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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the late 1980s when the problem of homelessness captured national 

attention, much has been written about the subject, and miUions of dollars have been 

spent trying to eradicate this problem. The public, private and non-profit sectors have 

united in an attempt to meet the needs of homeless persons, yet many times the 

homeless do not utUize the large-scale public programs that are being offered to help 

them. It is the intent of this study to address the service utilization behavior of the 

homeless, with the hope of understanding why the efforts of the public sector to reach 

them have been relatively unsuccessful. What are the factors that may contribute to 

undemtilization, and what kinds of interactions could there be between these factors? 

This task is made difificuh by the fact that public service utilization has received 

little attention in either public administration or social service hterature. In fact, after a 

flurry of activity in the 1960s to mid 1980s, little has been written about the entire 

subject of the public's encounter whh the bureaucracy. As Goodsell (1981:7) has 

stated, the study of public encounters is not an organized discipline: 

Indeed, study of this topic has been carried on more or less 
independently by researchers in a dozen or more disciplines, with each 
hne of work embracing its separate assumptions, theoretical 
perspectives, and even language. . . As evidence of the "nonfield" 
status of study of the public encounter, there are no professional 
associations or journals devoted to the topic. There are no texts on the 
subject and few college courses. One reader in the field exists, 
published in 1973. Only four or five volume-length works even claim 
to treat the topic at all comprehensively. 



Others, such as Hasenfeld (1985), Nelson (1981), Hero (1986), and Danet (1980), 

have also lamented the lack of research in this area of public encounters, to use 

GoodseU's term (1981). 

Although theory and research on public encounters with bureaucracy are 

scarce, the subfield of utUization behavior is even more scarce. To find the topic 

specifically discussed, one has to turn to the field of medical utilization and 

gerontological social work. And other than statistics regarding the rate of utilization 

of public services by the homeless, almost no research exists as to why the homeless 

do not use such services. 

Nonetheless, a theory of utilization can be pieced together from the works that 

do exist regarding homeless persons, public encounters, social work, and medical 

utilization, but testing h can prove even more daunting. As Rossi (1989a) has 

indicated, performing a classical random survey of the homeless is virtually impossible 

and extremely costly. Despite these difficulties, it is believed that the problems of the 

homeless require an earnest effort on the part of the pubhc service bureaucracy to 

understand their needs and the best ways to serve them. 

One response to the plight of the homeless would be to regard them as a 

private problem or not to worry because the poor will always be with us. This could 

be a dangerous approach to take, since the number of homeless persons, particularly 

homeless families, is growing. As some have stated, "the health and stability of 

tomortow's urban America can be foretold by the status of hs children today," and the 

status of homeless children is dismal (Homes for the Homeless, Inc., 1992:1). Homes 
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for the Homeless ches the following statistics from the National Center for Children in 

Poverty which are illustrative of how the problem could become a downward, dismal 

spiral. During the 1980s, the number of children living below the poverty line 

increased 22% nationwide; the poverty rate in urban areas for children under six rose 

to 30%; juvenile incarceration increased by 10%; births to single teenagers rose 15%; 

children living in single parent families grew by 13%; more than half of all poor 

children lived with single mothers; and poor teenagers became single mothers at four 

times the rate of teenagers from middle and upper socioeconomic groups. As Rossi 

has pointed out in Down and Out in America (1989), the differences between the 

extremely poor and the homeless are very few. As these young single mothers have 

children in poverty who grow up and become young single mothers in poverty, the 

numbers of extremely poor and homeless could grow geometrically. 

Our nation has chosen not to view homelessness as an individual problem and 

has not ignored the problems of the homeless, using vehicles such as the Stuart B. 

McKinney Act (P.L. 100-77, July 22, 1987), for one thing, to route public services to 

the homeless. If those who are eligible for services do not use them, as good public 

servants we should want to know why they would not want to get what we perceive 

as valuable assistance. And if the public service bureaucracy hself is responsible for 

undemtilization or can make changes that will encourage the individual to use services, 

such changes should be made. This point is underscored by the following comment: 

To the extent that individual differences are related to receipt of 
welfare benefits, pohcy and agency procedures should be examined to 
see if there are barriers that make h more difficuh for certain types of 
people to access benefits. If these barriers are identified, policy makers 



-T:^:. J:aji^/% 

should initiate specific outreach programs to reach these underserved 
populations. (Calsyn, Kohfeld, andRoades, 1993:96) 

This dissertation represents an attempt to understand the service utilization 

behavior of the homeless and ways the public service bureaucracy can better meet the 

needs of this population. Other than efforts by Calsyn, Kohfeld and Roades (1993), 

almost no attention has been directed specifically to why the homeless do not utihze 

services. The study employs a model of homeless service utilization, based on the 

medical service utilization model of Andersen (1968) and the help-seeking model of 

Nelson (1980) to fill this void. In the Andersen model, utilization is believed to be a 

result of need, predisposing, and enabling factors, while in the Nelson model, the 

decision to seek help is believed to be a process. Here h is theorized that a 

combination of the two models, whh a particular emphasis on the importance of the 

first step of problem definition/need recognition, helps to explain utilization. The 

Andersen-Nelson synthesis model was tested on 343 homeless persons from Central 

Arkansas shelters. Defining the problem as one in need of government help was found 

to be key to utilization and number of other factors were found to affect utilization at 

various points in the help-seeking process. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PROBLEMATIC: WHY DO THE HOMELESS 

UNDERUTILIZE SERVICES PROVIDED 

BY THE PUBLIC BUREAUCRACY? 

The question to be examined in this dissertation is "Why do the homeless 

underutilize services provided by the public bureaucracy?" To answer this question, it 

is important to clarify first the meaning of the term "homeless." The definition used 

here is the one provided by the Stewart B. McKinney Act, (PL. 100-77, July 22, 

1987). A homeless person is: 

(1) An individual who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime 
residence; and (2) an individual who has a primary nighttime residence 
that is (a) a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed 
to provide temporary living accommodations (including welfare hotels, 
congregate shelters, and transhional housing for the mentally ill), (b) an 
institution that provides temporary residence for individuals intended to 
be institutionalized, or (c) a pubhc or private place not designated for, 
or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human 
beings. 

This definition encompasses the whole range of homeless situations, from the person 

living in a cardboard box, to the persons dubbed "couch persons" (Larson, 1992) who 

spend one night on one relative's couch and go to another relative's couch the next 

night. The number of couch persons or "doubled-up" homeless (Jencks, 1994:6) is 

unknowm, but in the telephone survey conducted by Link et al. (1993), 15% of aduhs 

said they had been homeless at some point in their lives, while only 9% reported ever 

having lived in a sheher or on the streets. The other 6% were seemingly doubled-up. 
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In a footnote Jencks (1994:144, n. 10) indicates that in the Urban Institute's 1987 

study of the homeless, 22% of homeless services users interviewed had spent at least 

one night in someone else's home during the week before the interview. However, 

Jencks makes the point that to truly know the number of doubled-up persons, the 

distinction needs to be made between voluntary and involuntary doubling-up (p. 6). 

In his view, researchers should ask aduhs whether their name is on the thle or lease to 

their home, whether they are paying rent to the owner or primary tenant, whether they 

have a room of their own, whether they would like a place of their own, etc. Since 

this has not been done, statistics on those who are doubled-up include not only the 

truly homeless, but widows who live with their children by choice, young adults who 

live with their parents to save money for a house or new car, unmarried couples, and 

roommates who live together for companionship. 

The homeless population in the United States is estimated to be anywhere from 

228,000, based on a recent Census Bureau count (reported in Wright and Devine, 

1995), to 1.5 million (Hombs and Snyder, 1982). Curtent information from the 

National Alliance to End Homelessness, Inc. (1995) places the number of homeless as 

750,000 people on any given night, with 1.3 to 2 miUion people experiencing 

homelessness over the course of a year. Some of the newest research suggests "that 

the number of individuals and families who experience at least one episode of 

homelessness during longer intervals (typically one to five years) may exceed the best 

estimates of single-shot street and sheher counts by a factor often or more" (U.S. 

HUD, 1994:19). According to these studies, seven milhon Americans were homeless 



at least once in the latter half of the 1980s (Link, Susser, and Stueve, 1993, Culhane, 

Dejowski, and Ibanez, 1993). Meanwhile, the widely accepted Urban Institute study 

(Burt and Cohen, 1989:32), which provides the statistical basis for most books and 

articles on the homeless even through 1995, estimates that the population of homeless 

in 1987 was approximately 500,000-600,000 and h is their belief that this figure may 

represent a doubling of the homeless population from 1983 to 1987. To emphasize 

how many people this represents, Burt and Cohen point out that this means the 

homeless population is bigger than all but the twenty-five largest chies in this country. 

The estimates of the number of homeless persons vary widely because of 

differences in the definition of homelessness used by various researchers, and the great 

difficulties in surveying the homeless and the resulting wide variation in sampling and 

survey methods used in trying to surmount those difficuhies. The numbers also vary 

because homeless persons may slip in and out of homelessness several times in any 

given year (Wright and Devine, 1995; U.S. Interagency Council on the Homeless, 

1990:26). In Rossi's extremely thorough and expensive study of the homeless in 

Chicago (1989a), two methods were combined to count the homeless. First, the 

sheltered homeless were surveyed in a sample of shehers, with each person chosen in a 

probability proportionate to the shelter size. Then, the street homeless were surveyed 

by searching a probability-based sample of Chicago city blocks as defined by census 

conventions. In each of the chosen blocks, non-residential areas were searched 

between the hours of 1:00 and 6:00 a.m. by surveyors who administered a short 

screening questionnaire to each person they encountered to determine if the person 

'mi0^is^^4 
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were indeed homeless. In the Urban Institute point-in-time study (Burt and Cohen, 

1989), a physical count was made of a sample of homeless persons using homeless 

shehers or soup kitchens in United States chies whh populations of 100,000 or more 

for a seven-day period in March 1987. The study resuhed in a sample of 178 cities in 

41 states. No attempt was made to count homeless persons who did not use shelters 

or soup kitchens or to count homeless persons in smaller areas. 

The most recent method used to count the homeless is the estimate over time. 

The Culhane, Dejowski and Ibanez (1993) and Link, Susser and Stueve (1993) studies 

mentioned previously utihze this method. For example, Culhane et al. found that in 

New York, a single shelter bed accommmodates four different persons each year, 

while in Philadelphia, each bed accommodates six persons per year. From these 

figures, one-day, one-, three- and five-year counts were made, with the result that in 

New York, the number of homeless persons using public shelters for three years 

amounted to 2.2 % of the city's population, and 3% of the city's population in 

Philadelphia. Meanwhile, the Link study used a nationwide telephone survey of more 

than 1500 curtently housed aduhs and found that over 3% of the respondents had been 

homeless at some time between 1985 and 1990. Based on these studies, the number 

of adults who were homeless at one time in the last half of the 1980s was between four 

and eight million people. When the number of children is added, the range becomes 

five to nine million people, with a mid-point of seven million, the figure quoted above. 

Problems in counting the homeless also make h difficult to profile them with 

great confidence, but typically, the homeless person is a single, unattached male, 
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unaccompanied by children, in his late thirties. Minorities are disproportionately 

represented. Only one in four homeless men has no history of any institutional stay, 

whether h is jail, prison, inpatient chemical dependency treatment or hospitalization for 

mental problems. Half of the aduh homeless have either current or past substance 

abuse problems and approximately one-third have severe mental illness. Thirty to 45% 

of aduh male homeless persons are veterans and only half completed high school. A 

disproportionate number of homeless aduhs were in foster care as children. Finally, 

families with children, usually headed by a single mother, make up one-fifth of the 

homeless population, with the average age of the mothers in their early 30s (U.S. 

HUD, 1994:23-25). 

Regardless of whose figures one beheves, homelessness is a real problem that 

appears to be growing desphe the large sums of money spent to alleviate h. The 1990 

Annual Report of the Interagency Council on the Homeless indicates, for example, 

that appropriations for the Stuart B. McKinney Act homeless assistance programs for 

Fiscal Year 1991 totaled $681.8 million, with addhional federal funding for non-

McKinney programs of $125.3 million (total federal spending $807.1 milhon). An 

estimated one billion dollars from entitlement programs and block grants also went to 

homeless persons in Fiscal Year 1990 (U.S. Interagency CouncU on the Homeless, 

1990:42). State funding for homeless assistance should also be included in this 

accounting, totaling $691 million in 1990. Altogether, this means that $2.5 billion was 

spent by federal and state governments on the problem of homelessness (U.S. 

Interagency Council on the Homeless, 1990:42-43). Using the Urban Institute's 
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number of 600,000 homeless persons at any given time (which is the figure used by 

the federal government's homeless voice, the Interagency Council on the Homeless), 

this represents an expenditure of $4167 per person per year. More recent federal 

publications do not report the data in the same manner, but Priority: Home! (HUD, 

1994:44) indicates that for Fiscal Year 1994 $1.2 billion was authorized for McKinney 

Act programs, and $151.4 million was authorized for non-McKinney Act programs—a 

total of $1.34 bilhon toward targeted homeless programs. It is not the intent of this 

study to argue that more public funds be spent to solve this problem, which could 

resuh if more homeless persons utUized services, but rather to argue that if we are 

going to make a commitment to spend public funds to solve this problem, we should at 

least try to get the help to those who really need it and to enable them to use the 

services in an effective way. 

Many homeless services, such as food stamps, AFDC (Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children) and others detailed above, are funded by the federal government 

on a large scale. More personal services are provided by approximately 6664 

homeless shehers, which are funded by a combination of federal, state, local and 

private dollars (U.S. HUD, 1994:40). Desphe the importance of pubhc funds, shehers 

are primarily operated by the private, non-profit sector. In 1984, secular groups 

operated 54% of the homeless shehers, religious groups maintained 40%, and local 

governments operated 6% (Schutt and Garrett, 1992:21-28). These shelters vary in 

what services they provide, from only food and shelter, to showers and laundry, to job 

10 
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training, to counseling and case management, to drug and alcohol treatment, and much 

more. 

Many homeless persons do not regularly use shelters, desphe the fact sleeping 

on the streets or abandoned buildings is far from comfortable, healthy or safe. In fact, 

most shehers are only at or close to maximum occupancy in the harshest weather. 

According to Rossi (1989a: 100-101), one reason for this is that where homeless 

people are found one night is not necessarily where they will be found the next. There 

is some interchangeability between the street and sheltered homeless. Rossi surveyed 

the homeless about shehers and found that the majority endorsed poshive statements 

about shehers. He writes. 

By and large, however, the shelters were seen as the only places 
providing a decent place to sleep, and as being relatively safe, 
evenhanded in their admissions policies, clean, helpful to those who 
want to get back "on their feet," not too religious in tone, and not too 
restrictive of personal freedom. Consensus is strong that the shelters 
are clean and are wiUing to take in all comers whether or not they look 
respectable, (p. 101) 

He also found that, by and large, those homeless persons who gave a negative 

evaluation of shehers were those persons who did not utilize the shelters. Negative 

comments were made, in particular, regarding the safety of the shelters and the lack of 

freedom to do what one wants in them. 

Shelters meet the most basic of human needs and yet are many times not 

utilized by the homeless. Still, their use is fairly straightforward—you show up and you 

are admitted if there is room and you can abide by the rules. All that is usually needed 

by way of documentation in most cases is some form of picture identification. The 
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concern in this paper is not whh sheher use, though, but with the use of large-scale 

government programs provided primarily by the federal government where application 

is not so straightforward. What are the reasons the homeless do not utilize these 

programs? 

The Extent of Homeless Underutilization 

The next step toward addressing why the homeless underutilize services would 

be to define what underutilization is and indicate the extent to which underutilization 

exists. As used in this dissertation, underutilization occurs when a need for services 

provided by the bureaucracy goes unmet even though the person (or persons) involved 

is eligible for such services. A later section will detail the types of services that are 

available for various subgroups of the homeless population. 

We begin first, though, by discussing the utilization of public services by the 

public at large. In their nationwide survey, Bureaucratic Encounters. Katz et al. 

(1975:38), found that, 

being poor and unemployed predicts very weakly the total utilization of 
government services. The poor may seek public assistance more than 
the affluent, and the unemployed may turn to more unemployment 
agencies than the employed, but the use of public offices for many 
services is widely distributed throughout the population. Government 
services . . . are the way of life for the whole nation. 

