, blacks were sometimes limited to
certain housing choices. Gosnell suggests these multiple factors contributed to the formation of

the Chicago “Black Belt” on the south side.

Early Homelessness in Michigan

When Michigan became part of the Northwest Territory in 1790, the legislation included
a paragraph requiring each township to appoint an “Overseer of the Poor.” Five years later, the
law was expanded (Northwest Territory et al., 1925). Legislators amended the poor law of the
Northwest Territory in 1799 to “farm out” the poor to the highest bidder (Quigley, 1997:9). In
1828, Wayne County was required to build a poor house called the “House of Reformation”
(Cook, 1905:204). The original concept for the “House of Reformation” transformed into the
area generally known in Detroit as “Eloise.” This generic term refers to three main buildings
constructed along Michigan Avenue in Detroit prior to the Civil War: Eloise Infirmary, Eloise
Sanatorium, and Eloise Hospital (Keenan, 1913). The infirmary was the “Wayne County Poor

House” voted on by the citizenry in 1832. For context, Michigan gained statehood in 1837.

The original Wayne County Poor House was located at Gratiot Avenue and Mt. Elliot
Street on the east side of Detroit, which was Hamtramck Township at that time and 2 miles from
the Detroit city limits. Two years later, it moved to what is now Westland (Ibbotson, 2002).
Both locations were mostly demolished and currently have strip malls and fast food restaurants
in their respective places. Most of the former sites of poor houses that I examined for this
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research are now locations of minimum wage employment or county complexes that consist of

courthouses and jails.

When I began this research, one building still housed children and senior services but
officials put that building on the market midway through my research. “The (single) building is
virtually all that's left of a complex that once numbered 55 buildings and was known as Eloise.”
What began as a “poorhouse and farm™ in 1839 grew to a sprawling campus of 76 buildings at its
peak (Zaniewski, 2015). Wayne County is now selling it for $1.5 million. Regardless of it
sitting in Wayne County, Eloise was only 30 miles away from Ann Arbor and therefore
considered to be in the same general grouping as the Michigan State Hospital outside of
Yspilanti (Durchslag, 1953). The Ypsilant/Saline location was one of many former asylums that

became popular for thrill seekers and explorers. Officials demolished it a few years ago.

Figure 11. Ypsilanti Hospital (2006; Photo by Jeffrey R. Stroup)

(Tutschek, 2015)
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It is not surprising that people thought the Ypsilanti State Hospital was haunted. The
facility had numerous unusual events take place there. Over a quarter million dollars was
appropriated to build the facility (“$271,500 is authorized for new Ypsi hospital,” 1930).
Conscientious objectors were placed on staff during World War II (“Approve use of objectors in
State Hospital,” 1943). After the war, a social psychologist trained at California Berkeley and
teaching at Michigan State University conducted an unusual experiment where three mentally ill
individuals who believed they were Jesus Christ sat in a room together (Rokeach, 1964). He
conducted the study to examine personal identity. Several years later, the doctor who was the
superintendent of the hospital during the Roceach study murdered his family and committed
suicide (“3 found dead; Murder, suicide are expected,” 1971). Around the same time, a former
autoworker killed three coworkers and became a patient at Ypsi only to stab a fellow patient
(“Ypsilanti patient stabbed,” 1973). Then, more than a dozen patients escaped including at least

one murderer (Lilly, 1974). These are more than just entertaining historical stories.

The dysfunction of the Ypsi hospital had policy ramifications. The hospital admitted a
man after killing 25 people in one year (1974) and then released him because of an insanity plea.
He promptly went and killed his wife in Ann Arbor. That event had an effect on the mental
health code of Michigan, and legislation drafted in 1975 amended the original criminal procedure
code of 1927 (The Code of Criminal Procedure, 1927; Turque, 1975). Several quotes from the

1960s through the 70s paint a picture of public perception around mental illness at that time.

In 1973, Dr. E. Gordon Yudaschkin, Michigan’s “controversial and blunt speaking
mental health director explained his goal “to reduce our facility population to the bare minimum”
(Sandner, 1973). Regardless of depleting the facilities of patients, Dr. Yudaschkin did not “see
any of the 23 facilities for the mentally ill or the mentally regarded going out of business.” The
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decade after he made that statement, about 16 state psychiatric hospitals remained. Then,

Republican Governor John Engler closed 12 of those by 2003 (Gerritt, 2012). Both of these

massive blows to mental health care came under Republican regimes. For context, William

Milliken was the Republican Governor of Michigan from 1969 until 1983 and was preceded by

Governor George Romney.

Table 7. Quotes about Mental Illness, Deinstitutionalization, and Laws (1960s-1970s)

(McDonald, “One afternoon when [ was visiting ‘C’ ward at Ypsilanti State Hospital, Benjamin

1965:19) L., 65, lonely and despondent, was found hanging from a stairway between the
ward floors. He had tied a belt around his neck and hooked it to a wire screen...
Ypsilanti averages four or five suicides or attempts each year.”

(Mendler, “Many mental illnesses are socially defined. That which frightens society is called

1973:11) madness.” — Dr. Vernon Stehman, Ypsilanti State Hospital Superintendent

(Sandner, 1973)

“A revolution in how Michigan handles its mental health problems is quietly taking
place but not without strong objections from a number of groups. Always in the
past the state has dealt with its mental patients by sending them off to large state
hospitals or sprawling homes for the mentally retarded. But now they’re being
brought back by the state to their home communities to live in small foster homes or
in special small facilities.”

*  1960: 421 of the state’s mentally retarded lived in private foster homes

* 1973: 1,099 of the state’s mentally retarded lived in private foster homes

(Gerstenberger,
1975:16)

“Under the law, patients may not be kept in institutions beyond the demonstrable
need for care. We have no choice, even if we wanted to keep them in — which we
don’t.” — Dr. Donald C. Smith, Acting Director, Michigan Department of Mental
Health

“The public at large tends to perceive assumptions of the worst possible
consequences in any changes dealing with mental illness until proven otherwise.” —
Saul Cooper, director of the Community Mental Health Center.

(Dunn, 1975:19)

“The real issue is ‘Should we be treating persons at an institution who are not
treatable?’” — John Strotkamp, coordinator of court services at the Washtenaw
County Community Mental Health Clinic

(Dunn, 1975:19)

The new code was “an attempt to bring the mental health statues out of the Dark
Ages.” — Saul Cooper, director of the Community Mental Health Center. “Given
public attitude and concern and anxiety and because of rather disastrous incidents...
We’re going to have to have some kind of legislation to protect the public.”

(Dunn, 1975:19)

“Under the proposed law, a person determined by a court to be ‘guilty but not
mentally ill” would receive whatever mental health treatment demanded by the
affliction. If medical authorities determine that the person is not mentally ill, or if
treatment succeeds and the person recovers, then the person would not go free. The
convicted person would serve out his or her sentence under control of the state
prison system.”
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During this period of numerous closures between the 1960s and the early 2000s,
legislators and law enforcement held differing views on how to care for the mentally ill. “I voted
against the closing of Lafayette Clinic in the city of Detroit, I voted against the closing of Clinton
Valley here in Pontiac,” Oakland County Sheriff Mike Bouchard said. “It wasn’t going to make
the issues go away: it was going to send it elsewhere and here’s where it ended up” (Jones,
Mullen, & Brewster, 2014). Unfortunately, the trend of jailing the mentally ill does not appear to
end any time soon. Current Michigan Governor Rick Snyder recently appointed James Haveman
to be the Director of Community Mental Health. Mr. Haveman held the same post under

Governor Engler when the majority of psychiatric hospitals closed down.

Since the 1960s, Michigan has continued to withdraw support from the mentally ill. “The
state and the federal government have pretty much walked away, in my opinion,” said Oakland
County Sheriff Mike Bouchard. “Jails have become the dumping ground (for mentally ill
people)” (Jones, Mullen, & Brewster, 2014). During my field observations, I spoke to at least

one police officer who interacted and was familiar with many of the local “frequent fliers.”
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Figure 12. Kalamazoo Psychiatric Hospital (2008; Photo by Jonathon Gruenke)
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Figure 13. Black Horse Tavern; Future Site of Eloise (1838)
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(Tibbals & West, 2013)

Figure 14. Bunk Beds at Eloise (1931)

(Ibbotson, 2002)
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Figure 15. Location of Eloise and Transportation Route from Detroit (1945)
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Eloise was 16 miles west of Detroit. Transportation was available to and from the
Barlum Tower, now called the Cadillac Tower, in the heart of the city. Buses also went round
trip to Ann Arbor and Eloise was on a route that connected with Chicago. Ironically, the route

from Detroit to Eloise ran right along what would later become Skid Row on Michigan Ave.
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Figure 16. Eloise (2001)

(Zaniewski, 2015)

Eloise was a major location for the homeless and indigent around Detroit through the
Great Depression era. Many locals called the men who stayed there “POGIES,” which stood for
“Poor Old Guys in Eloise” (Ibbotson, 2002:49). The census of the Eloise poor house would
substantially rise in the winter cold months. At that time, there was less stigma around receiving
public support in terms of both poverty and mental illness. “Mental illness is not a disgrace,”
explained one patient pamphlet from Eloise (pg. 39). Mail, money, gifts, visitors, and
transportation were all components of life at Eloise. There was a working farm, some

employment, and the campus operated like a small city.

During the mid-1900s, stigmatization of homelessness and social support was low in
certain areas of Michigan. The POGIES, for example, lived with the sick and infirmed. They
received care and the public generally recognized them as a class in need of supportive services.
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In fact, their residence was an infirmary supported through taxes voted on by the citizenry.

Social support for the homeless manifested in various ways prior to the Great Depression.