It is possible in the twenty years since this study was conducted that utilization 

behavior has changed, but it would be difficult to determine this, since research has not 

uncovered a similar, more recent survey. The Katz et al. survey seems to indicate that 
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the poor seek public assistance more than the weahhy, as one would expect. 

However, when individual programs serving the poor are examined, underutilization 

comes into focus. For example, whh regards to medical service utilization, Dutton 

(1978:354) found a strong poshive relationship between income and every measure of 

discretionary use, even controlling for socioeconomic factors plus measures of family 

structures. A review of the hterature on the use of services by McKinlay (1972) of 

the same time period as the Katz study also lists numerous articles attesting to low 

utilization among the poor. However, the fact that these studies are somewhat dated 

limits their use in the curtent application. A more recent example is the utilization of 

food stamps. In 1976, the United States Department of Agriculture reported that only 

one-third of eligible households were receiving food stamps. Even with reforms, by 

1984 only 51% of those eligible were receiving food stamps (MiUer, 1993). 

The food stamp program is just one recent example of underutUization by the 

poor in general. There are a number of statistics which reveal a surprisingly low level 

of utilization by the homeless, desphe a wide number of programs which exist to help 

the homeless off the streets. Medicare, Medicaid, Veteran's Administration programs 

including pensions and medical benefits. Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social 

Security Disabihty Insurance (SSDI), food stamps, social security, and Aid to Families 

whh Dependent Children (AFDC) are some of the most common enthlement 

programs. In the Chicago Homeless Study, Rossi found that only 22% of the 

homeless persons surveyed received income from General Assistance, "a surprisingly 

low level, since a very high proportion (about 80%) of the homeless were eligible for 
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this welfare program" (1989a: 108). (In Ilhnois, General Assistance is a welfare 

program for poor persons who are not eligible for support payments under any of the 

various categorical support or disability programs [Rossi, 1989a:27].) In the same 

study, only 6.8% received SSI, 4.2% received disability, 6.3% received AFDC, and 

1.6% received unemployment insurance. 

In the Combined Homeless Studies reported by Rossi, the percentage of 

General Relief recipients was 18.3% and the number on Aid to Families whh 

Dependent Children (AFDC) was 5.0%. In the Chicago Single Room Occupancy 

(SRO) Residents Study, 22.4% received General Assistance, 1.6% received AFDC, 

and 33.3% received food stamps (The above studies are all reported in Rossi, 

1989:109). The low figures for General Assistance/Relief and food stamps are the 

most telling, as these have the most generous eligibility requirements. Note also that 

the rate of food stamp utilization among the homeless is much lower than for the 

general population—33.3% for the homeless versus the 51% of those eligible among 

the general population, as cited above. 

In Los Angeles, Schutt and Garrett (1992) report that 9% of the homeless 

surveyed were receiving General Relief; in Boston, 44% received food stamps, while 

33% received General Relief They also state that, 

it is clear that homeless persons are not all wahing for services, even 
for shelter, whh arms outstretched. Some actively refuse offers of help, 
while others accept help grudgingly and soon lose interest; some use 
encounters with services providers as occasions for acting out their 
frustrations, (p.46, see also Levine, 1984; Segal and Baumohl, 1980) 
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In another study, Caton (1990:31) found that only one-third of the homeless 

she surveyed received public assistance. The rest survive, she says, by begging, going 

through dumpsters, selhng blood, coUecting cans, and handouts. Burt and Cohen 

(1989:43) surveyed homeless users of services, such as shehers and soup kitchens, and 

found that AFDC usage among homeless with children was only 33%; addhionally, 

only 33% received General Assistance, and only 48% received food stamps. 

Presumably, the homeless with children would be the most motivated to apply for 

assistance, as well as the most ehgible, and still less than half are utilizing the services. 

In the same study, for homeless persons without children, only 10% received General 

Assistance and 14% received food stamps. 

The Interagency CouncU on the Homeless (1990) reports that an unknown 

number of homeless persons do not regularly use shehers, soup kitchens or other 

homeless services, stating that among this group are the "hidden homeless," "those 

homeless persons so alienated from society and well hidden that they are virtually 

never found or physically counted" (p. 36). The 1990 Annual Report also ches the 

Urban Institute (Burt and Cohen, 1989) survey once more, stating that of the total 

number of homeless persons, there could be from 80,000 to 200,000 non-service using 

homeless. 

Although the usage rates for Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social 

Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) are low in all these studies, h is difficuh to 

determine from the raw numbers how underutilized these programs are. SSDI, for 

example, is restricted to individuals with a work history and with disabihties serious 
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enough to prevent them from working again, while SSI is for the disabled who do not 

have a work history. In one study which accounts for eligibility requirements, 17% of 

the homeless surveyed were judged physically disabled and incapable of working, but 

only 18% of this 17% were in fact receiving SSDI and 48% were receiving SSI. 

Furthermore, 25% of this physically disabled and incapable of working group did not 

receive any form of social benefit or enthlement (Wright, 1989:119). Later, regarding 

government services in general, Wright (1989:125) states that ". . . as an approximate 

national average over all participating cities [in the Health Care for the Homeless 

program], we can conclude that not more than about half of the homeless receive any 

form of social welfare assistance, despite the extreme poverty and inordinately high 

levels of disability characteristic of the group." However, Wright's conclusion is that 

low utilization is due to state-level differences in the lenience of eligibility criteria (p. 

127) rather than to the reasons to be offered in this paper. Wright's conclusion would 

not, however, account for the low utilization in individual cities and states, such as the 

Rossi, Caton, and Schutt and Gartett statistics, and with programs such as General 

Assistance/Relief where the eligibility requirements appear to be quite lenient. 

These statistics provide support for the assertion that among the homeless, 

underutilization of government services is taking place. The above nartative has also 

described, in hmited detail, the kinds of programs that are available to the homeless 

nationwide. In order to more completely understand underutilization and the reasons 

for it, it is helpful to know more about the various programs offered by the federal 

government to assist the homeless. What follows is a partial listing of federal 
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programs which directly serve the homeless, both McKinney and non-McKinney 

funds. The programs are listed by the federal agency or department administering the 

programs. A number of other programs are not listed because they funnel moneys to 

different state, local and nonprofit programs and complete detaUs are lacking. Unless 

otherwise stated, all information comes from Federal Programs to Help Homeless 

People (U.S. Interagency Council on the Homeless, 1993). Later, Arkansas programs 

to assist various homeless subgroups, which may include these same programs, will be 

detaUed. 

Federal Programs Available to Assist Homeless Persons 

ACTION 

A number projects from ACTION, the federal domestic volunteer agency, 

provide assistance to the homeless in a variety of settings. The Senior Companion 

Program is one which pays a stipend to low-income persons, homeless or otherwise, 

aged sixty and over who provide personal assistance and companionship to other 

aduhs, particularly older persons with physical, mental, or emotional impairments that 

put them at risk of institutionalization without the support of a Senior Companion (p. 

3). 

Department of Agriculture 

The Department of Agriculture administers the Food Stamp Program, the most 

widely available enthlement program. The Food Stamp Program provides a monthly 
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food purchase supplement to individuals who meet income and resource levels criteria 

The Department of Agriculture has no estimate of how many homeless actually receive 

this service, but recent changes have been made to make food stamps more available 

to the homeless. In order to assist homeless persons, food stamp regulations do not 

require a fixed address or residency requirement. Homeless persons may receive 

expedhed services, which means they can receive benefits within five days of 

apphcation. For non-homeless persons, benefits will be received within thirty days. 

Homeless persons are exempted from monthly income change reports and may exclude 

from countable income a portion of the rent paid to house them in emergency shehers. 

Additionally, famihes living with relatives may receive their own food stamps (U.S. 

Interagency CouncU on the Homeless, 1993:5). 

A number of programs such as the National School Lunch Program, School 

Breakfast Program and Special Milk Program provide food to homeless school 

children and may also provide services directly to homeless shehers with feedmg sites 

that provide one or more regularly scheduled meal services per day (p.6). Commodity 

assistance and food distribution programs also give food for distribution to homeless 

persons or for use at shehers and soup kitchens serving homeless and low income 

persons (p. 8), and the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and 

Children (WIC) provides benefits to low income persons, specifically targeting 

homeless persons for assistance (p. 7). 
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Department of Education 

The Department of Education administers more than 200 programs. Homeless 

persons may be eligible for any of these and all Chapter 1 programs specify that 

homeless children are eligible regardless of the curtent location of these children or 

their lack of legal residence. Two programs are specifically designated for the 

homeless. The Adult Education for the Homeless Program provides money in 35 

states for individual instruction plans and encourages provision of instructional 

services at shehers (p. 15). The Education for Homeless Children and Youth provides 

grants to various state and local educational programs (U.S. Interagency Council on 

the Homeless, 1993:16). 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

The Emergency Food and Sheher Program provides money for food purchases 

(both for meals on-she and groceries), sheher (mass shehers, hotels, and motels), and 

homeless prevention efforts (hmited rent, mortgage, and utility payments) (p. 19). 

Department of Health and Human Services 

The Department of Heahh and Human Services provides funds for a myriad of 

services that are administered using a mix of state, local and private funds at the state 

and local government levels. Programs targeting the homeless are the Health Care for 

the Homeless Grant Program, Community Mental Health Research Demonstration 

Projects for the Homeless Chronically Mentally HI, the PATH program (Projects for 
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Assistance in Transhion from Homelessness), Research Demonstration Grant Program 

for Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse Treatment of Homeless Individuals, the Emergency 

Community Services Homeless Grant Program, Homeless Families Support Services 

Demonstration Program, Runaway and Homeless Youth Program, Drug Abuse 

Prevention Program for Runaway and Homeless Youth, and Transitional Living 

Program for Homeless Youth (U.S. Interagency Council on the Homeless, 1993:24-

43). 

Heahh and Human Services also administers the Medicaid Program, which is 

available for indigent people who are 65 years of age or older, members of families 

with dependent children, and the physically or mentally disabled or blind. The 

Department estimates that about 25% of homeless families and individuals receive 

Medicaid. In all states, persons who are on AFDC are automatically eligible for 

Medicaid, as are most Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients as well. 

Homeless persons who are not receiving SSI but are medically needy may qualify for 

Medicaid in 36 states if they meet the income, resources, and age or disability 

requirements (p. 44). 

Approximately 9% of the homeless population is sixty years of age or older 

and may be eligible for Medicare. Medicare is available for those who are over sixty-

five years of age and have paid Social Security taxes for minimum time periods (p. 44). 

The Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program makes montly payments to 

people who are sixty-five years of age or older, disabled, or blind, and have little or no 

income or assets. In addhion, many states supplement the SSI payments and provide 
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Medicaid and food stamps. Eligible persons who live in private shelters can receive 

SSI payments and those who live in public shehers can receive SSI payments for up to 

six months during any nine consecutive months (U.S. Interagency Council on the 

Homeless, 1993:46). 

Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) provides monthly benefits to 

disabled workers who are under sixty-five years of age and their families. However, 

disabled workers must have worked for a long enough and recent enough period of 

time under Social Security to be covered under the program. In this program, persons 

are considered disabled if they have a severe physical or mental condition that prevents 

them from working and that is expected to last for at least twelve months, or is 

expected to resuh in death (p. 47). 

Aid to Families whh Dependent Children (AFDC) provides cash benefits to 

single-parent families or two-parent families in which one of the parents is 

incapacitated. Limited time benefits may also be provided to two-parent families 

where the principal wage earner is unemployed (p. 37). 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Similar to the Department of Heahh and Human Services, most HUD 

programs provide funds for programs that are administered at the state and local 

levels. The Emergency Shelter Grants Program, the Supportive Housing Program, 

and the Single-family Property Disposhion Initiative target homeless persons whh 

funding for a variety of projects in different states. The Shelter Plus Care Program 
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links federal rental assistance with locally supplied supportive services for homeless 

persons with disabihties such as mental illness, chronic problems with alcohol, drugs, 

or both, or acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) or related diseases. Section 

8 Model Rehabihtation Assistance for Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) DweUings 

provides funds to local pubhc housing authorities to make rental assistance payments 

for homeless persons who rent rehabihtated SRO units. HUD also offers a number of 

housing programs for low-income famihes, with homeless families receiving an 

occupancy preference at pubhc housing because of their homeless condhion (U.S. 

Interagency Council on the Homeless, 1993:48-59). 

Department of Labor 

The Department of Labor administers the Job Training for the Homeless 

Demonstration Program and the Homeless Veterans Reintegration Projects for job 

training in many areas, in addition to the other general employment programs it fiinds. 

Recipients of these grants provide basic skills, remedial or hteracy instruction, job 

counseling, job-preparation training and other skiUs to help homeless people find 

employment (pp. 64-67). 

Department of Veterans Affairs 

At 45 VA Medical Centers, the Homeless Chronically Mentally III (HCMI) 

Veterans Program provides homeless mentally ill veterans with medical and psychiatric 

assessment and may place them, if needed, in psychiatric residential treatment facihties 
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at VA expense. HCMI programs provide outreach to homeless chronically mentally ill 

veterans in shehers, soup kitchens and on the street, provide medical and psychiatric 

examinations and develop plans for care, provide treatment and rehabilitation, and 

provide case management to monitor the treatments provided in community-based 

facUhies and to link the veterans whh other services offered by the community (p. 73). 

The DomicUiary Care for Homeless Veterans Program also provides heahh care, 

housing, employment, and postdischarge community support in a domiciliary setting at 

VA medical centers (p. 76). Other VA programs for the homeless are the 

Compensated Work Therapy/Therapeutic Residence Program, HUD—VA Supporting 

Housing, Housing/Employment Procurement for Homeless Veterans and 

Comprehensive Homeless Centers, and VA Drop-In Centers, as well as many others 

(U.S. Interagency CouncU on the Homeless, 1993:77-82). 

The above narrative has described, in limited detail, the kinds of programs that 

are avaUable to the homeless nationwide. Before turning to an examination of the 

possible reasons for underutilization, the group to be studied here, the homeless of 

Arkansas, and the services available to them will be described. 

Homelessness in Arkansas 

The number of homeless persons in Arkansas is estimated at 10,811, based on 

an unduplicated count of those who actually received services in 1991. Addhionally, 

7400 persons are believed to be homeless on any given night. Sixty-one percent of 

these are men, slightly more than half are Arkansas natives, and only 34% had less 
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than a high school education. Forty-seven shehers are available to serve these 

individuals, with bed space for 2,663 persons. Of these, only 18 are general shehers, 

with the rest being for battered women, youth, drug and alcohol rehabilitation, and the 

mentally iU. The shehers are available in only 40 of the 75 counties (1991-1992 

Annual Report of the Arkansas Interagency Council on the Homeless). There are two 

types of general shehers: transitional and emergency. Emergency shelters have a very 

short length of stay, usually three days up to two weeks, while the length of stay at 

transitional shehers may be from two weeks to two years, the philosophy behind them 

being that with the proper services and case management, the resident can make the 

transhion from sheher to tradhional housing. Rules for length of stay and the 

population group served (men only versus families, etc.) vary whh each of the shelters. 

Additionally, each shelter has varying sponsorship, funding sources, and requirements 

for admission. 

The federal government programs listed previously (Medicare, Medicaid, 

Veteran's Administration [VA] programs including pensions and medical benefits, SSI, 

SSDI, food stamps and social security) are available to homeless persons who apply 

and qualify. Arkansas hself has no general assistance. Other more Arkansas-specific 

programs, the funding sources for these programs, and the requirements for eligibility 

vary widely, ranging from the Emergency Community Services Homeless Program 

which provides clothing, personal care items and other supportive services for 

homeless students, to the Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program, which 

augments low elderly food stamp benefits as well as providing food for households not 
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participating in the food stamp program. There is one program which provides 

permanent housing assistance for the handicapped homeless. The PATH program, 

(Projects for Assistance in Transhion from Homelessness) provides services such as 

outreach, screening and diagnostic treatment, case management, and housing for 

mentally Ul persons who are homeless or at risk of homelessness (Arkansas 

Interagency CouncU on the Homeless, 1991-1992). 

The varying requirements, differing geographic availability, and the general 

lack of funds for these programs creates a crazy quih of services. The Arkansas 

Health Care Access Foundation is one good example of the difficuhies involved in 

applying for services. The local Department of Human Services offices take 

applications for services from the Foundation, a statewide voluntary healthcare 

program which provides uninsured low income people with non-emergency medical 

and dental care. The brochure states that it takes three to five days to be processed 

and once approved the person can caU for medical care. The problem is that the 

medical services available are very limited, and then are usually only available m the 

Little Rock area, so that if one does not have transportation, one cannot get the 

services. Similarly, the State of Arkansas does have a voucher program to provide for 

babysitting for poor mothers who are able to find a job. If one is fortunate enough to 

qualify for the program, and enough hands are still available so that one can get a 

voucher, the daycares which accept the vouchers only set aside limited space for the 

program, so that no openings may exist. Transportation to the daycare in rural areas 

may be a problem as well. Arkansas also has 110 low-rent housing authorities 
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(Arkanasas Interagency Council on the Homeless, 1991-1992), but they are almost 

always filled and with long wahing lists. For example, the Conway Housing Authority 

curtently has a 9-12 months wahing list and all of hs Section 8 money was gone long 

before 1995 ended (Kienlen, 1995). Nationwide, there are approximately 1.2 million 

families on pubhc housing wahing lists and an addhional one million wahing for 

Section 8 vouchers (U.S. HUD, 1994:21). 

Specific Programs and Eligibility Requirements 

An ordering of the various programs available for the homeless in Arkansas 

and specific eligibility requirements of these programs may assist in understanding 

underutilization as defined previously. The federal government supplies funds and 

support for a number of projects, but not all are universally available. Other than 

administering federal funds and providing matching funds, the State of Arkansas 

sponsors few programs for the homeless on hs own. And as would be expected, 

nonprofit programs for the homeless exhibit the greatest variation from town to town. 

Based on a conversation whh Melissa Dean, Faulkner County Department of Human 

Services Administrator (April, 1996), the following is a description of the programs 

avaUable in Faulkner County for the homeless person who walks in her office. 

The only universal help available for the able-bodied homeless man or woman 

who is unaccompanied by children is food stamps. Department of Human Services 

staff may make refertals to a number of homeless shehers as well. All homeless 

persons may be put on a preferted list for public housing at the local housing authority, 
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but Mrs. Dean states that even the preferted list is long and a lengthy wait may result. 

Single pregnant women may qualify for Medicaid and prenatal care. All homeless 

persons and low income persons meeting the necessary income and resource 

requirements may apply for assistance from the Arkansas Health Care Access 

Foundation, although as mentioned before, eligibility for services does not 

automatically mean that one will be able to receive services. Hill-Burton funds provide 

uncompensated care for medical needs at the local hosphal in some cases. 

Homeless persons v t̂h disabilities may be eligible for SSI or SSDI depending 

on their work histories, and receipt of SSI makes them automatically eligible for 

Medicaid. Persons with full-blown AIDS may also qualify for SSI or SSDI. 

Addhionally, assistance is offered by the Heahh Department, the Ryan White 

Foundation, hospice and RAESf, the Regional AIDS Interfahh Network. 

For the homeless veteran, no services are provided directly in Faulkner County, 

but the full range of services provided by the Veteran's Administration described 

previously are available in Little Rock. Mrs. Dean stated that she would refer 

homeless veterans to the part-time Veteran's Service Officer who works in town. The 

Veteran's Service Officer would then be able to determine eligibility for specific 

programs and artange for transportation, if necessary. As ched eariier, 30-45% of 

homeless persons are veterans and could be eligible for such services. 

Homeless mentally iU would be referted to Counsehng Associates where Thle 

XX funds pay for counseling even when the individual is not on Medicaid. However, 

very few funds are available for psychiatric medications. Counseling Associates also 
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administers the PATH program, provides case management, and some housing. For 

homeless persons whh substance abuse problems. Counseling Associates also provides 

drug abuse prevention counseling and a residential facility in a town forty minutes 

away. Drug and alcohol counseling is also provided at the Union Rescue Mission in 

Pulaski County. As ched previously, approximately one-third of the homeless suffer 

from mental illness and up to one-half have problems with substance abuse, making 

them potentially eligible for such services. 

Homeless families are eligible for the broadest range of services, with AFDC 

for families where one parent is absent or suffers from disabilities, or where the 

primary wage-earner has not been able to work. AFDC recipients qualify for Medicaid 

and Project Success, which provides an assessment of skill levels, support for 

education and job training, assistance whh job placement, uncompensated work 

experience and daycare. In some counties, individuals just on food stamps may be 

eligible for Project Success. 

Employment counseling and job placement services are available for all 

homeless at the local Employment Security Division. Job training programs are only 

available on an intermittent basis as funds are available through the Central Arkansas 

Planning and Development District, unless one is a veteran or qualifies for Project 

Success. However, the local Adult Education Center provides General Equivalency 

Diploma (GED) classes at no cost and computer classes at minimal cost with financial 

assistance available to offset these costs when appropriate. Conway Public Schools 
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has a coordinator for services to homeless school children and assistance is provided 

for those needing help buying school supphes. 

In Faulkner County, there is one transhional homeless shelter, one shelter for 

abused children, and one sheher for battered women. The Salvation Army, the 

Ministerial Alliance and the Community Action Program for Central Arkansas 

(CAPCA) also provide funds for various needs. CAPCA is funded partially by the 

United Way, private donations, and FEMA. It has a food bank, clothing bank, and 

provides funds for emergency needs such as transportation, homeless prevention rental 

payments, short-term lodging at local motels, and medical assistance. The other 

nonprofit agencies may provide similar services as funds permit. A wider range of 

services may be available from the nonprofit agencies in the more metropolitan Pulaski 

County. 

By and large, the services available to the homeless in Faulkner County do not 

differ from those described previously. Food stamps are available to anyone who may 

be homeless, as is housing assistance (although subject to the curtent supply in any 

given area). The difference between the description of federal programs and those 

available in Faulkner County is in the networking that goes on between the public and 

private/nonprofit agencies to meet the needs of the homeless through the local 

Interagency Council on Homelessness. When one walks into the local Department of 

Human Services office, from a governmental standpoint the only help that may be 

immediately available is food stamps, but the homeless person will be plugged into a 

network where resources from a variety of sources may be tapped. 
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Other than those who responded on the survey for this project that they had 

not contacted an agency for help whh their current problem (30%), no hard evidence 

on the extent of underutilization of services in Arkansas is readily available. As a 

volunteer at the local homeless sheher, h was my impression that two-thirds of the 

people whose applications for sheher we took had not availed themselves of 

government services. I wanted to confirm this impression and other impressions about 

service utilization, so I spoke whh Terri Kienlen, the current Program Director of 

Bethlehem House, a transhional sheher for the homeless in Conway, Arkansas. The 

sheher, which has been open since 1992, is fairly typical of those in Arkansas, being 

relatively small (22 beds) and operated first under the umbrella of a Lutheran church, 

later being incorporated separately as a non-profit corporation. The shelter receives 

funding from a number of sources: the state-channeled McKinney Emergency Shelter 

Grant Program, the United Way, a service provider contract with the city, and 

donations from organizations and individuals. 

Ms. Kienlen holds a master's degree in counseling and has been employed at 

the sheher for two years. Ms. Kienlen indicated that, indeed, a large number of those 

who make application at the shelter have not received government services. When 

asked why she thought this was so, she listed three reasons: (1) The people did not 

feel their problems were serious enough to need this help; (2) They did not want to 

accept handouts; or (3) They did not know what was available or how to go about 

getting help. She also mentioned that other problems often went along with these 

three reasons, such as a mental heahh problems, and that some of the sheher apphcants 
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she saw had already "tapped out the system" and were "professionals" who knew that 

nothing else was available. According to Kienlen, approximately 10-15% did not have 

the necessary documents to begin the application process "to the big computer in the 

sky" and had to be assisted in getting those documents before the application process 

at the Department of Human Services began. 

When asked for some examples of the kinds of clients she saw and their 

utilization experiences, Kienlen first described "Millie," a 17-year-old giri whh two 

children and a third one on the way. The girl lived with her aunt and was probably 

impregnated by her aunt's boyfriend. The aunt threw her out when she became 

pregnant with the third child. Normally, youths under 18 would be treated as 

runaways, but because she was already the mother of two, the human services system 

treated the girl as an aduh. However, special permission was still needed for her to go 

to Adult Education and receive her General Equivalency Diploma (GED). The shelter 

helped the girl apply for Medicaid, get a scholarship for her GED books, and managed 

to get daycare vouchers (but no openings were available at the daycare that took 

vouchers). The girl received her GED and was offered a scholarship to the local 

college, was able to get a part-time job and move out of the sheher. Kienlen spoke of 

the extremely low self-esteem the girl possessed when she moved into the sheher, but 

how with nurturing and success, she was able to overcome her feelings of inadequacy 

and really blossom. 

Kienlen has also encountered one severely mentally ill person at the sheher. 

"Boyd" was a schizophrenic who was not on medication at the time, was barefoot in 
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the middle of winter, and had not received any sort of social services for several years. 

He spent two days at the sheher until they were able to get him accepted into the 

PATH program mentioned above, where he became housed at one of their shelters for 

the mentally ill. 

More typical of the usual client at the shelter, Kienlen related, are two older 

disabled clients who had never received any public services at all. Whh shelter 

assistance, they applied for food stamps and disability payments and ultimately 

received both. Kienlen told how these two were her first experience in guiding 

someone through the disability process and h was quhe an ordeal even for her, 

someone who interacted with the public service bureaucracy regularly. 

All of these anecdotal cases required maximum effort on the part of shelter 

staff to obtain greatly needed public services, services which these individuals more 

than likely would not have been able to obtain without assistance. From the data 

available on the characteristics of the homeless in such studies as the ones conducted 

by the Urban Institute and Rossi, these individual cases appear to be typical of the 

homeless persons nationwide. More information on specific characteristics of the 

homeless and how these characteristics may affect efforts to study them is presented in 

Chapter VI, "Characteristics Unique to the Poor and Homeless Which May Affect 

Utilization" and Chapter VIII, "Methodology." 

Now that a picture of the homeless has been painted, attention will be turned 

to the possible reasons for underutilization that have been suggested in the hterature. 

For now, the scope of the discussion will be directed toward the general population. 
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but later the focus will return to the homeless and how these reasons are thought to 

relate to them. 
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CHAPTER HI 

THEORIES OF UNDERUTILIZATION: 

THE INDIVIDUAL 

In Public Administration and Law: Bench versus Bureau in the United States 

(1978), Rosenbloom expressed a concern that what he saw as the ever-increasing 

amount of change of the American public from chizen to client of the administrative 

state was damaging to regime values. This was, he thought, "because the expansion of 

governmental services not only expands the role and activity of government in society 

at large, it also tends to reverse the direction of dependence" to the point where 

government is not dependent upon the citizenry, but rather to where the citizenry 

becomes increasingly dependent upon government (1978:63). Drawing heavily from 

Reich's article, "The New Property" (1964), Rosenbloom underscored how the 

government increasingly provides largess in the forms of income, benefits, jobs, 

occupational licenses, franchises, contracts, use of public resources, and use of 

governmental services on which the American public has become increasingly 

dependent. He warned. 

To the extent that the chizenry becomes dependent upon 
government largess for its mobility, status, maintenance, or survival, it 
is crucial in democratic regimes that the distribution and utilization of 
government services not discriminate against groups or individuals in 
any irtational or invidious fashion. Formal equality of distribution is a 
matter that can be deah with by law through the creation of a 
constitutional or legal right to equal access to government services. . . . 
However, individuals' self-imposed reluctance to use such services, 
which can be just as debihtating to equality, is more complex and often 
less amenable to government control. (1978:65-66) 
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By way of explanation of this statement, Rosenbloom first mentioned a theory 

of individuals who fail to utilize services suggested by Thompson (1961), who called 

such persons "bureautics." Thompson believed that because of their "low powers of 

abstraction" and "need to personalize the worid," the bureautic can rarely enter 

successfully into an impersonal, functional, or bureaucratic relationship (1961:170-

177). Littie research exists to verify the existence of Thompson's bureautic 

personality, but Rosenbloom's own study of bureaucratic culture in Israel did reveal 

that about thirty percent of the Israeh population could be called bureautic (Nachmias 

and Rosenbloom, 1978). Nachmias and Rosenbloom also found that bureautics 

differed in their reactions to the Israeli national bureaucracy in that they were more 

critical of the bureaucracy's role in nation-building, they feh a lower sense of efficacy 

in dealing with it, and they rated bureaucratic performance more negatively than other 

citizens. Addhionally, they were also found to be less likely than other citizens to use 

bureaucratic channels to influence administrative agencies, enlisting instead the 

support of outside audiences through newspapers and pohtical parties. 

Nachmias and Rosenbloom (1978:66-67) also found that in Israel, bureautics 

could be found among all social classes and ethnic groups. However, Rosenbloom 

intimated that at least in the United States, underutilization is "especially prevalent" 

among members of the lower class. He (1978:67) stated that, "To the extent that this 

occurs, the rise of the administrative state may reinforce existing socioeconomic 

cleavages" and underscored this belief with Sjoberg's classic statement that 
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"bureaucratic systems are the key medium through which the middle class maintains its 

advantaged position vis-a-vis the lower class" (Sjoberg, Brymer, and Farris, 

1966:61). In this viewpoint, numerous features of the bureaucratic middle class make 

h difficuh for members of the lower class to effectively utilize services provided by the 

pubhc bureaucracy. Although the nationwide survey of utilization behavior conducted 

by Katz et al. (1975:61) did not confirm Rosenbloom's suspicion that the poor utUize 

government services less than other groups, its authors stated, 

the present system of social services does not involve a redistribution of 
weahh to the poor or uneducated. Rather, services are provided for 
various constituencies such as the unemployed or retired. The 
increased sophistication that comes with higher education and its 
concomitant, higher income, has enabled middle class persons to take 
advantage of services which are provided. On the other hand, 
structural considerations have also aided the middle and working 
classes. For example, only people who have been employed at a 
regular job are eligible for workmen's compensation, unemployment 
compensation, or social security retirement benefits. 

To Rosenbloom, this statement provided support for the idea that some 

groups, at the very least, are advantaged over others by the bureaucracy, and at the 

most, may be disadvantaged by a middle class bureaucracy, per Sjoberg. He 

concluded by stating that the "distribution of governmental largess can create 

problems of equity. It can be used to promote the maintenance of one group's 

dominance of others and may thereby undermine a regime's formal commitment to 

equality" (1978:68). 

Rosenbloom believed that whether underutilization was due to the individual 

or the bureaucracy, h was detrimental, but he focused on bureaucracy. Rosenbloom's 
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work is used here because he pointed out that underutilization may be due to either 

the individual or the bureaucracy. This dichotomy will be the organizing rationale for 

this chapter and the next. In this chapter, attention will be focused on the individual 

and the personal factors which may affect his or her utilization behavior. Chapter IV 

will focus on the bureaucracy and how it has been theorized to affect utilization. 

Bureausis. Anomie and Alienation 

In his 1961 book. Modem Organization. Thompson's main objective is to 

study what he says is the most symptomatic characteristic of modem bureaucracy, the 

growing imbalance between authority and ability (p. 6). An unhappy result of this 

imbalance is a number of malfunctions which he calls "bureaupathologies." In the 

chapter devoted to bureaupathologies, Thompson mentions that there are individuals 

who find the rationalism, orderliness, impartiality and impersonality of bureaucratic 

organizations intolerable. He dubs these individuals "bureautics," and states that 

bureautics "crave an immediate and tender response to their unique problems, 

whatever they may be" (1961:6). For Thompson, bureautics are immature people who 

have never been "weaned from habhs of childhood indulgence." He finds that 

bureautic behavior is not an organizational phenomenon, but rather a function of 

individual personality. As a function of individual personality, to Thompson h is only 

worthy of mention in an organizational context because h is a reaction to organizations 

and a source of much misunderstanding. 
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The inspiration for Thompson' discussion of bureautic behavior was 

Gouldner's article (1952:410-418), "Red Tape as a Social Problem." In Thompson's 

reading of the article, an important element of "red tape" was the matter of efficiency, 

efficiency being "relative in content," where "even if two people sought the same goal 

they might not agree as to which means for achieving it was most efficient or rational" 

(1961:171-172). Thompson added that the term "necessary" figured here as weU: 

"Gouldner found a great differentiation of values behind the concept of'unnecessary.' 