Ann Arbor, in Washtenaw County, had its own version of a county institution. The
county infirmary, which supplanted the county “poor house” in its same location as a place for
homeless refuge, closed in 1971 (Shackman, 2008; Washtenaw County (Mich.) Board of
Supervisors, 1914). This is the critical point in time when the Ann Arbor homeless went from
“infirmed” to “homeless.” The Washtenaw County Poor House was a farm on the southeast side
of the county from the 1830s until 1917 and then existed in the same spot as the Washtenaw
County Infirmary until 1971. Coincidentally, the original location of the poor farm is now on the
map as “County Farm Park” and managed by Washtenaw County. County Farm Park is about 3
miles from the current largest homeless shelter in the county, the Delonis Center. The
Washtenaw County Board of Commissioners oversees the Delonis Center in Ann Arbor through

a public-private partnership.
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Figure 17. Washtenaw County Poor House, Insane Asylum, and Farm (1874)
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(Bentley Historical Library, 1874)
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Characteristics of Modern Homeless Individuals in Detroit

Detroit segregated like Chicago did in the 1930s although similarities were not apparent
until a decade later. Blacks primarily migrated to the “Black Bottom” and “Paradise Valley”
neighborhoods on the lower east side of Detroit during and after World War II (Sugrue, 2014).
Coincidentally, these neighborhoods sit directly between the original Wayne County Poor House
and the most recent iterations of Detroit Skid Row. During the 1930s and 1940s, Sugrue
estimates that almost a third of the black population of Detroit lived in these neighborhoods.
Housing conditions in those neighborhoods were bad because some of the buildings were almost

70 years old by then. Low rent buildings concentrated poverty, especially blacks, in Detroit.

Despite the conditions, culture flourished in Detroit. Paradise Valley was known by
some as the “Rat Belt” since the city received 206 reports of rat bites in 1951 (Sugrue, 2014:37).
Detroit poet Robert Hayden (1977:436) was able convey the realities of the place where
“Godfearing elders, even Godless grifters, tried to shelter us. Rats gnawing in their walls.”
Bluesman John Lee Hooker saw culture, singing about Hastings Street and one of the 13 new
clubs that opened in Paradise Valley during the 1940s (Salvatore, 2007). Clarence LaVaughn
Franklin, the father of soul singer Aretha, became pastor of New Bethel Baptist Church in 1946
and renovated a bowling alley at 4210 Hastings Street two years later (New Bethel Baptist
Church, 2015). Paradise Valley was “one long stretch of black businesses, successful black
businesses. All blacks supported the black businesses,” said Erma Franklin, the sister of Aretha
(Salvatore, 2007:110). However, Salvatore points out that everybody was gone from that area by
1955. The wealthier west Detroit black neighborhood, with Berry Gordy and Motown Records,

flourished while the poorer east side suffered.

46



There was a clear divide in Detroit between the east and west neighborhoods. Gordy
once said, “all the bad people lived” on the east side (Salvatore, 2007:110). His parents once
owned a business in Paradise Valley but part of that identity stayed on Hastings Street when he
moved to the wealthier Boston-Edison Neighborhood in 1967. Even the black neighborhoods of

Detroit segregated between the “haves” and those who “have not.”

Figure 18. Hastings Street District of Detroit (1930s)

L

Reuther & Reuther, 1930§)

It is difficult to single out one fundamental cause of poverty in Detroit. Even among
segregated black residents, there were some who lived in squalor among the Hoovervilles
photographed by the Reuther brothers and the shanties of the Hastings Street District while
others found success on the west side. Berry Gordy distributed “ghetto scholarships” in the
1960s and 1970s in an attempt to provide upward mobility to young black students in Detroit

(“Sterling ball funds ghetto scholarships,” 1971). However, I argue that the Reuther photographs
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and discussions with Detroit hoboes shine more light on the realities of Detroit poverty during
this time than the philanthropy of Berry Gordy (Lichtenstein, 1995). Reuther blamed the

capitalists while Gordy partied with the west side bourgeoisie.

—-—

terlin a unds etto scholarships, '
(“S ling ball funds gh hol hips,” 1971)

Like Detroit, segregation did not inherently cause poverty in the Chicago Black Belt.
The Chicago settlement of black individuals included professionals, lawyers, doctors, beggars,
house cleaners, prostitutes, criminals, and police officers. Attainment levels varied and social
capital was available in many forms. Regardless of apparent opportunity, the tie that bound this
community was that its cohesion bound “by hostile acts of the white world” (Gosnell, 1933:335).

In addition to capitalism, part of that white system was democracy.

Voting habits of black Chicagoans in the 1930s appear, on the surface, contradictory to
their own self-interests. Blacks in Chicago predominantly voted for Republicans. While 8.7%
of Chicago adults were black in 1930, nearly 17% of the Republican primary voters were black
(Gosnell, 1933). This is not surprising because emancipation was still a recent memory and
Abraham Lincoln was the country’s first Republican president. Older blacks were still hesitant
to associate with the Democratic Party. Younger blacks saw a new Republicanism that Gosnell

suggests was keen on destroying southern representation in the north. The new Republicans
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were building a “lily-white” organization. The changing landscape of American political parties
provided a fertile environment for new policy, resulting in the National Housing Act of 1934
(which created the Federal Housing Administration) and the Housing Act of 1937 (also known as
the Wagner-Steagall Act). Between emancipation in 1865 and the housing legislation of the late
1930s, there was a tremendous shift in policies affecting blacks and the respective intents of both

national parties.

Table 8. Presidential Overview from Emancipation (1865) to Housing Reform (1930)
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(White House, 2014)

While this is not a study of politics, it is important to provide background on the general
political environment during the period for historical purposes. A presidential overview shows
the transition from emancipation to housing reform, changing policies related to the poor and
blacks alike. A Republican in 1863 emancipated blacks (politically). Then came a Southern
Democrat, Andrew Johnson. At this time, “Southern” representation generally meant support of
the interests of whites through individual states’ rights. However, the trend shifted toward
policies that were more Republican until the 1880s due to a predominantly Republican Congress

and subsequent Republican presidents, many of whom were northerners.

Democratic Party principles were still essentially capitalist and not congruent with the

current perspective of the Party. For example, Grover Cleveland was against Chicago railroad
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strikers and unions. President Cleveland also vetoed Civil War pension and disability pension
bills in opposition to Congressional action (White House, 2014). Following that generally pro-
commerce Democratic presidency, voters elected several “pro-people” Republican presidents.
Party stances began to change with Woodrow Wilson during the 1910s. Wilson was in office
when social policies passed limiting railroad workers to an eight-hour day. He also helped
establish a graduated income tax. Wilson was one of the final Democratic presidents who

prioritized individual states’ rights.

Republican presidents of the 1920s generally benefitted from the boon after World War 1.
However, the Great Depression of the 1930s quickly followed. During the 1930s, the
Democratic and Republican Parties seemed to flip their general agendas. In 1932, there were
about 13,000,000 unemployed Americans (White House, 2014). In response, a predominantly
Democratic Congress passed the Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 1932 which was the
first major federal involvement in housing during the 1900s (U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, 2007). Democrats supported social welfare mostly through institutional

structures during this period.

The National Housing Act of 1934 established the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) that still exists today. The main components of this legislation occur in two forms: loans
or mortgages for low-income families (i.e. Fannie Mae) and new public housing (i.e. the
“Projects”). The fairness of these two distinct structural functions is debatable. Supporters will
argue that the federal government prioritized social welfare during this time of great need.
Detractors argue that the legislation, specifically Wagner-Steagall in 1937, placed too much

control in the hands of local authorities (The Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston, 2014). As
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Gosnell (1933) stated, segregated urban areas like the Chicago “Black Belt” developed out of

combined social and political factors, many of which still exist.

Table 9. National Political Landscape and Legislative Occurrences (1930s-1968)

Decade President Senate Majority | House Majority | Major Occurrences
Republican (72") | Democrat (72™)
Democrat Democrat (73™) Democrat (73™) National Housing Act of 1934
1930s (F.D. Roosevelt) Democrat (74th) Democrat (74th)
e Democrat (75™) Democrat (75™) Housing Act of 1937
Democrat (76th) Democrat (76th)
Democrat (77th) 1941
Democrat Democrat (78th) 1943 .
1940s (Truman) Democrat (79™) 1945 Housing Act of 1949
Republican (80™) 1947
Democrat (91%) 1949
Democrat (92™) 1951 .
1950s Republican Republican (93") 1953 Housing Act of 1954
(Eisenhower) Democrat (94™) 1955 .
Democrat (95") 1957 Federal Highway Act of 1956
Democrat (96™) 1959
Democrat (97 1961 Housing and Urban Development Act
Democrat Democrat (97th) 1963
1960s (Kennedy and Democrat (98™) 1965 .
Johnson) Democrat (99™) 1967 Housing Act of 1968
th:
Democrat (1007) 1969 Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970

For context, Nixon and Moynihan succeeded the legislators on this table.

(Friedman & Krier, 1968; The Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston, 2014; U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, 2007)

As I continuously argue in this manuscript, there is no single cause of poverty or
economic segregation. Thirty years of capitalist response to the Great Depression culminated in
the 1960s urban renewal of Detroit. Neither political party was more at fault than the other.
Hoovervilles were shantytowns that sprung up during and after the Great Depression due to
extreme economic conditions. Congress responded by passing legislation intended to eliminate
shantytowns by providing loans to house people. Those loans “systematically discriminated
against poorer urban neighborhoods, particularly those with substantial minority populations”
(Rusk, 1999:86). Redlining maps show discriminatory loan practices during the 1930s.

Hoovervilles disappeared but stratification, economic segregation, and poverty remained.
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Figure 20. Detroit Redlining Map (1939)
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The red or darker shaded areas were marked “low grade” i.e. where loans should not be offered.
Areas marked “low grade” coincide with concentrations of blacks (black neighborhoods).

(Hill, 2014)

The National Housing Act of 1934 classified neighborhoods and was a financially based
piece of legislation. The FHA only insured mortgages in “racially homogeneous
neighborhoods,” exacerbating the problem of segregation (Rusk, 1999:86). “Redlining” was a
common practice. The Housing Act of 1937 (Wagner-Steagall) placed political power in the
hands of local authorities and was operationally based. Housing “projects” are a result of this
legislation. The Chicago Housing Authority, founded in 1937, aims to “provide temporary
housing for people with incomes insufficient to obtain ‘decent, safe and sanitary’ dwellings in
the private market” (Chicago Housing Authority, 2014:177). The CHA built the housing
projects in Chicago. The main themes of the Housing Act of 1949 were low-rent public housing,
slum clearance, farm housing, and housing research (Committee on Banking and Currency,

1949; Truman, 1949). This series of legislative acts also produced the Brewster Projects in 1935
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and the Frederick-Douglass Towers in Detroit during the 1950s. The Detroit neighborhoods of
Black Bottom and Brush Park were places that were financially struggling and full of minorities.