What was 'unnecessary' to one person was not so to another." 

Thompson (1961:172) continues 

From Gouldner's material, and from common observation, we can see 
that the bureautic resists interrogation and investigation as 
"unnecessary." They invade his privacy. Other people have no right to 
know these things about him—for example, his father's occupation 
(about which he may or may not be proud). Furthermore, they should 
not have to check up on him. He knows he is honest and his claim is 
valid, why don't they? 

Just because an individual perceived a bureaucratic procedure as unnecessary 

did not necessarily classify him as a bureautic in Thompson's eyes. To him, the 

question was one of degree, when an individual exhibited an extreme resistance to 

bureaucracy. An additional characteristic described by Thompson was the low powers 

of abstraction exhibhed by the bureautic. The bureautic must personalize his world to 

make it comprehensible and regards complex, impersonal procedures as befuddled, 

confused, and meaningless, hindering his ability to successfully enter into the 

bureaucratic relationship. Furthermore, when the bureautic is denied a personalized 

interaction and is not the center of attraction, he feels powerless and alienated. 
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Since Gouldner's study of red tape was the starting point for Thompson, it is 

useful to go directly to Gouldner's own work as an explanation of why the individual 

may choose not to interact with the bureaucracy. Gouldner asked, in essence, why 

some procedures are viewed as red tape while others are not? He indicated that red 

tape could not be explained unless "the frame of reference employed by the individual 

who uses this label is understood, as well as the objective attributes of the situations 

whh which he comes into contact" (1952:413). 

As mentioned above regarding Thompson, Gouldner found that the first two 

determinants/sources/elements of whether one views procedures as red tape were 

whether one viewed the procedure as necessary, and whether the procedure was 

perceived as violating what was considered private rather than public. A related 

determinant was "inadequate substantial rationality," the lack of "intelligent insight 

into the intertelations of events in a given situation" (Gouldner 1952:416; also 

Mannheim, 1941:53). In other words, the client views red tape as unnecessarily 

complicated and mixed up. Another determinant was whether one felt he was 

receiving equal treatment. In this instance, even ordinary procedures may be 

considered red tape if h is believed that "special privilege exempts others from these 

routines" (1952:414). 

The next determinant was a sense of poweriessness, where the individual feels 

he or she must go through all the "poweriess" people who can only say "no" to get to 

those who can finally say "yes." Two addhional character trahs of clients which lead 

them to experience bureaucratic procedure negatively are suspiciousness and an 
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apparent inability to defer gratification. These characteristics seem to back up 

Thompson's impression of the bureautic as an individual with personal problems, 

rather than to be a function of the bureaucratic situation. 

One final determinant mentioned was resentment, which Gouldner said 

cortesponded greatly whh his concept of red tape as poweriessness. He said that both 

involve an individual with a negative reaction to red tape because he feels there are 

things to which he is enthled but does not receive. 

Note that particularly whh Gouldner's analysis, even though the amount of 

paperwork or intrusion of privacy required by the bureaucracy might truly be 

excessive, Gouldner is concemed whh what he sees as the individual's inappropriate 

reaction to the red tape, not the red tape hself 

In "The Dialectical Organization: An Alternative to Bureaucracy," White 

(1969) makes observations similar to the Thompson/Gouldner understanding of 

organization/client relationships. According to White, there are two models of client 

relationship, the "Client as Child" and the "Ghent as Aduh." In the Ghent as Child 

mode, the client has feelings of poweriessness, an inability to abstract well, and a 

consequent tendency to personalize all relationships, an inability to "cathect energy 

into future goals" (to delay gratification), an inability to take the role of the other and 

hence see the point in explaining or accounting for his behavior, and an expectation 

that his needs will be met without his having to pay the price. In the Client as Aduh 

mode, the problems listed above do not exist and the organization/client interchange is 

able to take place without difficulty (pp. 33-34). 
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Although h seems reasonable to beheve that bureautic individuals who perceive 

the bureaucracy in a childlike, immature fashion exist, little empirical research has been 

conducted to date to verify this concept and hs relation to utilization behavior, 

ahhough as mentioned above, Nachmias and Rosenbloom (1978) found that in Israel 

30% of the population could be considered bureautic. However, due to unique 

characteristics of both individuals and the bureaucracy in Israel, Nachmias and 

Rosenbloom imply that h would be a mistake to assume a similar percentage of 

individuals in the United States are bureautic. 

Gouldner did indicate his research suggested that those people who might be 

classified as "conservative" are the ones who seem most concemed with red tape, but 

apparently no foUow-up studies were ever performed by him (1952:418). Findings by 

other researchers on the reputation of bureaucrats could mean that Gouldner was on 

the right track in identifying bureautics. Janowhz and Wright (1956) found that men 

and those people with a higher income, higher education level, and higher social class 

rated government employees less favorably. Kilpatrick, Gummings, and Jennings 

(1964) found that men and people whh higher levels of formal education were more 

likely to describe bureaucrats unfavorably, a finding again verified in a 1977 U.S. 

Postal Service survey (ched in Goodsell, 1994). It is understood that not all persons 

with high levels of income, education and social standing could be categorized as 

conservative, but a good many conservatives come from this group. This apparent 

connection between bureautics and upper-class individuals, however, could negate the 
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possibility that the homeless could be bureautic, leading to their underutUization of 

public services. 

The term "bureautic" seemingly describes individuals who are unable to deal 

whh social structures, in this instance, the bureaucracy. Two other related concepts-

anomie and alienation—appear to be describing a similiar sort of phenomenon in their 

curtent usage. 

Anomie 

The concept of anomie has a long history, but the usage of concern here comes 

from Merton's "Social Structure and Action" (1938, 1968). Merton wanted to 

examine how some "social structures exert a definite pressure upon certain persons in 

the society to engage in non-conforming rather than conforming conduct" (1968:186). 

He hypothesized that abertant behavior was "a symptom of dissociation between 

culturally prescribed aspirations and socially structured avenues for realizing these 

aspirations" (1968:188). In other words, in our society, there is a strong emphasis on 

specific goals without a cortesponding emphasis on institutional procedures and when 

this shuation reaches its extreme form, anomie develops. 

Merton identified five types of adaptation to the disjunction between 

socially/culturally acceptable ends and means: conformity—the acceptance of both 

culture goals and institutionalized means; innovation-acceptance of the goals but not 

the means; ritualism—the rejection of goals but acceptance of the means; retreatism— 

rejection of both goals and the means; and rebellion, which refers to the rejection of 
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prevailing values and a substitution of new values for both goals and means (p. 194). 

Merton (1968:194) was also careful to make the point that individuals are not locked 

into any one mode of adaptation, but "that people may shift from one alternative to 

another as they engage in different spheres of social activities. These categories refer 

to role behavior in specific types of situations, not to personality." 

While conformity is the most common adaptation, retreatism was observed by 

Merton to be the least common. In the following description of retreatism, one can 

see both the bureautic person and the homeless person (who may also be bureautic) 

falling into this category: 

People who adapt (or maladapt) in this fashion are, strictly speaking, in 
the society but not of h. Sociologically, these constitute the true ahens. 
Not sharing the common frame of values, they can be included as 
members of the society (in distinction from the population) only in a 
fictional sense. 

In this category fall some of the adaptive activities of 
psychotics, autists, pariahs, outcasts, vagrants, tramps, chronic 
drunkards and drug addicts. They have relinquished cuhurally 
prescribed goals and their behavior does not accord with institutional 
norms. (Merton, 1968:207) 

The adaptation of rebeUion could also be the adaptation of the bureautic, because h 

"presupposes alienation from reigning goals and standards" which come to be 

regarded as purely arbitrary. 

Note that in Merton's terminology, deviant behavior does not necessarily 

equate whh illegal, unethical, or immoral behavior, only to that adaptation behavior 

which is different from conformance to socially/culturally accepted goals and means 

(pp. 213, 237). In Merton's formulation, anomie is a property of the social and 
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cultural structure, not a property of individuals confronting that structure, a point he 

underscores. This is in definite contrast, he says (pp. 215-216), to the work of 

Maclver (1950) and others which foHowed. 

In The Ramparts We Guard (1950:84), Maclver defined psychological anomie 

(or anomy, in his terminology) as "the breakdown of the individual's sense of 

attachment to society." Srole (1956) drew from Maclver's psychological theory when 

he developed his widely used scale of anomia. Merton (1964:227) believed that 

another term was required to "distinguish between the anomie state of individuals and 

the anomie state of the social system, for though the two are variously connected, they 

are nevertheless distinct," and he accepted Srole's use of the term anomia (1956) to 

refer to the anomie state of the individual or "self-to-other alienation" as Srole called h 

(p. 711). Srole distinguished five dimensions of anomia which he operationalized with 

five questions referring to: (1) "the individual's sense that community leaders are 

detached from and indifferent to his needs"; (2) "the individual's perception of the 

social order as essentially fickle and unpredictable"; ( 3) "the individual's view . . . 

that he and the people like him are retrogressing from the goals they have already 

reached"; (4) "the individual's sense of the meaninglessness of life hself; and (5) 

"the individual's perception that his framework of immediate personal relationships . . . 

was no longer predictable or supportive" (1956:712-713). In the words of Orru 

(1987:126-127), 

Anomie expresses the malintegration of dysfunctional relation of 
individuals to their social worids; more specifically, the anomie 
individual wiU apear to be alienated from the pohtical system, (hem 1), 
the culture system (hem 2), the economic system (hem 3), "internalized 
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social norms and values" (item 4), and the primary socialization group 
(item 5). 

Orru explains further that Srole's 

articulation of an empirically useful scale which measured anomia made 
h possible to shift the focus of attention away from the structural 
determinants of anomia toward the effect of such a psychological 
condhion on other individual attitudes and condhions. No longer a 
phenomenon to be explained, anomie had been turned into an 
explanatory variable. (1987:127) 

Alienation 

Through this brief exposhion of the history of the concept of anomie, hopefully 

the progression of the concept from that of a characteristic of the social structure to 

that of the individual can be seen. In this progression, one can see how the person 

whh the psychological characteristic of anomia could be very similar to the bureautic 

and how this characteristic could lead the individual to opt out of the bureaucratic 

system and not utilize its services. The whole matter becomes further blurted, though, 

by the addition of the idea of alienation—which has been used by some sociologists 

almost interchangeably whh the subjective aspects of anomie or anomia (Glinard, 

1964). Depending on who one reads and the time frame in which the article is written, 

alienation and anomie may or may not be equivalent terms. Like anomie, alienation 

may be said to be an attribute of the individual (subjective) or an attribute of social 

structures (objective) (Rushing, 1972:5; Archibald, 1976:63; Geyer and Schweitzer, 

1976:xv; Henricks, 1982), depending on the source one reads. 
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In the sociological field, alienation is used in a number of ways, and as with 

anomie, there seems to be no real agreement on what alienation is, despite Nisbet's 

(1966) contention that alienation makes up one of the most seminal ideas in the history 

of sociology (see also Rushing, 1972:3). However, Geyer and Schweitzer state 

Seeman's grouping of the alienation concept into five or six meanings has been the 

starting point for nearly all social scientists who have dealt with alienation since 

Seeman first wrote his 1959 article. This list includes the following: 

1. Sense of poweriessness—the sense of low control versus mastery over 

events; 

2. Meaninglessness—the sense of incomprehensibility versus understanding of 

personal and social affairs; 

3. Normlessness—high expectancies for (or commitment to) socially 

unapproved means versus conventional means for the achievement of given goals; 

4. Isolation, also called cultural estrangement—the individual's rejection of 

commonly held values in the society (or subsector) versus commitment to the going 

group standards; 

5. Self-estrangement-the individual's engagement in activities that are not 

intrinsically rewarding versus involvement in a task or activity for its own sake 

(Seeman, 1972:45-54). 

Later work by Seeman includes social isolation as an element of alienation. 

Social isolation is defined as "the individual's low expectancy for inclusion and social 
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acceptance, expressed typically in feelings of lonehness or feelings of rejection or 

repudiation" (cited in Geyer and Schwehzer, 1976:22). 

Urick (1970:7-9) uses a similar hst of characteristics, but adds to the discussion 

when he says that one should avoid speaking of alienation in an absolute sense and that 

h is better thought of as a combination of degree and direction, where one would 

speak of an individual or group as being somewhat alienated or very alienated 

(indicating degree) toward or with respect to (indicating direction) some aspect or 

aspects of their lives. Using the Urick and Seeman characteristics of alienation, and 

remembering the earlier discussion on bureausis, one could say that the bureautic feels 

powerless and estranged from bureaucratic norms, as well as feeling that bureaucratic 

norms themselves are meaningless. In the discussion of bureausis, Thompson and 

particularly Gouldner also indicate that an individual's bureausis is a matter of degree, 

which would align with Urick's statement above. This would mean that one could say 

the bureautic is very alienated with respect to the bureaucracy. 

It is also interesting to note that poweriessness figures in the descriptions of 

the bureautic type by all three writers mentioned (Thompson, 1961; Gouldner, 1952; 

and White, 1969) underscoring what would seem to be a definite connection between 

the bureautic and the alienated person. Reimanis and Posen (1980:182) have 

elaborated on how poweriessness may lead to alienation: 

Theoretically, the feehng of poweriessness may be regarded as a 
mediating or precursory state in the process which leads to alienation: 
if people perceive that they have no power over what may happen to 
them, their actions become void of meaning, and they can hardly be 
expected to identify with the society in which they live. 
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While the alienated individual could be said to be alienated from the 

bureaucracy, in particular, he or she could also be said to be alienated from society in 

general, resuhing in underutilization of society's services. This is the approach taken 

in studies by Morris, Hatch, and Chipman (1966), Bullough (1972), Gray, Kesler, 

and Moody (1967), and Nakagawa (1971), which address underutilization of health 

services by the poor. Taken as a group, these studies indicate that individuals who are 

strongly alienated, using a variety of different scales, use fewer heahh services than 

individuals who are less alienated. Hoppe and Heller (1975:304) affirm these studies, 

stating that "underutilization is one manifestation of the general estrangement of the 

poor from the mainstream of middle-class society and hs social institutions." 

Furthermore, quoting Lewis (1966:21), they believe that feelings of alienation are an 

inevitable "reaction of the poor to their marginal poshion in a class-stratified, highly 

individuated, capitalistic society." 

As stated previously, a great deal of overiap between the three concepts of 

bureausis, anomie and alienation exists. The main points of overlap seem to be in the 

poweriessness, normlessness, and cultural isolation the individual feels when he comes 

into contact with the bureaucracy. The relationship between the three concepts are 

represented by Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Relationship Between 
Bureausis, Alienation and Anomie 

In Figure 1, bureausis is just one form of alienation and anomie. Not everyone 

who is alienated or suffering from anomie is bureautic, but everyone who is alienated 

from the bureaucracy is bureautic. Later, in Chapter VI, an addhional link between 

the homelessness and bureausis/alienation/anomie will be discussed. 

Bureaucratic Competence and Socialization 

While the bureautic is one who finds the rationalism, orderliness, impartiality 

and impersonality of bureaucracy intolerable (per Thompson), nothing in Thompson's 

discussion indicates that the bureautic lacks the skihs to interact with the bureaucracy, 

only that he or she lacks the desire to do so. Bureaucratic competence and 

socialization are terms that deal with the individual's skills in deahng with the 

bureaucracy. 
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In "Coping with Bureaucracy: The Israeli Case," Danet and Hartman (1972:7) 

set out the definitions for bureaucratic competence and bureaucratic socialization. 

They begin by stating how society is increasingly becoming bureaucratic, and that the 

bureaucracy's defining characteristics of largeness, impersonality, specificity, and 

universalism all have dysfunctions for society and the individual. They call the process 

by which people acquire the skills necessary to cope successfully whh bureaucracy 

"bureaucratic socialization." Addhionally, "the degree to which a person has acquired 

the attitudes, knowledge and behavior dispositions necessary to cope with 

bureaucracy" they call "bureaucratic competence." According to Danet and Hartman, 

"some people are more competent than others in dealing whh bureaucracy." In 

another article Danet and Gurevhch (1972) suggest three factors which help socialize 

an individual to bureaucratic ways: formal education, actual experience with the 

bureaucracy as a client in adult life, and exposure to bureaucratic ways at work. These 

last two points were confirmed in a nationwide survey of 1886 aduhs in Israel, when 

Danet and Hartman (1972) found that any contact, poshive or negative, with the 

bureaucracy increased the individual's self-confidence. 