Prioritizing “housing first” was the approach taken by the legislature.

Figure 21. Slums, Industrial, and Low Cost Housing (Detroit, 1941)
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(Hill, 2015)

Truman used the term “housing” ten times during his 1949 presidential address. Housing
was a national priority. The legislation of the 1930s and 1940s would manifest in various ways,
appropriate to analyze now because those same systems still exist in 2015. The themes of that
legislation are still present in modern day “housing first” programs. I argue that “housing” does

little to solve the underlying capitalist problem of stratification and economic segregation.

Chicago continues to be a bastion of segregated concentrated poverty especially in the

form of its “projects.” While the Black Belt on the south side was concentrated segregation, its
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black residents were not necessarily all impoverished. The projects put blacks in highly
segregated, highly impoverished environments. This is true of both the Chicago projects and the
Brewster Projects of Detroit. The history provided here of Chicago from the Great Depression
through the 1940s is relevant to this study of Michigan homelessness because of the substantive
number of Chicago poor who migrated to Detroit in and around the 1950s. Each Midwestern

city followed a different economic trajectory but their histories of homelessness intertwine.

The problems that began in the 1930s are much larger than any single neighborhood or
housing project. The Detroit Housing Commission started in 1933 and is now “the largest owner
of rental housing in the City of Detroit” (Detroit Housing Commission, 2015). The Chicago
Housing Authority began 4 years later and by the 1950s “had become the largest landlord in
Chicago with more than 40,000 units of housing” (Chicago Housing Authority, 2015). I argue
throughout this manuscript that these bureaucracies are clearly in place to manage housing the

poor but do nothing to eliminate the overall social problem.

The primary issue that began in the 1930s and continues to this day is lack of ownership,
meaning the citizenry no longer controls their land or homesteads. “Public housing was
established to provide decent and safe rental housing for eligible low-income families, the
elderly, and persons with disabilities” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
2015). After congress established government owned rental housing, they sought to eliminate
urban slums. President Truman said that explicitly in 1949. Then, the government built more
public housing following the Housing Act of 1954. The Eisenhower legislation of the 1950s was
slightly different because it privatized “urban renewal,” establishing racially divisive

partnerships between city planner and private developers. This process shifted all responsibility
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for urban failure onto the local governmental institution because the cities gained full control of

planning the urban landscape.

The outcome was bleak. Initially, no private developer would purchase the land in
southeast Detroit because it was “too close to black neighborhoods to attract upper-income
whites” (Babson, 1986:158). Urban renewal programs eventually bulldozed all of Black Bottom.
Babson explains how “urban renewal, under (Mayor) Cobo, became little more than ‘Negro
removal.” Detroit’s expanding black population had to double-up in the remaining slum areas or
push into nearby neighborhoods.” Urban renewal has long been associated with the
displacement of blacks (Thomas, 2005). “Urban renewal” was synonymous with “Negro

removal” (Pritchett, 2003:47).

At certain times, 97% of those displaced by urban renewal were black (Thomas, 2005).
“Those concerned about ‘blight,” which connoted economic deterioration, were often landowners
and downtown business owners more worried about falling property values than about the fate of
the poor” (Thomas, 2013:45, 48). Again, the essence of the problem is that the impoverished are
powerless to their removal and displacement. Thomas continues, “Donald Monson, in one of the
few Detroit planning documents of this era that mentions race, commented in 1947 that ‘any
practical program of rebuilding the deteriorated sections of Detroit is complicated by the fact that
the bulk of the deteriorated area is east of Woodward Avenue and presently occupied largely by
Negro families. However, the bulk of the public housing program must be for White occupancy
even after due allowance is made to the fact that the Negro people are in greater need of
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housing.”” Mel Ravitz, a sociologist fresh out of the University of Michigan, said in 1955 that
“many White families living now in neighborhoods that are beginning to be... occupied by

Negroes will not invest any sizable sum of money in home improvement” (Thomas, 2013:96-
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97). City administrators and planners thought the best option would be to raze Black Bottom
(Da Via, 2012). Decades of cultural and administrative subjugation of blacks in Detroit

culminated in the 1967 Detroit riots.

The 1967 Detroit riots left about 5,000 people homeless. Most of those individuals were
impoverished black Detroiters who stayed with relatives during the riots (Darden & Thomas,
2013; Gordon, 1971). After the riots, those people sought permanent housing in a burned out
city. Black Bottom was gone. So was Paradise Valley. Corktown turned into a desolate
wasteland now known colloquially as “Cobo Fields” or “Ragweed Acres” (Babson, 1986; Da
Via, 2012). Decades of problems created a situation whereby the city was “creating refugees”
through a process of “dislocation without relocation” (Henrickson, 1991:475). The riots were
just one factor that contributed to the turmoil during the 1960s. Police brutality, often cited as
the instigating cause of the 1967 riot, was another problem. Poor city planning also resulted in
detrimental outcomes for impoverished blacks. In addition to all of those components, highways

plowed through the city such as [-375 in 1964.

Construction of I-375 forced out many of those individuals whom the Detroit
neighborhoods riots did not subsequently displace. Highway construction “really just ripped the
guts out of that (Black Bottom) neighborhood,” explains Sidney Barthwell Jr. whose father once
owned a drugstore in Black Bottom. The highway “in essence, destroyed my father’s business.
Everybody had to move out. It was devastating, and it has never been the same again. Kind of
like a black diaspora. We went all over, where we could get in” (Gallagher, 2013). When

marginalized blacks did relocate, it was mostly to places of concentrated poverty.
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Figure 22. Trumbull Households Displaced by Urban Renewal (Detroit, 1971)
MOVEMENTS OF A SAMPLE OF HOUSEHOLDS DISPLACED BY
URBAN RENEWAL IN THE TRUMBULL COMMUNITY

Figure 8 |f’ J
(Hill, 2014)

Concentrated poverty creates a disadvantaged social environment for poor minority
families (Massey & Kanaiaupuni, 1993; Wilson, 2012). Therefore, systems that produce
concentrated poverty perpetuate disadvantage. The federal government recognized this around
1990 and launched two new approaches to de-concentrate poverty: resident dispersal and place
redevelopment (Chaskin, Joseph, Voelker, & Dworsky, 2012). Resident dispersal is a
mechanism that physically moved impoverished households to more secure neighborhoods (less
poverty, less crime, better schools, etc.). It was a way that families could “move to opportunity.”
However, resident dispersal often had unintended consequences. Briggs, Popkin, and Goering

(2010:141) identified a “move-back” pattern where families would move back to an

impoverished area, albeit not always their former neighborhood.
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Figure 23. Detroit Area Ethnic Groups (1971)
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(Hill, 2015)

One subject in that study explained that he wanted to move back to somewhere where he
was “more comfortable.” The resident dispersal program seems almost fundamentally flawed
because it moves families from the in-group to the out-group, often amplified by both cultural

and racial elements. When poverty intersects with race, as it clearly does in Chicago and Detroit,
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a proverbial breeding ground for social problems flourishes in both affluent and impoverished

communities.

Figure 24. Public Housing Population by Race/Ethnicity and Income (Chicago, 2014)

Asian, 5% Total

White, non-Hispanic, 6%_\ \ Number Of
Income Range Residents

Hispanic, any race, 11% $0 — 3,999 1,552
Ny $4,000 — 7,999 931

$8,000 — 15,999 3,786

$16,000 — 27,999 1,870

$28,000 — 35,999 536

$36,000 and greater 534

$4,000 — 7,999 0

African American,
non-Hispanic, 78%

(Chicago Housing Authority, 2014)

Detroit has been home to a wide swath of homeless individuals, somewhat similar to the
description provided of Chicago earlier in this manuscript. Because of its sheer size, [ am
limited in describing its hobo and homeless dwellings. It is appropriate to convey characteristics
of homeless individuals with similar experiences. Therefore, I focus my research on the services
provided by the Neighborhood Services Organization (NSO) formed in 1955. I examine the
characteristics of homeless individuals who might fall under the service of the NSO rather than

provide a comprehensive history of homelessness and the publicly housed in Detroit.

The NSO had sixteen staff members plus maintenance workers when it began in 1955. It
turned over almost its entire staff during its first year. Eleven years later, the NSO had twenty-
eight professional staff members, nine clerical staff members, and no maintenance staff. To

bolster its staff in the late 1960s, the organization employed thirty-two local social work graduate
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students and fourteen work-study undergraduate students (Bernard, Kurtagh, & Johnson, 1968).
The agency began collaborating with Detroit Police as soon as it opened. The NSO originally

formed when three settlement houses merged.

The Capuchin Soup Kitchen is an example of a religious mission driven food service
serving the poor in Detroit. The Capuchins are a religious community of friars inspired by St
Francis of Assisi. They began their Detroit ministry in 1883 and built a monastery on Mt. Elliott
street “purposely locating in a neighborhood where street people were known to congregate”
(Capuchin Soup Kitchen, 2015). The friars opened a soup kitchen in 1929. As of 2015, the soup
kitchen also operates “Earthworks” which is a program focused on improving food security, i.e.
safe, nutritious, culturally acceptable food. The soup kitchen also provides food, clothing,
household necessities, “psychological needs such as motivation, self-esteem, rehabilitation, and
meaningful relationships” (Capuchin Soup Kitchen, 2006). It still serves the poor in Detroit and

1s located on Mt. Elliott Street.

Figure 25. Historic Photos of the Capuchin Soup Kitchen (Detroit)
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(Capuchin Soup Kitchen, 2015)

Even though Detroit is such a large city, its social services for the poor are closely knit.
The Detroit Police continue to be involved in connecting vagrants with necessary services

through the Community and Police Advocacy (CAPPA) program (City of Detroit, 2014). The

60



first physical location for services listed on its website is the Capuchin Soup Kitchen. It also lists

the NSO Tumaini Center first on its list of ten homeless shelters.

The administration of these institutions also contains linkages. George P. Gaerig,
Operations Manager of the Capuchin Soup Kitchen, sits on the board of the NSO (Michigan
Neighborhood Service Organization (NSO), 2015). Lewis Hickson, former Operations Manager
for the Tumaini Center, was the Executive Director of the Capuchin Soup Kitchen from 1973
until 1998 (Hickson, 2014, 2015). With various professional pipelines to gain employment at
these organizations, e.g. the forty-six college students contributing to the effort at NSO at any
point in time during the 1960s, it is easy to understand how there is administrative crossover

between agencies.

Figure 26. Neighborhood Services Department Food Line (1980s)

(Babson, 1986)

The declining automotive industry and other struggling manufacturers severely affected
Detroit from 1978 until 1981. This produced many out-of-work impoverished families and
individuals in the city. Again, because of its size and close ties to the auto industry, the

characteristics of the Detroit homeless individual were different from Lansing and Ann Arbor
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during this period. From 1978 to 1981, forty-two automotive companies and services closed in

Wayne County (Babson, 1986). This brought a new type of individual to the food lines.

Figure 27. Detroit Street Beggar Comparlson (1932 and 1982)
-5 I A
W‘Z,’;‘;';fwo\#ar-cmmf

& wio will-HELP-ME-
CET-A- i

0%777““'

0|

L rn~ DETRO:

: s:ﬂ_{A g‘ ‘Vf‘

(Babson, 1986)

This “new” type of homeless individual in 1982 actually had many of the same
characteristics of the homeless individual in 1932. During both of these periods, many out-of-
work males sought assistance from food services and charities. “Four years ago (in 1978), we
fed less than 500 daily, mostly men in their fifties,” (Capuchin Community Center) manager
Lewis Hickson reported in November 1982. “This last week, we have served on the average
2,000 people a day, men and women, most of them in their 30s” (Babson, 1986:215). The
difference in 1982 was that the men had families. Many of the hobos in the early 1900s where
transient vagrants who rode the rails from town to town looking for work. By the 1980s, men
were more likely to have settled in the city and formed families. Although that is a significant
difference, it is important to note that the out-of-work poor in the 1980s were physically capable

of working and were looking for work like many of the hobos earlier in the century.

The trouble of Detroit in the 1980s clearly shows two things: (i) the same issues evident

for decades were not yet fixed and (ii) the foundation of institutional support was built up until
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the 1980s but not much was added then or after. The Capuchin Soup Kitchen opened its doors
the same day the stock market crashed in 1929 (Babson, 1986). That was a response to a social
problem. The Salvation Army joined the effort to feed and clothe the homeless. Focus HOPE
started in 1968 as a civil rights organization. Day House, a Catholic Worker shelter, opened in
1976. Gleaners formed in 1977 to end hunger. Manna Meals also began in 1977 (Babson,
1986). Many of those organizations, together with long established church efforts, appear on the
Detroit city CAPPA website. Yet, few new programs sprung up to help the homeless since the

1980s recession.

Intersection of Homelessness, Housing, and Race in America

When the current concept of homelessness emerged as an American social problem
during the 1870s, only about 10% of the homeless population was black. Even until the 1960s,
the typical homeless individual was a white male around 50 years old (Kusmer, 2001; National
Coalition for the Homeless, 2009). However, blacks have historically been associated with

poverty and the stereotypes that come with poverty.

Shortly after the Civil War, a white public perceived blacks as possessing the same
negative qualities as voluntary paupers. The privileged class predominantly saw poverty as
voluntary. The working class viewed both paupers and blacks as lazy, apathetic, and childlike
(Patterson, 2009). Conversely, settlement houses sought racial justice and lessened stereotypes.
However, settlement houses indoctrinated residents with culture and education. They did not
provide unbiased support and their approach to addressing poverty turned off many

impoverished people, including blacks.
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Housing everybody might be the pragmatic solution to the problem. In 1868, the
Republican Congressional Committee estimated post-bellum homestead laws would house
31,250,000 individuals, equivalent to the entire population of the country at that time. Those
laws provided for transient Civil War veterans and recently freed slaves especially.
Subsequently, the depleted Depression Era economy created general housing problems but
homestead laws remained through most of the twentieth century. The homeless were mostly

drifters until the Great Depression regardless of homestead laws that were in place until 1976.

Housing is certainly a primary aspect of the homeless experience measured discretely or
as phenomena that manifest in various ways for homeless individuals. In one regard, to be
“housed” means a person has shelter or a roof overhead that provides safety. Theoretically, a
society could eradicate homelessness if the society guaranteed a place for its citizens to sleep
safely indoors. For example, “public housing” is a benefit the government provides to
individuals in order for those persons to become “housed.” Public housing can have a certain
stigma attached to it since those who use it are receiving government assistance. People often
perceive public housing residents as needy. Even though housed, their social experience can be
different from that of a homeowner. Therefore, I argue that housing is more than a discrete

variable.

Types of housing, the residents who live in various dwellings, and the communities that
surround settlements conceptually mesh throughout American history. During periods of
slavery, typical plantations included a master’s house with separate overseer and slave quarters.
White overseers, who held a higher status, lived in more comfortable housing than black slaves
had access to (Otto & Burns III, 1983). In some instances, poor whites may have lived in

housing that was comparable to or in worse conditions than blacks but the whites always enjoyed
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the privilege of freedom. The quality of the housing did not compare to the social benefits of

being white and living free.

Segregated living was common on the plantation. After the end of slavery, segregation
continued for reasons other than the function of the plantation. The settlement house movement
emerged during the period right after the Civil War. Although the movement sought racial
justice and lessened stereotypes, white Europeans managed the first settlement houses. These
were more ethnocentric than culturally sympathetic. Some white settlement house leaders even
held beliefs that blacks could make more progress “on their own” as a segregated group
(Hounmenou, 2012; Lasch-Quinn, 1993). Structural and cultural forces played a role in racial

segregation during the settlement house movement.

One reason for the limited expansion of the settlement house movement was a division
between blacks and whites. Essentially, the mainstream settlement house movement failed to
assist blacks, a historically oppressed group in America. Hounmenou (2012) suggests that
blacks’ oppositional consciousness was an important factor in the development of a separate
black settlement house movement. I argue that segregated settlement houses provided a
favorable environment for the less adulterated cultivation of black culture similar to larger areas
like Paradise Valley in Detroit. In addition to the culture divisions, structural forces promoted
segregated settlement houses. As the settlement houses increasingly segregated, expansion
stopped. A second reason for the limited expansion of the settlement house movement was

limited funding.

Funding was a mechanism to manage housing on a national scale throughout the 1900s.

The U.S. Housing Act of 1937 brought affordable housing to low-income families as a response
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to the Great Depression. The primary intention of the act was to create jobs and eliminate slums
(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014a). However, many Americans
viewed the public housing system unfavorably from its inception through the 1960s (Friedman &
Krier, 1968). Section 23 of the Housing and Urban Development Act (HUD) of 1965 granted
local housing authorities the power to offer suitable vacant living spaces to low-income tenants.
Section 23 was a governmental move away from “housing projects” and incentivized scattered
low-income housing paid using subsidies. It is important to note that different types of housing,

like “the projects” or Section 23, will affect the individual in different ways.

The government often built public housing developments intentionally in disadvantaged
neighborhoods until policies were implemented to stop such practices in the 1970s (Hirsch,
1983; Rohe & Freeman, 2001; Schwartz et al., 2010). Even after the 1970s, institutional
mechanisms were in place to perpetuate inequality. Schwartz et al. (2010) found that New York
City public housing children perform substantially worse on standardized math and reading tests.
Further research is necessary to discover how different the outcomes are for homeless children
who attend public schools. In Kalamazoo, for example, there are currently 1,586 homeless
students (Monacelli, 2015). Research on students in poor housing situations has shown: (i) the
experience of public housing itself could contribute to low test scores, i.e. living near and with
low performers; (ii) individual and family characteristics; and (iii) students living in public
housing attend worse schools. Schwartz et al. focused on the third hypothesis. I will examine
the first. The experience of living in concentrated poverty, established by institutions built in
disadvantaged areas, is likely to be a major contributing factor to the life outcomes of those

individuals.
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Housing, as a “have or have not” variable, is an essential component of the homeless
experience. Public housing, i.e. the “next step up” from homelessness, is relevant to any
substantive study on the extremely poor. The “next step up” is a component of upward mobility
and motivation. A thorough scientific study should analyze “housing” as a status and privilege.
The concept of housing is more complex than a standard definition of “shelter.” There are
qualities to housing that influence outcomes for the individuals who live in certain types of

housing, neighborhoods, urban communities, or who sleep rough (e.g. in tent cities).

Characteristics of Modern Homeless Individuals in Ann Arbor

In 1964, Democratic President Lyndon Johnson delivered a speech on the campus of the
University of Michigan and described the “Great Society” of America. He admitted, “There is
not enough housing for our people” (Johnson, 1964). He encouraged onlookers to “join in the
battle to give every citizen an escape from the crushing weight of poverty” and said Americans
“have the power to shape the civilization that we want.” It was a brief, invigorating speech.
However, with limited words, President Johnson clearly acknowledged social forces as the
undercurrent that shaped the nation. Poverty can crush a man. Americans may be at fault if
“we” do not create a society that produces enough housing for “our” people. Individualism was
absent from the speech. The presidential speech had a theme of helping those in need of

assistance.

In 1971, Ann Arbor hosted the somewhat famous “John Sinclair Freedom Rally” in
Crisler Arena. This was shortly after the police arrested Ann Arbor resident John Sinclair for
possessing a small amount of marijuana. In popular culture, John Sinclair was a folk hero who
sparked protest against unnecessarily restrictive governmental policies on drug possession. He
and his Trans-Love commune moved to Ann Arbor from Detroit in early 1968, after the Detroit
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Riots destroyed over 2,000 buildings near the areas of Plum Street and Wayne State University
where the commune and its underground newspaper were located (Detroit Artists Workshop,
2015). Between the 1967 Detroit Riot and the 1971 Freedom Rally, there was a four-day riot in
Ann Arbor incited by hippies probably affiliated with Sinclair. The “Battle of Ann Arbor” came
one month after a similar riot in Berkeley, California (Glenn, 2009; “Police rout hippie-led mobs,
arrest 21 in Ann Arbor riot,” 1969; “Youths on coast and troops clash,” 1969). The Ann Arbor
rally was south of campus, more of a place where hippies congregated and not really where any
homeless were. The Berkeley riot, coincidentally, was in People’s Park where another protest
came 22 years later to keep the park as-is (Mungan, 1991:B-4). The later protest was due, in
part, because “People’s Park has now become a... symbol for society’s failure to provide for the
homeless and helpless.” Neither the 1960s rioters nor the 1971 activists specifically intended to
combat homelessness, but I mention them here to provide context to the social environment of

that time.