Gordon (1975) conducted an empirical study of how the bureaucratic 

competence of welfare clients affects their encounters. For Gordon, bureaucratic 

competence included skills like bureaucratic vocabulary, familiarity with forms and 

documents, knowledge of expedhing procedures, a realization of the importance of 

tenacity, and an understanding that repetitive and impersonal handling of extremely 

personal information is often characteristic of bureaucracy. To operationalize 
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bureaucratic competence, she used holding a high status job, filling out one's own 

income tax forms, and scoring high on a bureaucratic vocabulary test. She found out 

that those who were more bureaucratically competent by this definition "fared better" 

in dealing whh the bureaucracy than those who were not. In writing about Gordon's 

research, Danet (1980:388) states: "Thus getting one's due does not merely depend 

on automatic processing and eligibility, but also depends on one's ability to extract 

services from an organization." 

Denhardt (1968:442) finds fauh whh the idea that the individual must become 

bureaucratically socialized in order to interact with organizations. He believes that this 

may force individuals to relinquish values and behaviors that are incongruous with 

organizations. He has found this to be the case with people raised in subcultures 

where the concepts of authoritarian, impersonal compliance are not dominant, such as 

Appalachia. In other settings, though, it was found that when bureaucrats interacted 

with individuals from nonorganizational societies, the bureacrats took on the role of 

teachers. Katz and Eisenstadt (1969:236-237; 1973) made such an observation when 

Israeli immigrants from countries such as Yemen, Morocco, and Iraq, who had had 

little contact with formal organizations, interacted with Israeli bureaucrats. They 

found that despite large numbers of entrants into the system, which would lead one to 

expect an increase in bureaucratization, "debureaucratization" was instead taking 

place. In debureaucratization, the bureaucrat takes on roles [teacher] other than the 

specifically prescribed one, and this relationship between teacher and student impinges 

on the more formal bureaucrat-client relationship. Katz and Eisenstadt found 
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"officials relating to clients personally, taking sympathetic account of the status of the 

'new immigrant,' and not confining themselves to their official relevant roles." They 

found officials "trying to get their job done, not so much by means of the power and 

symbols of office, but on the basis of exchange of services, or persuasion, or personal 

charisma" (1973:74). They found that "the bureaucrat takes the time and effort to 

teach a client something about his expectations concerning how the client role is to be 

played. In other words, the bureaucrat teaches the client how to be a client so that he 

can go on being a bureaucrat" (1973:74). 

An example of where some "debureaucratization" would be helpful is in the 

case of Edgar and and Kara, who moved from the mountains in rural Marshall, 

Arkansas and exhibited an extreme lack of bureaucratic socialization. Both said they 

found life easier in the mountains. Kara said, "I'm scared of city life. Up there we 

knew how to live off the land. We knew the plants and herbs. Plus I worked with 

horses. But dowm here we're lost" (Uytterbrouck, 1992:2B). While very few 

Arkansas hillbiUies still eat possum and make lye soap on a regular basis, these 

comments are evidence that there are still subgroups in the population who feel 

extremely uncomfortable with facets of modem life and who need extra hand-holding 

to make h through the bureaucratic process. Convicted of armed robbery, Edgar was 

allowed to delay reporting to prison until his wife delivered her baby, as this was a 

high-risk pregnancy. However, his presence at the home meant that she could not 

qualify for AFDC. Kara also needed to reapply for food stamps and this was a 

problem because Kara, who was barely literate, did not know how to drive, and only 
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had a bicycle for transportation. She also had a four year-old child. She said that 

because her husband was still at home, "it takes a lot to get any kind of help." 

Seemingly, there are two types of bureaucratic socialization-one on the 

individual level and one on the group level. Tripi (1974) and Piven and Gloward 

(1971, 1977) have reported on bureaucratic socialization at the group level. Tripi 

found that alienation on the part of clients can be lessened by the greater bureaucratic 

socialization gained from client organization. He conducted a study of nine welfare 

client groups and the welfare officials who interacted with them and found 

unorganized clients to be passive and often unsuccessfiil in meeting their needs. 

Meanwhile, those who were organized were able to exercise effective control in their 

encounters with welfare officials by virtue of their expertise and access to bureaucracy. 

Piven and Gloward (1971, 1977) echo this finding. They tdl of efforts in the 1960s of 

the privately funded National Welfare Rights Organization, and the federally funded 

community action agencies and Office of Economic Opportunity, which had the effect 

of building bureaucratic competence and socialization. Three methods were used: (1) 

the establishment of new services that offered information about welfare enthlements 

and the assistance of experts to obtain benefits; (2) the initiation of htigation to 

challenge local laws that kept people off welfare; and (3) support of new 

organizations for the poor which informed people of their enthlement and mounted 

pressure on officials to approve their apphcations for assistance (1971, Chapter 9; 

1977, Chapter 5). In response to these sorts of efforts, the Department of Heahh, 

Education and Welfare (1969) found that as people feh less helpless in dealing with 
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public agencies, the greater was the likelihood that a higher proportion of poor would 

be on the welfare roUs. Piven and Cloward report that in a six-year period the 

national welfare rights movement had raised the number of people on welfare from less 

than one milhon to three mihion and had quadmpled the number of AFDC approvals 

(1977:320). The support that individuals feh from these efforts relates to the personal 

power resources described next. 

Personal Power Resources 

Hasenfeld (1978, 1985) and Nelson (1980) mentioned three other factors that 

might influence utilization which are grouped under Hasenfeld's term "personal power 

resources." These include education, income, and knowledge about the organization. 

He states that "Chents with power resources have a greater selection of service 

bureaucracies, and they can use their resources to negotiate more favorable results 

with officials" (1985:625). One study found that only 46 percent of people with an 

income below $5,000 feh themselves to be highly effective when dealing with the 

bureaucracy, while 69 percent of those with an income over $15,000 feh themselves to 

be highly effective in deahng with the bureaucracy (U.S. Congress, Committee on 

Government Operations, Subcomittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 1973). Of 

course, if one has sufficient income, one does not need services like food stamps or 

AFDC. However, there is also less or no stigma attached to the services which one 

might UtUize. An example of this would be social security. One would not be 
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expected to feel stigmatized by participation in this program because one had "earned" 

a right to the service. 

Education is probably strongly related to bureaucratic competence and 

socialization-if one can read well, one can have a better understanding of bureaucratic 

documents, rules, and procedures. Knowledge would also seem to correlate highly 

with education, bureaucratic competence, and socialization, but there is also the added 

dimension that one cannot utilize services if one does not know they exist or which 

agency provides them. In other words, knowledge in this context means awareness of 

the availability of services and the agency which provides them. Whh regard to 

knowledge, some of the onus is on the individual to be aware of the program, but the 

agency also has an obligation to make hself known. 

Further information on personal power resources will be offered in Chapter V 

where the complete Hasenfeld and Nelson models will be presented . 

The Protestant Work Ethic. Pride, and Shame 

The next characteristic of the individual which might prevent him from utilizing 

bureaucratic services seems to best fall under the heading of the Protestant Work 

Ethic, with hs two opposite manifestations, pride in self-sufficiency and shame over 

lack of self-sufficiency. The Protestant Work Ethic has been described in the 

following manner: 

A universal taboo is placed on idleness, and industriousness is 
considered a religious idea; waste is a vice, and frugality is a virtue; 
complacency and failure are outlawed, and ambhion and success are 
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taken as sure signs of God's favour; the universal sign of sin is poverty, 
and the crowning sign of God's favour is weahh. (Gates, 1971:84) 

Cherrington (1980:31-32) adds to this by describing the work ethic in early 

America: "Living on public welfare was a totally foreign concept. Social welfare 

programs for the poor were designed to provide only temporary help until secure 

employment could be obtained. Most welfare programs were created to help new 

immigrants. People were expected to work and provide for their ow^ support 

regardless of wealth or social status." Piven and Cloward (1971:51) mention a similar 

ethos and add that this ethos prevailed until the Depression: "So long as most people 

could find work, the very poor could be dismissed as lazy and improvident. Now 

there simply was no work" so the stigma attached to social welfare programs declined. 

There has been some disagreement on the degree that the Protestant Work 

Ethic has declined in the United States. Some see the rise in the use of government 

programs such as food stamps as breaking "down the extremely valuable work ethic of 

low-income Americans who wanted to be self-sufficient and didn't want to depend on 

welfare" (Miller, 1993:15). On the other hand, Goodban (1985) believes that the 

stigma many feel on using food stamps or AFDC is intentionally created to keep from 

encouraging dependency on the state. This belief is echoed by Liebow (1993) in his 

recent book on the homeless. Tell Them Who I Am: The Lives of Homeless Women. 

He writes, "Whatever the form, h boils down to something like this: We mustn't make 

things too easy for them (mental patients in state hosphals, welfare chents, homeless 
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people, the dependent poor generally). That just encourages their dependency" 

(1993:141). 

Fumham has studied the Protestant Work Ethic extensively; and in a 1991 

article, he summed up the curtent state of knowledge about the concept. Researchers 

have found that people who believe in the Protestant Work Ethic: 

1. Tend to have high internal locus of control beliefs (Fumham, 1987; Lied 

and Pritchard, 1976; MacDonald, 1972; Mirels and Garrett, 1971; Waters, Bathis and 

Waters, 1975); 

2. Hold conservative attitudes and beliefs (Fumham and Bland, 1982; Joe, 

1974; MacDonald, 1971); 

3. Have a high need for achievement (Fumham, 1987, McClelland, 1961); 

4. Hold an individual attribution style (Fumham, 1982). 

Addhionally, the Protestant Work Ethic has been proven to be a powerful predictor of 

work-related behavior (Greenburg, 1977, 1978, 1979; Mertens and Gartett, 1975). 

Whether or not one believes the Protestant Work Ethic has declined, or 

whether or not one views the decline as good or bad, the Protestant Work Ethic and 

hs accompanying manifestations, pride and shame, are mentioned over and over as a 

reason for underutilization. For instance, Joan Rossi, a food stamp administrator, says 

"Pride is a greater obstacle to expanding the food stamps rolls than embartassment in 

supermarket lines is." Potential recipients "are already experiencing extreme self-

esteem problems and we have to convince them that they are not doing something 

wrong by getting help from the government in a time of need" (MiUer, 1993:38). In a 
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survey of 2000 mothers who were receiving public assistance in New York City, 56% 

agreed that "getting money from the Welfare makes a person feel ashamed" and 58% 

were bothered by being on welfare (Podell, 1968:31,32). Although more recent 

statistics are not available, chapters on welfare and the social service system in two 

recent books on the homeless are replete whh personal vignettes of the shame these 

individuals experience in applying for services (Timmer, Eitzen and Talley, 1994; 

Sehser and Miller, 1993). Barbara Sabol (1993), the head of social services for New 

York City, spent time undercover as a welfare recipient, and she echoes the behef that 

many individuals needing public assistance are ashamed to apply for h. She describes 

observing a laid-off schooheacher's mortal embartassment as she was forced to apply 

for rental assistance from the welfare office. Fewer people may be stigmatized by 

applying for public assistance than in previous years, but the problem is still very real 

for many. 

Mayer and Timms (1970:100-105) gathered from theh in-depth interviews 

with sixty-five clients of the Family Welfare Association in Great Britain a number of 

reasons why potential clients are so resistant to seek help. Two here relate to shame 

and pride: First, "many viewed their financial dependency as a disgraceful admission 

that they could no longer fend for themselves." They had "taken pride in the fact" that 

they had always earned their own money or had never had to ask before. Mayer and 

Timms say that the clients repeatedly talked of the humiliation of being in such a 

poshion. Nelson (1980:178-179) affirms this point, noting that "a change in status is 

implich in every decision to apply for help." She notes that particularly whh regard to 
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social insurance programs, "the decision to apply indicates a downward shift in 

personal status." 

Second, Mayer and Timms observed that the clients' shame was increased by 

the fact that they "were going (or considering going) to a social agency for help, 

instead of to a more 'neutral' source such as friends or relatives." By coping in this 

manner, they would become "clients." How were "clients" viewed by the 

respondents? Mayer and Timms said the respondents were not specific on this, but the 

data suggested that clients were viewed as either desperately hard up and to be pitied 

or as moral reprobates. They say, "If attitudes like these are characteristic of those 

who actually sohch help, one can imagine the resistance of those who feel they need h 

but do not apply" (1970:99). 

In fact, studies have shown that among certain groups, the attitudes about 

help-seeking from agencies versus help-seeking from family and friends will vary 

widely. Suchman (1966) found that lower socioeconomic groups and minorities tend 

to be less knowledgeable, more fearful, and skeptical about services from 

organizations and tend to rely more heavily on care from friends, relatives and 

neighbors. Marsh (1980) found that African Americans were less likely to use social 

services and more likely to rely on informal support systems for problem resolution 

than whites. Similar findings were reported by Mindel and Wright (1982) and Moore, 

Husaini, Castor, and Linn (1990). 

The Podell and Mayer/Timms studies mentioned above are dated, but the 

feelings expressed still seem to apply. Hirschl and Rank (1991) have studied 
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participation in the food stamp and AFDC programs and they relate how those who 

apply for and use the programs are greatly stigmatized by the food stamp program, 

which is so pubhc when one uses the food coupons at the grocery store, versus AFDC, 

where one can cash the check in the relative privacy of the bank. Hasenfeld 

(1985:625) also mentions that non-means-tested programs are "far less stigmatizing 

than means-tested ones, since the very nature of the former confers greater power to 

chents by virtue of their 'earned' enthlement to services." 

The net result here is that despite the fact that the Protestant Work Ethic and 

pride in self-sufficiency have tradhionally been thought of as poshive characteristics in 

individuals, with regard to utilization of services provided by the public bureaucracy 

they can be though of negatively as traits which may prevent people from obtaining 

needed services. Additionally, the stigma attached to receiving such services can be a 

strong impediment to applying for the services. 

Summary 

This chapter has attempted to focus on the individual reasons for 

underutilization. For now attention has been tumed to those theories that could relate 

to the general public, but later, in Chapter VI, some addhional individual 

characteristics specific to the homeless will be detailed. Several attributes specific to 

the homeless, such as poweriessness, social isolation, and disaffiliation contribute to 

the belief that ano^lie/alienation^ureausis, in some form, are present among this group 

and may hinder utilization. 

60 

SftiTfl^iflSp..'w.\S 



>tal!eirj 

There is also a great deal of intertelationship between the personal power 

resources of knowledge about the organization and education on the one hand, and 

bureaucratic competence and socialization on the other hand. The greater the 

education of the individual user, the greater one would expect his or her knowledge to 

be of the organization, and the more comfortable whh using the organization's 

services. Having used the agency's services before would contribute to the 

individual's bureaucratic competence as weU, and possessing all of these attributes 

should increase utilization for both the general public and the homeless. 

Finally, there is the matter of the Protestant Work Ethic, which has 

traditionally been believed to be a very strong detertent to the use of "charity," as 

many social services are viewed. All of the above-mentioned characteristics of the 

individual may have some bearing on the utilization of public bureaucracy services by 

the homeless and are included in the model tested here. There are however, a number 

of other possible explanatory factors. At this time, the focus will turn to those 

possible explainers on the part of the bureaucracy. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THEORIES OF UNDERUTILIZATION: 

THE BUREAUCRACY 

In Chapter III, some reasons that appear to explain why an individual might 

underutilize bureaucratic services were set forth. These reasons all had to do with 

properties of the individual, properties that the individual did or did not possess, which 

could limit his interactions with the bureaucracy. The presence or lack of the listed 

properties all seemed to be a "fauh" or flaw of the individual. In this chapter, the 

reasons for underutilization that are listed imply that the "fauh" is with the 

bureaucracy. 

The Nature of Bureaucracy Itself 

The bureaucratic model as first set forth by Weber is well-known and contains 

the following elements: division of labor and functional specialization, hierarchy, 

formal framework of rules and procedures, maintenance of files and other records, and 

professionalization (Gordon, 1986). In the bureaucratic ideal. 