The Freedom Rally in Ann Arbor was symbolic of the conflict between the 1970s hippie
movement and generally strict local police power. John Sinclair was one man in the small
college town of Ann Arbor but the world became aware of the Freedom Rally when John Lennon
and Yoko Ono came to support the rally. At this time, Ann Arbor was a microcosm of changing
American ideals on both sides of the spectrum, from the conservative Republican in office

(Richard Nixon) to the extreme activism of the White Panther Party and John Sinclair.

The White Panther commune lived on the southeast side of Ann Arbor in two houses,
1510 and 1520 Hill Street. At times, up to 28 people could sit at the dinner table and eat
together. This created a need to manage large quantities of food and a formal cooperative effort
emerged out of necessity. The food system, Ann Arbor People's Food-Coop, still exists to this
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day (Sinclair, 2015). As communalism became a sustainable way of life, institutional support

waned.

Figure 28. Washtenaw County Infirmary (ca. 1970)
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Project Grow has operated as a non-profit on the grounds of the County Farm Park since
1972 (Project Grow Community Gardens, 2015; Washtenaw County, MI, 2015). A group
incorporated The People’s Food Co-op in 1971 (People’s Food Co-op, 2015). In 1982, St.
Andrew's Episcopal Church in downtown Ann Arbor began serving a free hot meal to the
homeless and working poor (Stanton, 2014). While these organizations do not have strict
missions to serve the homeless, the chronology of community food organizations in Ann Arbor

is relevant to the development of services to the homeless.

The Food Gatherers is an organization that formed in 1988 through a public-private
partnership to serve the homeless (Food Gatherers, 2015). Its warehouse is located in the
northernmost part of Ann Arbor. The organization currently provides food to the Delonis

Homeless Shelter in downtown Ann Arbor.

69



Food sources have been distant from homeless dwelling areas since the farm closed in
1917. While the infirmed lived at that location, hobos were located in the center of the city near
the railways. Riverside Park was developed and named in 1907 and soon thereafter was a haven
for homeless vagrants. Many referred to it colloquially as “Hobo Park™ (Shackman, 2009)

because of its close proximity to the rails where hobos would stop off.

Riverside Park was a popular place for hobos to congregate until the rail station turned
into a restaurant in 1970. The new Amtrak station did not open until 1983 (Amtrak, 2014). The
hobo era lasted in Ann Arbor from the closing of the poor farm in 1917 until the closing of the
depot in 1969. The face of homelessness changed over the past several decades but the homeless
found a new place in downtown Ann Arbor to congregate. Liberty Plaza is now widely known
to be the place where the homeless currently hang out (Stanton, 2015a, 2015b). Ann Arbor
residents are as dismissive of the Liberty Plaza homeless as they probably were of the bums that

lived in Riverside Park.

Liberty Plaza is where the homeless currently dwell during warm days in Ann Arbor.
This city park served as a place of homeless refuge during the 1980s and 1990s (Abresch, 1997,
Lituchy, 1988). Liberty Plaza is so small that certain maps do not even make note of it. The
plaza is downtown and conveniently efficient for panhandling. Riverside Park, on the other

hand, is across the river and is not a viable place for street begging.

Liberty Plaza is also near the University of Michigan campus community and other
resources or places of refuge. It is useful as such until policies make it less appealing. For
example, the public library (perhaps unofficially) banned homeless in the 1980s (Pearlstein,

1984). The current librarian, whom I met during my research, would not let that happen today.
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Figure 29. Two of the City’s Homeless on a Liberty Street Park Bench (1988)
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Gail and Jesse, two of the city’s homeless, tell many stories from their Liberty Street park bench.

(Lituchy, 1988)

The public no longer refers to modern homeless individuals as “hoboes” or “infirmed”
which was common during most of the 1900s. The general progression of terminology
transitioned from the archaic “pauper” to a modern day “needy” person. The public continues to
perform charitable acts for the needy, like a 1987 “Walkathon to help homeless” (Tutak, 1987).
Ironically, the cycle has come full circle and homeless individuals share more characteristics
with 1800s paupers than with 1950s hobos. The news stories cited here refer to “vagrants” as

recently as the 1980s.

71



Figure 30. Two Boys at a Michigan Hobo Festival (2008)
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THOMAS GAFFNEY, 8, left, of Port Huron, and Hayden Settlemeyer, 10, of Owosso, smile as they power a hand-
car down the tracks at the Steam Railroading Institute’s Hobo Fest in Owosso Saturday afternoon. The hand-
cars were originally used to move work crews up and down the tracks.

(Warren, 2008)

When the Washtenaw County Infirmary closed in 1971, homeless individuals received
less care for physical and mental health needs. Housing changed from an “infirmary” to a
“shelter.” This implies that the primary need for the homeless individual is housing and not
health services. The county poor farm turned into an area used by city dwellers to escape
downtown and jog, picnic, or hike on nature trails (Krupa, 1977). Ironically, the news article
mentioning the poor farm transformation to recreation area was next to a headline about the
rising unemployment rate at that time. As one shift in perceived medical and housing needs was
occurring, a secondary need for food became popular. Organizations that provide housing and

food replaced hospital institutions.
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Table 10. Change in Ann Arbor from Hobo to Homeless (1790-2002)
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The hobo also disappeared as railroad traffic declined. The wars of the early 1900s
brought heavier loads to and from industrialized cities. The military rail traffic decreased. An
Ann Arbor depot closure put an end to old style travel and new high speed Amtrak began with a

new station in 1973. Hoboes preferred boxcar traffic over the new passenger cars.

Table 11. Ann Arbor Quick Facts about Homelessness (1980s)

* 2,807 homeless in Washtenaw County )
¢ $163/month income from
“General Assistance”
* 5 Shelters: Salvation Army (809 Henry Street), Shelter
Association (420 W. Huron), S.O.S. Crisis Center .
Z (Ypsilanti), Ozone House (608 N. Main serves youth), and *  $22/night rent at the Embassy
= SAFE House (Pittsfield) Hotel
—
*  Man removed from University of Michigan library because | ° Ann .Arbor pu.bh.c library
officers “thought he was a street person” and told him he considers bamshmg. homeless
should “go hang out on the south corner of the Diag with all people from the facility (1980)
the street people and vagrants” (1983)
& = | ¢ 3,028 homeless (estimated) in Ann Arbor * 200 low-lncorpe, smgle. room
® X occupancy units demolished in
== . 27,000 “bed nights” dispensed in 1986 15 years

(Becker, 1983; “Help for homeless,” 1987; Tutak, 1987)

The rail yard began to shrink and the city landscape changed. “Hobo” became an
outdated term and an extinct identity, now only celebrated as a sort of mythological figure

(Warren, 2008). During these festivals, the Steam Railroading Institute conveys hobo history.
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The connection between the hobo and the rails is a part of American folklore, including the local

history of Ann Arbor.

The modern Ann Arbor homeless scene began in the early 1970s. The downtown library
doubled in size in 1974. St Andrew’s Episcopal Church served its first free hot meal in 1982.
The Shelter Association of Washtenaw County opened in 1983 with an average of 25 people per
night sleeping on mats on the floor (Shelter Association of Washtenaw County, 2011). Food
Gatherers formed in 1988. The Delonis Center construction finished in 2003. These

organizations combine to form the foundation of the current homeless experience in Ann Arbor.

Characteristics of Modern Homeless Individuals in Lansing

Lansing, Michigan saw a similar fate. Its Union Depot on Michigan Avenue, which sits a
few hundred feet away from the site of the current Lansing City Rescue Mission, was converted
into a restaurant in 1972 and replaced by Amtrak in 1975 (Clara’s Lansing Station, 2015). The
new Amtrak station moved several miles outside of downtown to East Lansing near the campus
of Michigan State University. Prior to Amtrak, downtown Lansing served as a hub for rail traffic
after the Civil War and into the automotive boom during the early half of the 1900s. This was a
period when hobos could be seen on downtown Lansing city streets. While the characteristics of
the early twentieth century hobo were similar in both Lansing and Ann Arbor, the care was

slightly different.

The Lansing City Rescue Mission opened in 1911 and a soup line began shortly
thereafter. A group of people incorporated this mission and opened a shelter at its current
location in 1948. The overnight shelter services began in 1957 (City Rescue Mission of Lansing,

2015). Although the Mission provided services to the railway hobos that Ann Arbor did not, the
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characteristics of hobos in both cities were relatively similar up until both depots closed around
1970. There is less information readily available about the history of the Lansing area hoboes

since the local newspapers there are not freely available to search electronically.

Stories of Lansing Skid Row and the tramps and hoboes that lived around the area are
sporadic. However, I am personally familiar with Lansing history since I was born and raised
there. Skid Row was near the Capitol Building and the City Rescue Mission even when I was a
young boy. The “shabby area of cheap rooming houses” described in 1949 was still relatively
the same until developers built a minor league baseball stadium there in the mid-1990s. The
police searched the four-block area downtown including “railroad sidings” for a murderer
(“Lansing boy, 4, found slain on vacant lot,” 1949). The police went all the way to Wisconsin to
seize a mentally deficient man who admitting to killing the boy just to satisfy the detectives
(“Expert is hired in slaying case,” 1949). That innocent man was released when an unemployed
auto factory worker confessed to the killing (““Don’t know why I did it;” Racine man cleared,”

1949). Most stories involving Lansing Skid Row are tragedies.