The fully developed bureaucratic mechanism compares whh other 
organizations exactly as does the machine with the nonmechanical 
modes of production. Precision, speed, unambiguhy, knowledge of the 
files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordination, reduction of 
function and of material and personal costs—these are raised to the 
optimum point (Blau, 1955: 215-216) 
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As Weber (1968:975) himself points out, the specific nature of bureaucracy "develops 

the more perfectly the more bureaucracy is 'dehumanized,' the more completely it 

succeeds in eliminating from official business love, hatred, and all purely personal 

irtational and emotional elements which escape calculation." And Katz and Danet 

(1973:666-667) add that the growth in bureaucracy leads to two consequences, the 

rise of large concentrations of power, "in opposhion to which the man in the street 

may feel quhe helpless" and the transformation of interpersonal relations. They write, 

"Normatively at least, bureaucratic organizations require a style of interpersonal 

relations that is universalistic, highly specialized, and affectively neutral. 

Organizational roles, whether of official or clients, are explicitly defined, and ascribed 

characteristics are officially irtelevant." 

This view is echoed by Thompson in his 1975 book on administrative 

compassion. As a client, only a small portion of information about an individual is 

relevant to the solution of the specific problem by the organization. The client 

therefore becomes part of a problem category, an impersonal transaction which 

facilitates expert solution of the problem where emotions do not interfere. The client 

suffers from the resuhing absence of compassion. But compassion simply has no place 

in the modem organization, as h was designed for a specific purpose-to become a 

tool: "To recognize compassion in administration is to recognize another claim; h is 

to 'steal' the owner's property" (pp. 5-10). To this end, the organization is not a 

person, parent or friend, but rather "an abstract system of intertelationships designed 

to achieve an externally defined goal" (p. 17). 
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Thompson adds that while a worker in the organization may "care" for a 

particular client, the caring is not a part of the organizational plan, and in fact, the 

caring is regarded as unethical, as giving the client "pull." He states "We are proud of 

the fact that modem administration, as compared with administration in the past, is 

relatively free of such 'particularistic' behavior and is 'universalistic' instead" (pp. 17-

18). The difficulty is that people just do not experience themselves as problem 

categories. 

One critique of bureaucracy that draws heavily from Weber, as well as a 

number of other sources, is Hummel's The Bureaucratic Experience (1987). 

Although much of what is said relates to the bureaucrat and his finstrations with the 

bureaucracy, some of the content relates directly to the client and could explain why 

an individual might choose not to utilize bureaucratic services. While Thompson and 

Hummel agree on what the bureaucracy does to people and how it makes them feel, 

they disagree on the degree to which this is inevhable and desirable. 

Hummel's behef is that bureaucracy is an entirely new way of organizing social 

life, succeeding society, where society once succeeded community, and he indicates 

that bureaucracy differs from society in five ways: 

1. Socially-in that bureaucracy brings people physically closer to each other 

and makes them more interdependent, yet pushes them apart by replacing mutually 

oriented social action with rationally organized action. People may be working 

together toward the same end without having to even interact with each other. 

64 



-*su:x>i 

2. Psychologically—by ripping control over conscience and mastery from the 

psyche of the individual bureaucrats and deposhing them in the organizational 

structures of hierarchy and division of labor. The bureaucrat thus loses individual 

identity in the organizational identity. 

3. Culturally—by replacing human cultural values with values of hs own. 

While the traditional culture is characterized by justice, freedom, violence, oppression, 

happiness, gratification, poverty, illness and death, victory, defeat, love, hate, 

salvation, and damnation (per Habermas, 1971; Hummel, 1987:12), the bureaucratic 

culture is characterized by precision, stability, stringency of disciphne, reliabihty, 

calculability of results, formal rationality, formalistic impersonality, and formal equality 

of treatment (per Weber, 1968:956-958; Hummel, p. 13). Hummel says that 

tradhional values are "ultimate values," which define what life is all about, while 

bureaucratic values are "instrumental values," which are the means by which humans 

can achieve uhimate values. 

4. Linguistically/cognitively—by the bureaucracy commanding through the 

top-down definition of reality. Bureaucrats are instilled whh "the practice of 

analogous thinking" which means that they act only when they find aspects of reality 

which match predefined models for action. 

5. Power-pohtically-by being a "control instmment whhout compare." 

Although bureaucracy was created as a tool of polhics, "bureaucracy today redefines 

pohtics by imposing on h bureaucratic standards" (1987:20). Hummel uses the 

following quote from John F. Kennedy to ephomize this belief 
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Sooner or later it seems that every problem mankind is faced 
with gets dumped into the lap of the president right here in the center 
of h all. But by the time h reaches here, the problem has been 
dissected, sanitized, and cast into a series of options—almost as though 
they were engraved in stone. What is missing is the heart behind them, 
what they mean in human terms, (quoted in Harris, 1973:15) 

For Hummel, bureaucracy is "a new society and a new culture." Because bureaucracy 

differs from society in the five ways listed above, h presents "special difficuhies" for 

individuals depending on where they stand. Hummel asserts that we will be better able 

to live and work with, in, or against bureaucracy if we view it as a new and different 

world, become aware of the impact of the difference of bureaucracy from the world 

with which we are all familiar, and understand that the impact of bureaucracy on us 

will vary for each person depending on the type of involvement we have with 

bureaucratic life (1987:viii). This may be a difificuh task for some. Hummel 

(1987:13) writes. 

Can neutral—in a specific sense: heartless—administration take care of 
basic human needs that are never experienced in a neutral way? It is 
not with formal rationality or even with the demand for formal equality 
of treatment that I, as the average client, approach bureaucracy. I want 
my needs taken care of, ill-defined and even contradictory as they are. 
I experience myself in my own unique way, through my own 
personality, with my own unique set of problems. I do not easily 
present myself as a "case" to the bureaucrat, to be processed foUowing 
universal rules. The quality of my life, my problems, my needs do not 
lend themselves easily to definition, measurement, and decision. 

This is Hummel's critique of bureaucracy in broad terms. Whh this critique, 

one could see why individual clients and chizens may become frijstrated whh and 

alienated from bureaucracy, and perhaps choose not to interact whh the bureaucracy 
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or utihze hs services. In Hummel's terms, this fhistration is not a dysfunction on the 

part of the individual, but the resuh of a basic conflict between bureaucracy and 

society. 

Now, the great defender of bureacracy, Goodsell, presents a case for the 

bureaucracy that is the polar opposhe of Hummel. In the 1994 edhion of The Case 

for Bureaucracy, as weU as in eariier writings, he presents numerous examples of 

empirical studies which do great damage to Hummel's theory. For example, many of 

us are bureaucrats, with one out of six people employed at some level of government, 

in a variety of poshions (p. 104). The bureaucracy is fairly representative of the 

population as a whole (p. 107), and hold views about various questions that widely 

match those of the general public (p. 113). Bureaucrats have even been shown not to 

possess the "bureaucratic mentality" written about by many (p. 118), and even seem to 

feel satisfaction in their work (p. 127). Bureaucracies are not even the same across the 

board, with variations from waiting room to wahing room, form to form, regulation to 

regulation (pp. 49-53). 

The middle ground between the views of Hummel and Goodsell comes in 

GoodseU's statement that "bureaucracy's true nature is discovered not in campgain 

rhetoric or newspaper hortor stories, or even much of the academic writing on the 

subject, but in the understandings of citizens" (1994:165). By his own admission, 

what the people think is what counts, and the people are not necessarily pleased whh 

bureaucracy. Goodsell ches numerous studies on client evaluations of the services 

they receive from public bureaucracies, and in them sixty to seventy percent of the 
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respondents are generally satisfied, while thirty to forty percent are not. If those 

figures were more in the range of ninety percent satisfied/ten percent dissatisfied, there 

would be reason for the bureaucracy to gloat. However, most parents are not pleased 

when their children come home with grade averages in the 65-75% range, and citizens 

should not be pleased either when their bureaucracy does no better than that. In all 

faimess, as Goodsell points out, bureaucracy is oftentimes given impossible problems 

to solve and many times the values the public may wish to see expressed in the 

bureaucracy, such as efficiency, may conflict whh flexibility. But before completely 

dismissing Hummel and other critiques of bureaucracy, there are some points that have 

been made which are worth consideration as reasons why individuals might not utilize 

the services of bureaucracy. 

Bureaucratic Language 

Hummel points out that bureaucrats even use a different language than the 

chizen/client. He relates the story of one man who traveled by bus from California to 

Washington, D.C. to find out about delays in his Social Security checks: 

Well, I'll tell you something about this town. They got a secret 
language here. You know that? Bureaucratese. Same thing we used 
to call double-talk. These government people, they don't hear you. 
They don't listen. You start to say something and they shut you out 
mentally, figuring they know right away what you're going to say 
before you say h. (1987:180) 

Hummel points out that although the man is cortect in recognizing that 

bureaucrats do speak a different language, he makes the mistake of interpreting that 
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language as double-talk, an attempt to mislead him. Hummel indicates that the 

purpose of bureaucratese is not to mislead, but rather to make outsiders poweriess, but 

that this is only a secondary purpose. The primary purpose of bureaucratese is to 

insulate bureaucrats from clients, 

to empower them not to have to listen, unless the chent first learns the 
language. For a client who has learned the language is a client who has 
accepted the bureaucrat's values. Once a client uses the bureaucracy's 
language, the bureaucrat may be assured that no solutions contrary to 
his interests and power will emerge. (1987:181) 

Hununel (1987:181) takes this idea one step further, and says that the 

bureaucrat's language is therefore constmcted "to prevent both bureaucrats and 

outsiders from ever formulating questions that might attack the underiying 

assumptions of the bureaucracy hself" 

Hummel mentions some other features of bureaucratic language that may make 

it problematic for clients/citizens. First, bureaucratic language is top-down/one-

directional in nature. Hummel puts h this way: "Bureaucracy speaks; we listen" (p. 

181). Second, bureaucratic language is acausal. When a person speaks in society, 

there is usually a meaning or intention to the words. If the hearer does not understand 

that meaning, he is able to ask for clarification. In bureaucracy, words are impersonal 

and there is no person to talk back to, only stmctures. Unlike people, stmctures do 

not have intentions. Hummel uses Ludwig Wittgenstein and John Searle as authority 

for his statement that "language is not language unless what is spoken is attached to 

the intentions of the speaker and addressed to the understanding of the hearer" 

(1987:199). Hummel does not say this, but one could conclude from this that 
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bureaucratic language is not language at all, merely meaningless babble. Is it any 

wonder the chizen/client would become fhastrated in trying to interact whh 

bureaucracy under these circumstances? 

Edelman (1977) has also written about the language used by the "helping 

professions" such as psychology, social work and teaching. Edelman states that 

through their pohtical language, the helping professions: 

create and reinforce popular beliefs about which kinds of people are 
worthy and which are unworthy; about who should be rewarded 
through governmental action and who controlled or subjected to 
discipline. Unexamined language and action can help us understand 
more profoundly than legislative histories or administrative or judicial 
proceedings how we decide upon status, rewards, and controls for the 
wealthy, the poor, women, conformists, and nonconformists. (1977:59) 

He adds that "any categorization scheme that consigns people to niches according to 

their actual or potential accomphshments or behavior is bound to be pohtical, no 

matter what hs scientific function is" (p. 62). He ches examples of helping/hurting 

actions used by the helping professions, and states that "it is the language rather than 

the actions that evokes hortor, for they [helping professions] have been socialized to 

see these things only as procedures, as means to achieve rehabilitation, not as 

constraints upon human beings" (p. 64). Edelman is not necessarily speaking of 

bureaucrats and bureaucracy when he speaks of the "helping professions," but his 

criticism would apply to those helping professionals who can be, and usually are, a 

part of the bureaucracy. 
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On Becoming a Case, a Ghent, or Part of a 
People-processing Organization 

Another point raised by Hummel relates to how when the citizen or client 

seeks to interact whh the bureaucracy, he becomes a "case." A case is never a real 

person. Hummel says, "A case is a series of characteristics abstracted from persons; it 

is a model of those characteristics that a potential client must display in order to 

qualify for the attention of a bureaucracy, whether for service or control" (1987:30). 

Addhionally he says, "From the bureaucrats' point of view, the more they can 

depersonalize the client into a thing devoid of unique features the more easily and 

smoothly they wiU be able to handle cases before them" (1987:26). 

The client/chizen is not familiar whh the role of being a depersonalized case, 

for in the worid outside of bureaucracy, "there are many areas of life in which it is 

absolutely necessary to take into account the unique personality of the person with 

whom you are dealing" (1987:26). Friendship and salesmanship are two examples 

Hummel gives of where this is tme. He says that when one goes to a friend for help, 

that friend helps in a personal way just because the person is unique. When one is 

trying to make a sale, the good salesman considers the unique qualhies of the 

individual to whom he is selling. For example, h could make a big difference when 

one is trying to sell life insurance to know that the person's friend or relative just died 

that day. 

So from the early days of family and friendship forward, people are used to 

being treated as unique, while bureaucracy specializes in sameness and 

7 1 



dehumanization. The basic conflict between bureaucracy and society is expressed 

once again in this conflict. Hummel asks, "Can a policy and an administrative system 

based on calculations of sameness be designed to satisfy the needs of a population 

defining hself on the basis of differentness?" (1987:32). 

In American Politics in a Bureaucratic Age: Chizens. Constituencies. Clients 

and Victims (1977:8-27), Lewis has more to say about the ways people become 

transformed in an unaccustomed manner when they begin to interact with the 

bureaucracy. Lewis uses the term "client" to refer to a person or group of persons 

who are dependent upon a governmental patron. He states that "a client differs from a 

constituent individual or group primarily because the client is not significantly able to 

aher the behavior of his (or hs) bureaucratic patron, but the constituent individual or 

group may indeed be able to influence the outcomes of the policy process" (1977:15). 

Also, clients do not normally present a threat to the bureaucracy, but consthuent 

groups do. 

Lewis hkens the client-bureaucracy relationship to that of the doctor-patient 

relationship, where the "patient is dependent upon the rituals and practices of the 

medical professional which render him almost poweriess before the physician" 

(1977:16). The problem is, one can usually find another doctor, even if he is a quack, 

but there are usually no organizations competing whh government bureaucracies. 

Another problem with the client-bureaucracy relationship is the fact that the public 

employees who administer the rules usually have had no more to do with the creation 

of the rules than the client. 
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Clients are individuals such as the poor, the young, and the infirm, but Lewis 

points out that there are other clients who are not as easily identified: 

Postal patrons, auto hcensees and registrants, and those who pay taxes 
are also clients, but episodically so. At one time or another during our 
lives each of us becomes a client. The agencies connected with these 
relationships are under most conditions correctly perceived as 
"purposive machines" which process the paper necessary to continue 
our lives. Failure to conform to the mles of such processors or a 
mistake on the part of the agency hself brings penalties upon the client. 
Like taxation, one's ability to obtain redress or cortection varies 
according to one's resources. (1977:17) 

A clientele is represented in the policy process by the agency responsible for h, 

and these agency professionals develop discretionary classification routines which only 

allow limited interaction between the client and the patron bureaucracy. Individuals 

must surtender to this discretionary classification when they are in need of the 

agency's help, and Lewis says that "clients thus defined by one who is backed by the 

power of profession and the leghimacy of the state are likely to act and be acted upon 

in a manner consistent with the 'doctor knows best' stereotype" (1977:19). Elsewhere 

Lewis says. 

As one becomes a client, one loses power to aher the outcomes of the 
agency that affects his life; he surtenders effective redress by placing 
himself at the mercy of professional wisdom and power. As we expand 
services, we seem to contract liberty. Ideas that begin as liberating 
become bureaucratized and stultifying as they become routinized into 
day-to-day operation. (1977:114) 

While the client is not in a particulariy enviable poshion whh regard to the 

bureaucracy, the poshion of the "victim" is even worse. Victims are those people who 

"have their lives ahered as a function of the 'aggregate' effect" of policies, such as the 

73 



•JJf.-JPSl 

unanticipated consequences of urban renewal policies, food stamp administration, drug 

control programs, and regulatory acts in general. Unlike those of us whose lives are 

"episodically bounded" by pohcy outcomes, victims "live existence highly dependent 

upon public policy decisions which take place beyond their consciousnesses" (Lewis, 

1977:20-21). Aggregate pohcy victims are those "who receive little or no food on a 

daily basis, whose children receive little or no education, who live in condhions of 

minimal shelter and sanitation, and who do not interact with government, except as 

objects" (p. 21). By Lewis'definition, the homeless would appear to be victims 

rather than clients. Lewis mentions one other type of victim: those "who are directly 

confronted by a public agency that exercises the power to effectively deny them their 

basic constitutional rights," such as the insane, mentally retarded, and others who are 

in a caretaker agency (1977:22-24). 