Table 12. Brief History of Central Michigan Train Depots, Abridged (1900s)

Washtenaw County
1886 | Michigan Central Railroad Depot | 401 Depot St, Ann Arbor MI
Now the Gandy Dancer Restaurant

Shiawassee County, Durand MI
Now the State Railroad History Museum and Amtrak
Station

Durand Depot; Abandoned by

=0 Grand Trunk in 1974

Ingham County

1903 | Lansing Union Depot Lansing MI now Clara’s Restaurant

Ingham County
1903 | Grand Trunk Western Rail Station | 1203 S Washington Ave, Lansing MI
Named “Eyesore of the week” in 2010

200 Depot Dr, Dowagiac

1903 | Michigan Central Railroad Depot Now a train and bus depot

Michigan Central Railroad Depot; | 430 N Cochran, Charlotte M1

1920 . .
2L Passenger service until 1959 Converted to a restaurant

(Kirby, 2010; Schneider, 2004)
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Tramps in Lansing are certainly a current problem recognized by police, an argument
supported later in this manuscript. They sought shelter in the jails over a century ago (“Tramp
nuisance,” 1906). At that time, “vagrants” received “bread and water” after arrests for drunk and
disorderly conduct. Another man swindled two others at the Grand Trunk rail yard office out of
their tobacco and lunches (“Ungrateful hobo punished,” 1912). Finally, a cross-dressing hobo
from Lansing was arrested after riding the rails to Wisconsin (“Girl hobo arrested while posing
as a boy,” 1915). These interesting times kept the “Vagrancy Board” busy. The “hobo
investigators” appointed by Michigan Governor Warner included Walter S. Foster of Lansing, a
prominent attorney whose local firm is well known in Lansing to this day (“Name vagrancy

board,” 1909). The early 1900s were a decade full of emerging vagrancy laws in Michigan.

Table 13. Michigan Vagrancy Laws (Early 1900s)

1907 | City of Flint: “To restrain and punish drunkards, vagrants, street beggars, and other
disorderly persons...”

“To provide for the protection and care of paupers, and to prohibit and prevent all
persons from bringing to said city from any other place any pauper or other person
likely to become a charge upon said city...”

“To provide for the burial of strangers and poor deceased persons”

1907 | City of Hastings: “To apprehend and punish vagrants, truants, mendicants, street
beggars, drunkards and persons found drunk in any of the public streets, or places in
the city...”

1907 | City of Holland: “To apprehend and punish vagrants, truants, mendicants, street
beggars, drunkards and persons found drunk in any of the streets, parks or public
places in the city...”

1907 | City of Ionia: “To prohibit and regulate bathing in any public water... To restrain and
punish drunkards, vagrants, mendicants, street beggars and persons soliciting alms”
1907 | City of Lansing: “To apprehend and punish vagrants, drunkards, disorderly persons
and common prostitutes”

1907 | City of Marquette: “To restrain and punish drunkards, vagrants, street beggars, and all
disorderly persons or keepers of gaming or disorderly houses in which drunkards or
boisterous persons are allowed to congregate and disturb the peace...”

(L061 ‘uolssog Je[nIaY 9y} Je passed
UB3IYOTIA JO d3€1S o) JO 2INJE[SISOT Y} JO S}OY [BI0T)

1909 | “The Governor is hereby directed to appoint a commission consisting of five citizens
of the State of Michigan... (To) meet and proceed to investigate, in such manner as
they may deem advisable, the subject of vagrancy, habitual drunkenness, offenses
designated as disorderly conduct and similar offenses...”

(6061
“UBSTYOIA)
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The vagrants who ran in and out of Lansing were a motley bunch. A car thief and
a transient boxer, or “pugilist,” were among those picked up by police in nearby cities (“Locals,”
1932, “Vagrant admits car theft,” 1966). However, there is no real indication that Lansing
suffered from a major homeless epidemic during the 1900s. The economy was never
substantially worse than the national situation. Automotive jobs were prevalent in Lansing for
decades. During the 1900s, homelessness in Lansing was just as likely due to natural disaster as
financial turmoil (“Many are homeless in Michigan floods,” 1912). Like Flint, the city did not
see its worse days until the factories began to leave around the turn of the 21* century. Neither
Lansing nor Flint were primarily lumber towns so the rail-riding hobo travelled more north near
Saginaw and Bay City. Furthermore, the establishment of rails did not take hoboes away from
Lansing. If anything, rails brought more workers to the factories in Lansing and Flint where jobs
were available for the majority of the 1900s. Conditions are not the same now. I describe the

current Lansing homeless phenomena more thoroughly in a later section.

Locals know the area in Lansing near the Grand Trunk Western rail yards as “REO
Town” because it once housed the factory that built Diamond REO Trucks. East-west rails ran
directly through the campus and north-south rails that went right past the Lansing Union Depot

were to the east. REO Town was a good area to hop trains going in any direction.

REO Town stopped producing trucks in 1975 and the area declined after that. The
neighborhood did not develop as expected and nearby Baker Street became notorious for crime

during the 1980s and 1990s.
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Figure 31. Grand Trunk Western Rail Station Lansing Depot (1902 and 2010)

-

(Kirby, 2010; Schneider, 2004)
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Figure 32. REO Town Factory with Rails
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(“REO Motor Works,” 2006)
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Figure 33. REO House Ad (1925)

A HOME OF YOUR OWN

After all is said and done, the happiest man is the fellow who has a
home of his own.

These fine, modern homes, SOLD ONLY TO REO employes, at prices
ranging from $5,000 to $5,500.00—

And All You Need to Pay Is
$300 (or more) down and
$40 (or more) per month,
. Some of these REO houses have six rooms and bath, and some seven, with
* full basements.
Every REOITE Should AND CAN Own His Own Home.

Call at the Welfare Dept. for Information

REO HOME Ap, MAY, 1925. The REO Motor Car Company promoted home ownership as
a means of a stable workforce. South Lansing, in proximity of the REO factory, was known

as “REO Town.”
(MacLean & Whitford, 2003)
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There was a third depot in Lansing that warrants mention. The Lake Shore and Michigan

Southern Railroad depot stood in what is now “Old Town” Lansing. The tracks are no longer

functioning there but the crossing signs remain. The “L.S. and M.S.” was mainly a route to

Chicago but did not connect with the more northern lumber routes through Saginaw or Bay City.

Figure 34. Lake Shore and Michigan Southern Railroad (1907) and Connections Map
(1900)

X. S, & M. S. R. R. Depot, Lansing, Mich.

(Alan Loftis Collection, 1907)
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In sum, the railroads did not bring very many hobos to the Lansing area during the 1900s.
This was possibly due to increased vagrancy and tramp laws instituted early in the century.
Maybe hobos stayed in northern Michigan where there were lumber jobs. If they did come to

Michigan, they received decent support.

One way to measure the homeless in these areas without evidence of hobos is to review
census data. The data are useful in combination with knowledge of the depot construction in
1903 and vagrancy law emphasis in 1907, especially in Lansing and Flint. In 1904, there were
n=61 and n=59 “paupers” in Flint and Lansing respectively. In 1910, there were n=67 and n=66
respectively. The number of paupers living in Flint/Lansing almshouses did not significantly
increase when the railroads came to town nor did the poor count decrease when legislatures

drafted more anti-vagrancy laws.

Table 14. Paupers in Michigan Almshouses (1904)

Discharged/
died, or
. . Present
Enumerated, 12/31/1903 Admitted during 1904 transferred
. 1/1/1905
during
1904
White White
Native Native
g = g =
5 2 [ 3
5| 2| a2 2 5 | 2| B 2
< - < fiv] = =] < - < fiv] = =]
2 | 8§ |2 |5 |5 |% B 5 |2 |E |58 | %
el 2 la |2 |2lsl2 |22 a|2|2l= 3 E
a, o a =y go = o a = 2, & gb S L Q L o 2
2 20 3 = =4 = % 2 %’J 3 = =4 s % | % | %
Tl E & |8 |2 |Z2|38]|F =R = O = I - S o | = | O
Zz & |5 | & Zz |2 |5 | &
Genesee 15 3 6 8 19 1 25 2 0 2 13 0 0 35 0 59 2
Ingham 24 3 3 5 11 0 3 7 1 0 7 7 2 1 14 1 56 3
Washtenaw | 16 3 1 6 13 0 4 10 2 0 1 11 0 1 18 1 45 4
Wayne 74 90 21 4 298 | 0 | 20 139 | 202 | 47 6 427 | 0 | 47 | 777 46 | 531 | 21

(United States Census Bureau, Koren, & King, 1906)
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Table 15. Paupers in Michigan Almshouses (1910)

Enumerated on 1/1/1910 Admitted in 1910 Transfers to
other -
White White almshouses gﬂ
£
2
2z
o )
5 5 5| 2| 8
] =} — [o)} 1%
g | £ = | E = | = | & o
5| £ E | £ S| = | % =
Rl RS Sl 2l 2| B E| =
= 2z = 2 = 2 E =
e | Bl 8| 2|25 5| 2| 2|2 2|2|5] 8|25 z
g | 3 | 28|51 <€| €| s Z | 28|52 8 = =
£2££££8£2££££8£30§
Genesee
County 67 | 42 |25 |47 | 17| o | 3| 95 |65 |30 | 78| 9| 4] 4] 0 2 | 78 16
Infirmary,
Flint
Ingham
County 66 | 43 | 23 |50 | 16| 0o 0] 26 | 19] 7 |24 20| o0] o0 0 | 23 8
Poorhouse,
Mason
Washtenaw
County s2 0137|1532 190 1| 27 |21] 6 |16] 8 | 2|1 0 0| 13 8
Poor Farm,
Ann Arbor
Wayne
County
Poor 566 | 443 | 123 | 197 | 340 1 28 | 1,168 | 962 | 206 | 485 | 626 4 53 0 0 869 175
House,
Eloise

(United States Census Bureau, 1911)

Although these numbers appear to represent the conditions of poverty in Michigan during
this time, I argue they do not. “The number of paupers reported is not a measure of the extent of
poverty in a community. It depends on the adequacy of the supply of almshouses or the
prevailing policy in regard to outdoor relief, on climate conditions, and on the existence or
number of special institutions for children and for physical and mental defectives” (Michigan
State Board of Health, 1915:51). As I explain throughout this manuscript, census data does not
adequately represent the lives of extremely poor people. Many other environmental and

circumstantial factors contribute to the homeless identity and experience.

The experience of extreme poverty extends beyond the life of the individuals and the
scope of the community. “Unfortunately, we have many children who are without good homes

and home surroundings. The beaten, starved and cowed child of the inebriate cannot have an
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equal chance with those properly reared. Poverty handicaps underfed, under-clothed, and badly
housed children and their parents. Such children have not violated any social law nor committed
any sin. Their fault is farther back and antedates their birth” (Michigan State Board of Health,
1915:71). This point summarizes the purpose of this section of this manuscript. The social
forces of poverty extend far before the life of the individual. There are more homeless people

today than in 1904.

Table 16. Number of Homeless People Counted in Michigan; by Continuum of Care (2014)

COC COC Name Total
MI-501 |Detroit CoC 2755
MI-500 |Michigan Balance of State CoC 2253
MI-506 |Grand Rapids/Wyoming/Kent County CoC 793
MI-507 |Portage/Kalamazoo City & County CoC 681
MI-505 |Flint/Genesee County CoC 635
MI-516 |Norton Shores/Muskegon City & County CoC 584
MI-509 |Ann Arbor/Washtenaw County CoC 545
MI-504 |Pontiac/Royal Oak/Oakland County CoC 457
MI-502 |Dearborn/Dearborn Heights/Westland/Wayne County CoC 456
MI-508 |Lansing/East Lansing/Ingham County CoC 429
MI-512 |Grand Traverse, Antrim, Leelanau Counties CoC 396
MI-519 |Holland/Ottawa County CoC 387
MI-503 |St. Clair Shores/Warren/Macomb County CoC 343
MI-510 |Saginaw City & County CoC 325
MI-514 |Battle Creek/Calhoun County CoC 284
MI-517 |Jackson City & County CoC 240
MI-515 |Monroe City & County CoC 185
MI-511 |Lenawee County CoC 138
MI-518 |Livingston County CoC 135
MI-523 |Eaton County CoC 126
MI-513  |Marquette, Alger Counties CoC 80

TOTAL IN MICHIGAN 12227

KEY
Dark Shade = Primary Focus of Dissertation
Light Shade; Italics = Secondary Focus of Dissertation
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Summary of the Modern Homeless History in Three Michigan Communities

I present the general modern homeless histories of Detroit, Ann Arbor, and Lansing here
to provide context to current lived experiences of homeless individuals in these communities. It
is important to note that several tangential components of each community are relevant to the
overall circumstances of the homeless at various times. The poor houses and vagrancy laws of
the early 1900s are as relevant as the railroad depots built during those same years. Neither was
the exclusive cause of any rise or decrease in homelessness at any point in time. All of those
factors and many more blend together to form the conditions that lead to a segment of the

population living in poverty.

Table 17. Paupers in Other Charitable Institutions, Michigan (1904)
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19.04. 114 8 71 35 5,509 | 30,177 | 5,395 | 18,366 | 530,443 | 1,040,958 | 211.9 | 1,191.7
Michigan

General summary of all benevolent institutions, public and private (exclusive of prisons, hospitals for insane,
almshouses, schools for the feeble minded, and schools and homes for the deaf and blind)

(United States Immigration Commission, Dillingham, & Lloyd, 1911)

Charitable institutions and supportive programs remain present in Michigan. Churches,
county poor farms, and public benefits are all types of support offered to the poor throughout the
20™ century. Although poor houses have transformed into county homeless shelters, the function
of serving the poor and mentally ill remains. Soup lines and soup kitchens still exists in these
Michigan cities, many in the same locations as a century before. Police arrest modern day street

people and put them in jail just as they rounded up bums, tramps, and vagrants long ago. The
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rescue mission in Lansing, for example, still sits a few hundred yards away from the railyard
depot built in 1903. The Ann Arbor homeless still beg and sleep on the same benches as was
common decades earlier. Detroit has changed the most significantly during the last century

among these three cities. The charity to poor people has severely declined in Detroit.

During my observations of these three cities, I experienced high levels of charitable
support from institutions. I also recorded instances where charitable institutions were struggling
for resources as much as the individuals they serve. The current homeless experience in

Michigan is as variable as the preceding histories I describe.

The histories of Detroit, Ann Arbor, and Lansing vary quite dramatically but share some
similarities. During the late 1800s, administrators considered residents to be “inmates” and often
referred to the mentally ill as “idiotic.” Conditions were dreadful. In one instance, a man was
chained to a fence “like a bear... to degrade and brutalize” him. Despite the abundance of
supportive institutions, the state poor houses varied in quality. They were mostly on sprawling
campuses covering dozens of acres. However, the care was only as good as the individuals who
provided it. The conditions became so awful that the Board of Corrections and Charities sought
to shut down the whole system around 1920. Throughout their tenure, the Board repeatedly
complained about county reports not submitted on time. Public Act 121 of 1885 established the
Board to associate with county superintendents of the poor “for (the) purpose (of preparing) a
uniform system of records and accounts for the use of superintendents, overseers, and directors
of the poor, and keepers of the poor-houses” (Michigan, 1890:3091). The Secretary of State
received regular reports from the Board. The People of the State of Michigan, via the legislature,
enacted more laws for the poor that year. However, the Board recommended a new system.
Their recommendation resulted in revised 1925 laws.
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Public Act 146 of 1925 defined “poor” and “poor persons” as “those who have no

property, exempt or otherwise, and who are unable, because of physical or mental disabilities, to

earn a livelihood” (Michigan, 1925:1). The words “settlement” and “residence” remained vague.

Much like the vagrancy laws of the early 1900s, these statues did little to eradicated poverty.

Table 18. Abridged Reports of the Michigan State Board of Corrections (1881-1904)

1881-06-
24

The Board were forcibly impressed with the insufficient accommodation provided by
Wayne county for its poor, and especially for its indigent insane, the buildings being over-
crowded and very badly constructed for proper care of the insane, and dangerously
insecure in case of fire.

1881 Flint

The poorhouse, about two and a half miles from Flint, is of brick, one and a half stories,
about 16x120 feet, with stone basement. It is warmed by stoves and ventilated by
windows... two bath tubs for men and two for women... An insane woman had, at a
former visit, just escaped with her child, a bright boy, for fear he would be separated from
her and sent to the State Public School. If she returns, as no doubt she will, it will be
mistaken kindness if, to humor the whims of a crazy mother, this child is permitted to
remain under poorhouse influences. ..

1881
Lansing

The poorhouse is about six miles east of Lansing in the town of Meridian. It is a two-
story brick building with good basement, well constructed for use as a poorhouse. The
rooms are of good size, warmed by furnaces and ventilated by flues. The sexes are kept
entirely separate... There were 40 inmates when visited... Found a man of about 24,
idiotic, said to be inclined to escape, and so tied, without shelter, to a fence near the
house, where he had worn a path at the end of his rope, like a chained animal. The effect
upon other inmates, of constant exhibition of a human being in this condition, chained like
a bear to a fence, must be to degrade and brutalize.

1881
Saginaw

The poorhouse is about eight miles from Saginaw City... 34 inmates; 10 females, a few of
whom were idiotic; 24 men, 1 idiotic and 2 insane...

1881 Ann
Arbor

The poorhouse, about three miles from Ann Arbor, is a large two-story brick building
with a frame part one and a half stories high, for the keeper... no insane are kept... two
chapels, one for Protestants, one for Catholics... found 59 inmates, 17 women and 42
men...

1881
Wayne

When visited it was more than full... It appeared to be well kept, and as clean as could be
expected from the character and condition of many of the inmates, victims of their own
loathsome vices, brought to poverty and hopeless dependence by intemperance and
profligacy... a class of inmates brought to their present deplorable condition by
debauchery and vice... Physical restraint by means of fetters and chains had been in use...

(Michigan, 1881-1920)

One fundamental shift from this set of laws was the distinction between “indoor” and

“outdoor” paupers (The Atlantic Monthly, 1881). The almshouse system and subsequent boon

of charities from the 1880s through the Great Depression established a new class of “indoor” or

housed poor people. The government took a similar approach in the 1930s and 1960s when
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public housing and housing projects popped up in Detroit and other cities. The conceptual

division perpetuates when distinctions separate “street people” from “shelter dwellers.”

This is a distinction apparent throughout much of my embedded observation later in this
manuscript. [ argue that the real division between institutionalized and autonomous homeless
began during this period between 1880 and the Great Depression. The hoboes were rather
autonomous but the mentally ill “idiotic” men in Lansing were clearly insane. There was some
crossover in the statutes, blending vagrant tramps with street beggars and mixing in drunkards
alike. Lawmakers failed to recognize the real differences in homeless people early on during the

establishment of the homeless support system.