The relevance of Lewis' categories is that while the preferted method of 

interacting with the bureaucracy may be as a citizen/constituent, many of us are 

transformed into the unaccustomed and dehumanizing roles of client or victim. 

Lipsky (1980) echoes the beliefs of Lewis and Hummel with his comments on 

clienthood in Street-Level Bureaucracy. He says that people come to street-level 

bureaucracies as "unique individuals with different life experiences, personalhies, and 

curtent circumstances" (1980:59). In the encounters whh bureaucracies. 

They are transformed into clients, identifiably located in a very small 
number of categories, treated as if, and treating themselves as if, they 
fit standardized definitions of units consigned to specific bureaucratic 
slots. The processing of people into clients, assigning them to 
categories for treatment by bureaucrats, and treating them in terms of 
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those categories, is a social process. Client characteristics do not exist 
outside of the process that gives rise to them. (Lipsky, 1980:59) 

Similar to what Lewis and Hummel have written, Lipsky says, "Clients tend to 

experience their needs as individual problems and their demands as individual 

expressions of expectations and grievances. They often expect treatment appropriate 

to them as individuals, and are in large measure encouraged in this expectation by 

public institutions and society in general" (1980:60). While the client wants 

individualized treatment and the best solution for him, the street-level bureaucrat is 

looking for "optimal processing of the totality of the work." 

Lipsky (1980:11) points out that those who receive public benefits and of 

necessity interact whh public agents must exhibh certain behaviors. They "must 

anticipate the requirements of these public agents and claimants must tailor their 

actions and develop 'suitable' atthudes both toward the services they receive and 

toward the street-level bureaucrats themselves." Many of the clients who interact with 

street-level bureaucrats are "non-voluntary" because the street-level bureaucrats 

provide essential services which cannot be obtained elsewhere. This means that they 

cannot be disciplined by those clients. Lipsky says, "Street-level bureaucrats usually 

have nothing to lose by failing to satisfy clients" (1980:54). In fact, "unresponsiveness 

and inflexibility reinforce common beliefs already present that bureaucracy is part of 

the problem rather than the solution and they further reduce client's claims for service 

or assertions of need." It actually is "dysfiinctional to most street-level bureaucrats to 
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become more responsive" because responsivity leads to more clients (Lipsky, 1980: 

100-101). 

Prottas (1979) continues the discussion of the street-level bureaucrat/client 

interaction in his book on people-processing organizations. He says. 

The responsibility of the street-level bureaucrat is the transformation of 
chizens into clients and is actualized via the decision to categorize a 
client in one way or another. Chizens are changed into clients in order 
to simplify and standardize them sufficiently to allow the bureaucracy 
to process them. For this purpose each bureaucracy will provide a 
"menu" of pre-existing client categories. . . The task that faces the 
street-level bureaucrat is to match the relevant characteristics of the 
citizen to the eligibility mles of the agency and place the chizen into the 
category, (p. 4) 

The way that the client is categorized then determines how the bureaucracy will treat 

him or her. Since both the organization and the client have an interest in the way the 

client is categorized, both try to control the behavior of the street-level bureaucrat. 

The organization does this by making a number of mles. This gives the bureaucrat a 

wide range of discretion because the mles are unclear and excessive, so the street-level 

bureaucrat must interpret them and decide which to execute. The clients try to control 

behavior by making the bureaucrat's work difificuh with hostility and resistance, and 

the street-level bureaucrat responds by imposing costs on the client. 

Costs of Service and Barriers to Service 

Both Lipsky and Prottas speak of the costs the street-level bureaucrat may 

impose on the client who seeks services. Prottas mentions time and the provision or 

denial of useful information as two costs of obtaining services. Lipsky mentions these 
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two as well; addhionally he lists monetary costs, ranging from Medicare deductibles, 

to fees for eligibility records or transcripts for appeals; to "banker's hours" which 

mean leaving work to get services; and psychological costs, such as questions into 

sexual behavior, assumptions of fraud and dishonesty, feelings of lack of respect due 

to perceived inordinate waits, etc. (1980:88-94). In a similar fashion, Hasenfeld and 

Steinmetz (1981:90-91) mention some of the tactics used by officials to control 

"undesirable" clients: wahing, status degradation (such as, talking to aduhs as if they 

were children), discourse control, selective dissemination of information, labeling, and 

class and cultural miscommunication. 

The costs mentioned above appear to be punitive. Piven and Cloward 

(1971:160) take the view that the information barriers, admission procedures, and 

other obstacles to receiving public services can "best be understood as a bureaucratic 

design in detertence," because they want to keep people off the dole. They add that 

"these practices are not merely the consequence of carelessness or inaccuracies 

inherent in a cumbersome bureaucracy. Rather secrecy, intimidation, and red tape are 

adaptive patterns designed to inhibh completion of the application process and 

facilitate arbitrary rejections and terminations" (1971:160). 

Nelson (1980) lists some additional costs: the time and money to be spent in 

applying for services; the distance traveled; the supportive artangements such as child 

care which must be made; psychological costs, such as "psychic discomforts and ego 

damage occasioned by the dissonance between the client's and deliverer's social 

poshions, the stigma attached to certain programs and to dependency in general"; and 
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Opportunity costs relating to competing needs. An example of the opportunity cost is 

when a veteran must give up half a day's pay to check into potential veteran's benefits 

and may not be able to afford to do so. Some of these costs are not necessarily a fault 

of the bureaucracy, and merely fall under the category of "life happens," but may 

nevertheless prevent an individual from utilizing the services she needs. 

One barrier to service which could be considered to be put up by the 

organization on one hand, and yet a problem of the individual on the other hand, is 

fear of the resuhs of an eligibility investigation. Yet another way of looking at this 

barrier is that it is what one arm of the bureaucracy puts up which prevents people 

from accessing another arm of the bureaucracy. Wright (1989:120) mentions fear of 

the resuhs of eligibility determination as one reason why AFDC may be undemtilized 

(only half of the homeless women with dependent children in the Health Care for the 

Homeless program were receiving h or were in the process of applying for benefits, 

even though a determination of AFDC eligibility means automatic eligibility for 

Medicaid, Section 8 housing, sometimes subsidized day care, and other benefits). He 

believes women with dependent children may avoid AFDC for fear that their children 

may be taken away from them. He says, "The sad fact of the matter is that the 

condhion of homelessness hself comes dangerously close to satisfying the legal 

definition of neglect, however loving, concemed and capable the parent might be" 

(Wright, 1989:121). 

Others with reason to fear investigation are mnaway teenagers, those with 

outstanding artest wartants, and those who are behind on child support payments. 
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Serious drug abusers have also been noted to fear eligibility determination procedures 

for fear that their children may be taken away from them (Sager et al., 1995). Mayer 

and Tinuns (1970:100-105) also relate that respondents they questioned about their 

help-seeking efforts anticipated that their transactions whh the worker would be 

painful, ehher assuming that the worker would react in a "moralistic, punitive manner" 

and/or assuming that they would be closely questioned about their economic 

circumstances and to possibly have their homes inspected. 

One last barrier to service is the "gatekeeper." Deutscher (1968:38-39) has 

commented on how as society becomes more bureaucratized, so does the role of the 

gatekeeper—the secretary, receptionist, or emergency room clerk who controls access 

to the bureaucracy and hs services. One of the latest technological advances in this 

field is the answering machine system used by more and more bureaucracies in which 

one must have a touchtone phone, listen to the menu, and successfully negotiate a 

series of automated actions before one can, hopefully, talk to a human. It is 

Deutscher's belief that in a bureaucratic society one should expect to have to interact 

with the gatekeepers: 

The common man, in particular, frequently finds himself compeUed to 
seek access to mysterious regions. Whether he needs to approach the 
Veteran's Administration, a hosphal, a university, or a public housing 
authority, he must encounter a gatekeeper who will determine just how 
far he will get and how long h will take him. He "must," that is, unless 
he has the power or the influence to circumvent the gatekeeper with a 
direct appeal to the throne. .. The fact remains that because of his 
ignorance of such specialized bureaucracies, the common man often 
finds himself at the mercy of the ubiquitous gatekeeper. (1968:38-39) 
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More of us would seem to fit in the "common man" category, whhout influence to 

circumvent the gatekeeper, than Deutscher indicates. 

Red Tape 

Gouldner was the first to classify red tape as a social problem and to inquire 

into hs consequences. Gouldner's discussion of red tape, though, implied that the 

problem with red tape was the individual and his reaction to it. Kaufinan (1977), on 

the other hand, seems to indicate that an individual's problems with bureaucracy may 

be due more to problems of the bureaucracy. Kaufman began by recounting one of 

many statistics on the volume of paperwork generated by the bureaucracy, at that time 

nearly ten submissions of paper per year to the federal government by every man, 

woman and child in the country. By all accounts the paperwork and requirements 

imposed by bureaucracies at all levels of government have grown dramatically since 

that time. Another more recent statistic regarding red tape is typical of the kinds of 

nightmare statistics one finds regarding red tape. In America by the Throat: The 

Stranglehold of Federal Bureaucracy. Roche (1983:44) states that "h may take the 

execution of as many as sixty separate forms to obtain . . . assistance, and a not 

atypical ten year-old case was found to contain over 700 documents." 

Kaufman's point in relating the enormity of government seems to be that a 

chizen may be wholly justified in reacting unfavorably to hs requirements. He says. 

If people find self-evidently justified requirements intolerable when they 
become too numerous, imagine how they feel about requirements that 
seem pointless. . . . Of course, what is pointless to one person may 
seem essential to another.... Pointless is relative. But h is people's 
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perceptions of government constraints, not objective measures of 
reasonableness that lead them to attack some constraints as red tape. 
(1987:8-9) 

A concept related to the idea of red tape is the problem of fragmentation of 

government services. Sager et al. (1995:75) have written: "Human services 

organizations are designed to help people move toward and maintain optimum levels 

of physical and psychosocial heahh. In practice, the specialized and fragmented nature 

of the social services delivery system itself can make reaching such goals difficult." In 

Reinventing Government: How the Entrepeneurial Spirit is Transforming the Public 

Sector. Osborne and Gaebler (1992:37) cite a White House report which documented 

59 major public assistance programs, 31 other low income grant programs, and 11 low 

income loan programs—". .. a tangle of purposes, mles, agencies and effect" (Levitan, 

Mangum and Pines, 1989:3). How can any singularity of purpose and outcome exist 

in such an environment? Another study found that "a low income family in one county 

with a population of roughly half a million would have to apply to 18 separate 

organizations to reach all the different sources of assistance for which hs members 

were eligible" (Levitan, Mangum and Pines, 1989:3). 

Elsewhere, Weiss (1988:101) underscores these thoughts on fragmentation, 

indicating that "nationwide fewer than half of those muhiproblem clients referted by 

one agency to another ever received the help they needed." And even the Stewart B. 

McKinney Homeless Assistance Act which specifically targets homeless people has 

more than twenty grant assistance programs to fiind a variety of activities. These 

McKinney grant programs themselves are administered by five different departments. 
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Housing and Urban Development, Heahh and Human Services, Veterans Affairs, 

Labor, Education, and one agency, the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(U.S. HUD, 1994:41). How can anything be accomplished when power, fimds and 

talent are so diffuse? 

Fragmentation is problematic not only because there are a number of different 

agencies and programs providing similar services and handicapped because the funds 

are widely dispersed, but also because of the geography. Many families and 

individuals are simply not able to make the transportation artangements necessary to 

criss-cross a city to get all the services they need. For example, in Conway, Arkansas, 

a town with a population of 30,000 and no public transportation, the local Department 

of Human Services Office and the health department are located on one side of the 

interstate opposite the business and main residential sections of the town. The 

homeless shelter is approximately two miles away as the crow flies, but four miles or 

more if one uses the overpasses to cross the interstate. The Social Security Office and 

Unemployment Office are between the Department of Human Services and the shelter. 

Meanwhile, the hospital and the local Community Action Program offices are a mile or 

more in the other direction from the sheher. For people in good physical condhion 

and in good weather, these distances are easily travelled, but for older people, disabled 

persons, and families towing small children these distances may be insurmountable. 

Furthermore, these distances are just for people in towm. For other people spread 

throughout the county, an automobile is required to make the circuh. 
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Kaufman does not deal with undemtilization, but he does make the following 

statement useful for the purposes of this paper: 

The tradhional process of polhics, however, will not do much for large 
numbers of person lacking the knowledge, the confidence, or the 
resources to exercise their theoretical rights. Even educated, 
experienced, relatively high-status chizens sometimes find themselves 
baflfled or intimidated by government officers and employees. 
Occasionally, they calculate that the cost of fighting to get what they 
regard as legitimately theirs would exceed what they would get if they 
were successful. So they do not claim everything to which they may be 
enthled. Imagine then, the predicament of those among us who do not 
enjoy the advantages of background and status . . . . (1977:90-91) 

The experience of Midge helps to illustrate how the cost of fighting to get 

what was legitimately hers exceeded what she was ultimately able to get. Midge was a 

well-educated, middle-class person trying to get a refiind of her mortgage insurance 

premium from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) when she 

refinanced her house (Guffey, 1993). Upon closing of the loan, she was told that she 

would receive the refund in due time. After two months, she called HUD, sat through 

the telephone menu at HUD, wahed ten minutes for assistance and was told that she 

needed to find out her case number from the local HUD office. She called the local 

HUD office, was transferted three times, waited ten minutes for assistance, and finally 

obtained her case number (which one would assume would have been on the loan 

documents, but was not, for some reason). She called HUD back whh the case 

number, waited for assistance, and was told she needed a form from the releasing 

mortgage lender. She called the mortgage lender, sat through the telephone menu, 

waited interminably for assistance, was told that the mortgage company had sent the 
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required information on magnetic tape to HUD as they always had. Midge called 

HUD again, and they said they did not have the information. (She was never able to 

talk to the same person at HUD twice.) She called the mortgage lender back and they 

sent Midge and HUD both a written copy of the required form. Midge wahed what 

she deemed to be a reasonable period of time before calling HUD again and was told 

she needed to wah ninety days before making inquiries. At the end of ninety days, she 

inquired again, and was told that she needed to complete another form, which needed 

to be notarized, which she did. Again, she was told to wait ninety days before making 

inquiries, which she did. When she inquired about her refund this time, she was told 

they did not have the second form, so she sent another, and this time called in the 

savior of troubled constituents, the local Congressman's caseworker. The caseworker, 

although very cordial, was able to provide no assistance. The caseworker reported 

that HUD told her there was nothing she could do to expedite the matter. Finally, 

fourteen months after the loan was refinanced, a check for the amount in question, 

$114, came in the mail. As Kaufman writes, most people would have long before 

determined that the costs of obtaining that $114, however much they were enthled to 

h, were not worth the benefits. 

Kaufhian takes a much rosier view of the situation than Midge would when he 

continues. 

Admittedly, public bureaucracies in America are probably better in this 
regard than most foreign bureaucracies; ours are exceptionally open 
and vulnerable to exposure when their artogance gets out of hand. 
Thanks to the mobilization of once unorganized interests-ethnic 
minorities, women, the poor, consumers, and others—things may well 
be better than they ever were. Nevertheless, there are still a great many 
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people who get less than they qualify for because the tangles of red 
tape in government put them off. (1977; 90-9 l)(my emphasis) 

Another personal experience helps to illustrate Kaufman's point, this time from 

the head of the New York City Human Resources Commission, Barbara Sabol (1993), 

in an article about the month she spent undercover as a social services client in that 

city. Sabol assumed two separate identhies and went forth to apply for services for 

those two very different identhies. 