Charities, to this day, provide some equation of food, shelter, and/or clothing to destitute
individuals. Some homeless shelters emphasize mental health and other medical services. Other
organizations combat addiction. Yet, these unfairly combined long ago. An individual with
addiction has many different needs than an orphaned child. A criminal deviant, especially a sex
offender, is distinct from an abused and battered woman who ends up homeless. Despite
assumedly good intentions, the charities and county shelters built in the 1800s no longer serve
the needs of the modern day homeless individual. The Board of Corrections and Charities never
fully understood the life of the inmate. Charity volunteers always served a lower class but were
rarely peers of those they served soup. The Overseers of the Poor, now shelter administrators,
historically dealt with low funding. There is still a mysterious divide between those who have
and have not. Each agency maintains a distinct “us and them” model, much of which came from
laws drafted in proximity to the Civil War. Economies in these cities are different, no longer
agrarian, and poor farms simply are not functionally appropriate. A new outlook on

homelessness is long past due.
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Table 19. List of Relevant Private Charities (1881-1904)

1881-1884 Private Charities

Detroit

Michigan State Retreat, Sisters of Charity; Michigan Ave; includes treatment for opium addiction; up to 100
patients paying $5/week; always 20 patients gratis

St. Anthony’s Male Orphan Asylum; Gratiot Rd in Hamtramck

St. Mary’s Hospital

The Industrial School; corner of Washington and Grand River Ave; “The object of the (school) is to educate
children who are too poor to be properly clad for the public schools”

St. Luke’s Hospital and Church Home and Orphanage

Harper Hospital

Michigan College of Medicine Hospital; Purpose of “no person requiring medical or surgical attention being
refused admission, whether able to pay or not”

House of Providence, Sisters of Charity

Woman’s Hospital and Foundling’s Home; 13" Street

St. Vincent Orphan Asylum; Sisters of Charity

Protestant Orphan Asylum; Evangelical Churches

U.S. Marine Hospital

Home of the Friendless; Protestant; 22 Warren Avenue West; 80 homeless inmates

Thompson Home for Old Ladies; Protestant

Home of the Aged and Poor; Little Sisters of the Poor

Women’s Home; 78 Congress Street West

Lansing

Lansing Industrial Aid Society; on a lot deeded by an aged colored man (probably James “Father” or “Uncle
Jimmie” Little, the first black resident of Lansing)

1904 Detroit

The Florence Crittenton Mission; 297 Brush Street; especially for homeless

McGregor Mission; 233 Brush Street

The Phyllis Wheatley Home; 176 Elizabeth Street East; for aged colored women

Detroit City Union of the King’s Daughters and Sons; 427 Woodward Ave

The Ladies’ Society of the Detroit Homeopathic College Free Dispensary; 185 Lafayette Ave
United Jewish Charities; 239 High Street East

Home for the Aged and Poor; 49 Scott Street; Little Sisters of the Poor

Fairbanks Woman’s Relief Corps; Grand River and Cass Avenues

The Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children; 22 McGraw Building

The Detroit Free Dispensary for Women and Children; 149 Forest Avenue East

D’Arcambal Home of Industry Association; Biddle House; 236 Jefferson Ave; for discharged prisoners
Woman’s Hospital and Infant’s Home; 149 Forest Avenue East

The Protestant Orphan Asylum of Detroit; 988 Jefferson Ave

The Ladies Society for the Support of Hebrew Widows and Orphans

The Detroit Deaconess Home; 53 Elizabeth Street West; Episcopal

The Thompson Home for Old Ladies; 866 Cass Avenue; Protestant

The House of Providence; 187 Elizabeth Street East

The Visiting Nurse Association; 224 Clifford Street

The Children’s Free Hospital; 1038 Antoine Street

The German Protestant Home for Orphans and Old People; 250 Harvey Avenue

Christ Church House; 242 Woodbridge Street East

St. Luke’s Hospital, Church Home and Orphanage; Fort Street and McKinstry Avenue
Franklin Street Settlement; 519 Franklin Street

The Arnold Home for the Aged and Incurable; Baldwin Mansion; 110 Fort Street West

St. Vincent’s Orphan Asylum; 137 McDougall Avenue; Sisters of Charity; for homeless children
The Detroit Branch of the Needle Work Guild of Americas; provided clothing

The House of the Good Shepherd; Ward Mansion; 792 Fort Street West

(Michigan, 1881-1920)
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I argue that counting, categorizing, and grouping the poor and destitute does little to
address the root problem of homelessness. Structures are in place that began over a century ago
to separate the “paupers” from the privileged. Dozens and dozens of charities fail to provide the
necessary support to meet the needs of the homeless in Detroit and Ann Arbor. Tent cities and
vagrant modern day tramps still scavenge around Lansing. Police in all three cities make similar

arrests to those individuals who sought refuge in county jails over one hundred years ago.

To be clear, there are distinct identities even among the homeless. The early terminology
expresses that concept well. Hobo: “someone who travelled and worked.” Tramp: “someone
who travelled but did not work.” Bum: someone who neither travelled nor worked (Fawcett &
Rambeau, 1994:348). Perhaps living among the group and hearing their stories is necessary to

understand these differences completely.

Figure 35. Tell Your Story (Hobo Symbol, 1918)

(Beard, 1918; Darnell, 1965; Fawcett & Rambeau, 1994)
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CHAPTER 3: THEORY AND LITERATURE

Homelessness as a Social Phenomenon

Homelessness is a social phenomenon studied through any combination of fundamentally
different lenses: quantitatively or qualitatively, macro or micro scale, historically or currently. I
focus my analysis of homelessness using a qualitative micro-sociological lens but I do not negate
any one of the alternative perspectives. I convey historical basis for my qualitative micro-
sociological emphasis while incorporating certain alternative heuristics. There is no “single
perfect” theory to apply to homelessness so I explain how a few relevant theories are appropriate

to this study.

Homelessness can be an individualized experience that stems from structural, e.g.
capitalist, social forces. When observing the behavior of a single individual, it is important to
recognize his situation is not self-determined. Even a micro-sociologist must acknowledge the
larger structural forces that influence the behaviors of the homeless man. “To deal with him
even as an individual, society must deal also with the economic forces which have formed his
behavior” (Anderson, 1923:121). Extreme poverty is the antecedent to the homeless experience

and public housing is often the “next step” of upward mobility.

Daily routine is a viable unit of analysis to study social constraints. The homeless man
can be constrained to an area in the city where food, shelter, and jobs are available. He lives
among fellow impoverished individuals. Low cost and availability determine his meals and
sleeping options. Of note, I only refer to the homeless “man” to compare with the individuals
described by Anderson. My study includes both men and women. The hoboes described by
Anderson have established routines constrained by limitations. I consider daily routine to
encompass most of the homeless experience.
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The sociology of the homeless man covers much more than just the biological man. He
lives within a social system of economic, physical, environmental, and personal interactions.
The homeless man interacts with many components of a social system each day. His actions are
processes in the actor-situation system. “The situation is defined as consisting of objects of
orientation, so that the orientation of a given actor is differentiated relative to the different
objects and classes of them of which his situation is composed” (Parsons, 1951:2). He interacts
with social, physical, and cultural objects. Like any man, his actions are not simply instinctual or
natural biological responses. Parsons explained that man develops a system of expectations
relative to his situation. The homeless man constructs a system of expectations from his

experience of interacting with other individuals and institutions.

Situation and interactions socially construct the identity of the homeless man. The
homeless man and ordinary man are both aware of certain situational limits like those that
Anderson listed. “For instance, I know that I am poor and that, therefore, I cannot expect to live
in a fashionable suburb...” I must live in the projects (Berger & Luckmann, 1966:56).
However, structural forces that cause homelessness often go unrecognized. Anderson (1923:86)
argues that the causes of homelessness are rooted in “the very core of American life, in (the)
industrial system, in education, cultural and vocational, in family relations, in the problems of
racial and immigrant adjustment, and in the opportunity offered or denied by society for the
expression of the wishes of the person.” It is hard to envision the macro-level structures that

cause homelessness during social interaction.

When a normal person interacts or sees a man he perceives to be homeless, that ordinary
person inserts assumptions about the homeless into the interaction. For example, an ordinary
person may see a bum on the street and ascribe an element of laziness to him. Liebow (2003)
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explains how this is especially flawed logic when perceiving the desire to work. Some of the
men who hang out on street corners during the day actually do have jobs but simply work at
night or do not like the awful conditions of their small apartment so they choose to socialize on

the streets. This does not mean they are unemployed or homeless.

Harper (2006:126, 21) describes situations where a working tramp is better off lying
about any job he has. “They go right to the food stamp people. ‘Have you worked in the last

'7’

three months?' 'Nooo, nooo.' They sign their name and it's notarized!” This strategy allows a
working tramp to receive food stamp benefits. Successful strategies like that help maintain
independence. “In the tramp world, how one gets by when you’re down on your luck becomes

your marker, even your label.” The contrast is clear. The same act deemed prestigious by tramps

is deviant in the eyes of everyday people.

Social identity is one of the main components of social interaction. Ordinary people and
street people interact with distinct identities and social statuses. “Individuals with widely
different social roles live in the same climate of dramaturgical experience” (Goffman, 1959:112).
Symbols, like ragged clothes and no teeth, are visually apparent in many of the interactions

between the homeless and housed people.

Approaches to studying the social problem of homelessness range from broad
demographic analyses to idiosyncratic relationships between the homeless and the public. From
the statistical tables of DuBois (1899) to Anderson and the ethnographic work of the Chicago
School (1923), scholars have studied the lowest class of individuals through different lenses. 1|
argue that too much emphasis on quantitative analyses overlooks the real life experiences of

homeless people. Social measures such as census data and unemployment rates ignore the
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important day-to-day interactions between the homeless and institutional support. While macro-
level descriptions of the homeless problem are important, I suggest additional micro-level

ethnographic work will supplement those studies.

There are several reasons why the homeless are problematically considered “invisible” in
America and the experience is somewhat hidden. Merton (1938:677) says those individuals not
properly oriented to society become “fictional.” Such marginalization is the result of intense
social pressures. Goffman (1959) explains that deviants like mental patients and homeless
individuals fail to become visible others until they are physically placed within the institution.
Once institutionalized, the deviant must behave as expected, acting within the parameters of the
ascribed identity he has become (Goffman, 1963). Numerical categorizations of homeless

populations simply do not encapsulate this analysis of the homeless experience.

I propose a reflexive approach to understand the homeless experience better. I begin by
examining the causes, consequences, and categories of homelessness. Then, I dissect and review
the literature on homelessness focusing on the gaps that have resulted in perpetuating and
exacerbating the problem. It is important to provide a fresh examination of homelessness

because the current policies to reduce homelessness are ineffective.

Homelessness is an appropriate phenomenon to study sociologically because it involves
structural forces, observable behavior, social expectations, and symbolic interaction. The
individualized behavior of the homeless man results from macro institutional forces like
industrialization and inequality. The homeless identity is not explicitly definable. Rather, the
homeless identity is socially constructed. There are over 500,000 homeless individuals in the

United States and at least 12,227 counted in Michigan during 2014 (Figures 1 and 2). Anderson
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estimated the number of homeless men ranged from 30,000 to 75,000 in Chicago immediately
preceding the Great Depression. The current figure for Chicago is either 6,287 or 100,000
depending on who is counting (Reynolds & CBS News, 2014; U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, 2014b). As Blasi (1990) said, knowing the numbers only helps manage

homelessness but does little to address the fundamental causes.

The sociology of the homeless man is as relevant today as it ever was. Structural forces
are still in place, causing 7% of Americans to live in extreme poverty and about 1% of
Americans live