Sabol quickly found out that the two numbers she needed to know were her 

social security number and zip code. The zip code is used to determine which ofifice 

one must go to apply. Initially, before going deep undercover, Sabol was told to go to 

the wrong ofifice by a higher up in her own department, but once on her own she 

quickly found out she was at the wrong place and "fortunately h was not far." When 

asking for assistance she said she wanted to work and found that the system was not 

geared toward putting people to work. At each office visit, she waited 45 minutes 

before asking if there was a problem why she was not seen. Once she had crossed out 

something at the top of the form and had to complete another before she was put back 

in the queue. She found out that the system "only served clients" and until she had a 

client identification number, which took several days, nothing could be done for her. 

That first day Sabol waited all day at the public assistance ofifice. At the end of the 

day, she was given subway tokens to come back, offsetting the financial burden 

involved, but another trip was necessary. She found that the most helpful people in 

the welfare ofifice were other chents. For instance, after she reworked the previously 
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mentioned form, she was told to go back and sit down and they would call her The 

other clients told her to get back in the line, which in reahty was the basis on which the 

clients were served. Had she just sat there, she could have missed being seen for 

another whole day. 

After another 45 minute wait on a different day, when she inquired the cause 

for the wah, she was told that they did not have her form, and the worker told her she 

would be wahed on "If I can find your damn name here." Sabol did comment that 

most of the staff tried to be helpful, but the system made it difficult. One problem she 

cited was the fact that all intake was handwritten and computer entry was done later at 

another place. 

Sabol reported that she received none of the mail pertaining to her case and 

was cut off two programs because she did not receive this mail. She found there was 

no way to be invisible if you were embartassed, because the ofifice was so noisy that 

they yell your name. The way she learned about a number of problem situations in the 

welfare office was pure and simple eavesdropping because there was no privacy. She 

found she was spending seventeen hours a day keeping up with the system's demands 

and concluded the article with this comment: "The reason I ended my undercover 

career as soon as I did was because these two roles were becoming full-time jobs. It 

was all I could do to try to stay on pubhc assistance" (1993:10-15). This from the 

highly educated, high status Commissioner! 

Sager et al. (1995:77-80) conducted a focus group with serious dmg abusers 

about their utihzation of social services, and their comments reherate a number of the 
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points hsted in this section. Most of the focus group members found out about 

services by word of mouth through friends and family, and most made a distinction 

between public enthlement programs versus private non-entitlement programs. They 

felt that food and sheher could be obtained quickly from private, nonprofit community 

groups described as "caring." However, when enthlement programs were discussed, 

the words "red tape" and "getting the mnaround" were mentioned, and gathering the 

documentation needed for entitlement eligibility was characterized as a burdensome 

and demeaning form of self-disclosure. Other comments went like this: one person 

did not have the $7.50 necessary for a birth certificate, while another was not told 

what documents were needed on the phone, causing another trip and long wait for 

services. Others complained of long waits for benefits once the paperwork was 

completed (2-5 months), demeaning treatment from public assistance workers, that 

service providers acted as if the money was coming out of their own pockets, workers 

made the applicants feel degraded and inadequate, and high caseworker tumover made 

it difficult to have a relationship with one's caseworker. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented some fairiy strong and negative statements about 

the bureaucracy. However, Goodsell serves to remind one not everyone has his or her 

own bureaucratic hortor story to tell, and the bureaucracy is not necessarily one 

monolithic, uncaring edifice. Sixty to seventy percent of individuals questioned on 

almost any survey on any government service will report that they experience 
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bureaucracy favorably (Miller and Miller, 1991). The question here is, are the thirty to 

forty percent who do not experience bureaucracy favorably the ones who are not 

utihzing hs services, and are the homeless among these? And would the homeless 

person or tmly alienated/bureautic individual even respond to a Goodsell survey? 

Perhaps these people are completely being left out of this picture. 

Unfortunately, the research design for this dissertation only investigates the 

individual's perceptions of the bureaucracy and individual characteristics about him or 

her, not actual attributes of the bureaucracy. It is still very useful to understand what 

may be the client's or citizen's perceptions of the bureaucracy, because perception can 

become reality, but these perceptions are not the whole story. 

Chapters HI and IV have each dealt with one-half of the utihzation equation as 

first set forth by Rosenbloom. Chapter V deals with some comprehensive attempts at 

understanding utilization from some different perspectives. 
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CHAPTER V 

SYSTEMATIC ATTEMPTS AT UNDERSTANDING 

HELP-SEEKING/UTILIZATION BEHAVIOR 

Only a small number of fairly systematic attempts at understanding utilization 

of services provided by public bureaucracies appear in the hterature. Hasenfeld has 

made two such attempts, one theoretical and one empirical. In the more theoretical 

attempt, Hasenfeld (1978:184-206) views chent-organization relations as an 

interaction between two open systems, where there is an exchange of "energy-

information between the two which is essential to their self-maintenance and purpose" 

(p. 187). The main issue concerning client-organization relations has to do with the 

ability of each system to optimize hs interests; that is, the client enters the relationship 

with the objective of getting needed resources and services, while minimizing personal 

costs from the organization, and the organization seeks to obtain from the client the 

resources needed to accomplish hs objectives, enhance hs self-maintenance, and 

minimize costs in doing so. Three components contribute to understanding this 

interaction: control of initiation of interaction, the power-dependence relations 

between the client and organization, and the norms that govern interaction, particularly 

the degree of tmst the client and organization have in each other (Hasenfeld, 

1978:189-190). Although Hasenfeld's theory and the three contributory components 

are geared specifically towards simply understanding client-organization relations, they 

help to roughly outline a theory of utilization as well. 
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From a review of the literature on these three components, Hasenfeld 

generated a number of hypotheses about the relations between the two systems. With 

regard to the initiation of the interaction, he hypothesized that the more personal 

resources the chent possessed, and knowledge about organization services the client 

had, the more control he had over the initiation of interaction. Addhionally, the 

greater the congruency between the client's personal beliefs and the organization's 

ideologies, the more willing both systems would be to initiate interaction. Initiation of 

interaction seemingly relates to utilization because in most cases the individual cannot 

utilize services until he has first interacted with the agency. Agencies do not go to 

clients—chents come to them. Therefore, hems such as the client's personal resources 

and knowledge about the organization become important to understanding utilization 

behavior. 

Whh regard to power-dependence relations, Hasenfeld believed that 

interdependence between client and organization would be greater the more the client 

provides resources or sources of leghimation to the organization, the greater the 

match between requirements of the organization and the attributes and behavior of the 

chent, and the more staff relies on clients' beliefs and behaviors to affirm service 

ideologies. Hasenfeld beheved trust between client and organization was greater when 

the perceived congmency between the client's personal goals and the organization's 

output goals was greater; when the prestige and reputation of the organization was 

greater coupled with the more dififiised knowledge of the organization on the part of 

the client; and the more the organizational technology treats the client as a subject and 
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the more the client is capable of active decision-making. Addhionally, he believed that 

trust would be a function of the interaction between the form of compliance used by 

the organization in conjunction with its intervention technologies and the client's 

cultural orientation toward compliance. 

Regarding utilization, the power-dependence and tmst components seem to 

relate to the duration of the relationship. The more power possessed by the client in 

the form of resources or sources of leghimation to the organization, the more it would 

seem that the organization would strive to satisfy the chent, and the longer the client 

would utilize services. Addhionally, the more the client tmsts the organization, the 

longer the client would utilize services. And, if the individual's tmst in the 

organization is ever betrayed, the individual may never interact with that organization 

again, and may be inhibited from ever seeking help from other similar organizations. 

Hasenfeld's theory is geared to any client-organization relationship, where the 

client could have something to give the organization and not merely take from the 

organization. From Hasenfeld's perspective, the client-organization relationship 

works best when one is a retired, well-educated civil servant applying for one's 

pension. Other examples he gives are the new-style YMGA which functions more as a 

health and recreational club, or the private school where the clients (the students) are 

suppliers of income, of "scarce 'raw material,'" and serve as legitimators of the 

school's performance and existence. The theory does not directly address the poor 

and needy supplicant of the human service bureaucracy, but it serves to point out that 
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when the relationship between client and organization is not give and take, but merely 

take, optimal functioning may not occur. 

In a later study in 1985, Hasenfeld attempted to empirically test one portion of 

his client-organization relations theory, where he viewed bureaucratic encounters as 

power-dependence relations. Much of this later attempt relates to utilization behavior. 

In this theory, the ability of clients to obtain desired services from an organization 

depends on the power resources they possess: "Clients with power resources have a 

greater selection of service bureaucracies, and they can use their resources to negotiate 

more favorable resuhs with officials" (1985:625). Two power sources of clients 

mentioned by Hasenfeld are income and education. Hasenfeld relates how clients with 

greater income have greater selection in the service bureaucracies they choose. While 

eligibility to means-tested programs such as AFDC, food stamps or Medicaid requires 

a demonstration of lack of income, which is stigmatizing, eligibility to programs such 

as social security, unemployment insurance and Medicare is not based on financial 

need, but on one's past contributions through income-related taxes and payments. 

Hasenfeld says, "Clearly, non-means-tested programs are far less stigmatizing than 

means-tested ones, since the very nature of the former confers greater power to chents 

by virtue of the 'earned' enthlement to services" (1985:625). Also, the greater one's 

income, the higher is the expectation of obtaining favorable results. 

Education is a source of power because it "gives clients competence and 

knowledge of bureaucratic policies and procedures that enable them to exercise 

greater influence over oflficials" (Hasenfeld, 1985:625). Knowledge of the programs 
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and services available has been shown to determine their utilization (Katz et al., 1981) 

and Hasenfeld points out that non-means-tested programs generally encourage chents 

to be informed about their enthlements, while means-tested ones do not (1985:626). 

Based on the above factors, Hasenfeld's causal model of power-dependence 

relations between clients and service bureaucracies can be stated this way: income and 

education relate to mles about eligibility for the program; addhionally, education 

affects knowledge about the program and influence over the program, which affects 

the outcome of the service encounter and evaluation of the encounter. Income affects 

expectations about the program, which influences outcome and evaluation of the 

encounter. Having higher levels of expectations and greater perception of influence 

causes clients to become more assertive in relationships whh officials and to use their 

power to obtain favorable results. Lastly, the more favorable the outcome, the more 

poshive is the evaluation of the encounter. 

Hasenfeld surveyed 193 people who had been clients in the past year, and 

asked them questions about their encounters with service bureaucracies. He found, as 

theorized, that income does affect clients' expectations and ability to use non-means-

tested rather than means-tested programs, and that encounters with non-means-tested 

programs raised expectations and perceptions of influence, leading to favorable 

outcome and positive evaluation. Thus, this partially supported his power-dependence 

hypothesis. However, he found that education and knowledge of the service 

bureaucracy had no effect on the encounter. In response to this finding, he theorized 

that since these two variables affect the decision to utilize services, "h is possible that 
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after the decision has been made, they play no significant role in the encounter itself 

(Hasenfeld, 1985:632). 

Social Constmction of Target Populations 

At this time, we will make a small digression from comprehensive theories of 

the client and organization to a theory that seems to relate to one part of Hasenfeld's 

theory—to power-dependence relations—as well as shedding some light into why 

UtUization may or may not take place. Although written from a public policy 

perspective, Schneider and Ingram's (1993) "Social Constmction of Target 

Populations" makes some points that have possible bearing on utilization behavior. 

The social constmction of target populations is the popular characterization of 

persons or groups who are affected by public pohcy. The characterizations are both 

normative and evaluative, and portray groups either poshively or negatively through 

the use of symbohc language, metaphors, and stories. According to Schneider and 

Ingram, the social constmction of target populations 

has a powerful influence on public oflficials and shapes both the policy 
agenda and the actual design of pohcy. There are strong pressures for 
public oflficials to provide beneficial policy to powerful, poshively 
constmcted target populations and to devise punitive, punishment-
oriented pohcy for negatively constmcted groups. Policy sends 
messages about what government is supposed to do, which citizens are 
deserving (and which not), and what kinds of attitudes and 
participatory patterns are appropriate in a democratic society. 
(1993:334) 
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They believe the theory is important because it explains why some groups possess 

greater advantages from the system than others, independently of the usual beliefs 

about pohtical power. 

When social constmctions and power converge, four types of target 

populations are created. Advantaged groups, such as the elderiy and business, are 

perceived as both powerful and poshively constmcted. Contenders are powerful but 

negatively constmcted and consist of groups such as unions and the rich. Dependents 

are people such as mothers and children. They are usually politically weak, but carry 

poshive constmctions. Deviants, like criminals, are weak and negatively constmcted. 

As such, these types correspond somewhat to Eugene Lewis' (1977) typology of 

chizen, constituency, client, and victim discussed in Chapter IV. 

Into this equation, Schneider and Ingram add the matter of burdens and 

benefits. According to them, the advantaged group, which posseses a high level of 

control, oversubscribes hs benefits, while its burdens are undersubscribed. The 

dependent group has little control, oversubscribes burdens and undersubscribes 

benefits. Contenders also have low control, but hs burdens are oversubscribed and hs 

benefits are secretive. Deviants have no control, burdens are very oversubscribed and 

benefits are very undersubscribed (1993:337). From this point, the outcome of this 

matrix becomes clear. For the advantaged group, for example, the pohtical payoff for 

assisting it is so great that "outreach programs will be common: the agencies will seek 

out all eligible persons and encourage them to utilize the policy opportunities that have 
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been made avaUable" (1993:339). For dependent groups, the "policy tools" are 

different: 

Subsidies will be given, but eligibility requirements often involve 
labeling and stigmatizing recipients. Subsidies to farmers do not 
require income tests, for example; but college students must prove that 
they are needy and without resources. Outreach programs will be less 
common, and many programs will require clients to present themselves 
to the agency in order to receive benefits. (1993:339) 

So while some groups are warmly encouraged to participate , others, if not 

discouraged openly, are given little encouragement when or if they attempt to 

participate. Addhionally, the symbolism of these social constmctions sends a message 

to the target groups which they "encounter and internalize . . . not only through 

observation of politics and media coverage but also through their direct, personal 

experiences whh public pohcy" (Schneider and Ingram, 1993:340-341). These 

messages and experiences become a sort of self-fulfilling prophecy, which determines 

future relations in the policy process. 

An example of such a message is the one directed to dependents—that they are 

powerless, helpless, and needy. Schneider and Ingram write that "policy teaches them 

that it is not in the pubhc's interest to solve their problems, and they get attention only 

through the generosity of others" (1993:342). This rationale means that government is 

only responsive to the dependents when they become subject to government and 

relinquish power over their own choices. Income testing, few if any outreach 

programs, labeling, and stigma are features of this relationship. The result is that the 
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dependent group's orientation to the government is characterized by "disinterest and 

passivity": 

In contrast with the advantaged groups, the poweriess (even when 
poshively constmcted) do not see their interests as coinciding with an 
hnportant public goals and, instead, tend to buy into the idea that their 
problems are individual and should be dealt with through the private 
sector. They may view the claims of others, especially the powerful 
advantaged groups, as being more legitimate than their own. . . 
Participation is low and conventional, but their primary form of 
interaction with government is as applicants or claimants who are 
applying for services to a bureaucracy. (1993:342) 

Schneider and Ingram's theory is, of course, fully rounded and describes the 

characteristics and processes involved with all four target groups in detail. The 

descriptions of the dependent group have been lifted out for the purposes of this paper 

because the poor and homeless fall into this category. From this exposhion, one can 

see that the social constmction of target populations could be a very valid explanation 

for the utilization behavior of the homeless. Addhionally, there does seem to be a 

close fit between the Schneider/Ingram theory and Hasenfeld's theory of client-

organizations, particulariy with regard to the power-dependence relations. 

The Help-Seeking Process 

Returning to Hasenfeld's later study (1985), a number of factors which may 

determine utihzation appear, some of which have already been mentioned in Chapter 

III—the power resources one possesses, such as income and education, whether or not 

the program is means-tested, and the individual's knowledge of the programs. 
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Nelson's (1980:175-192) conceptualization of what she calls the "help-seeking 

process" further explains some of these factors and adds additional factors. 

Nelson has outlined three stages of the help-seeking process: (I) problem 

definition, (II) strategy generation, and (III) the act of help-seeking. Eight steps 

make up these three stages. First, the individual must "translate" his perceptions of (1) 

objective conditions into a (2) definition of the problem and then (3) test the problem 

definition by presenting h to others to see if they agree with this definition. Next, the 

individual (4) investigates and chooses from among the potential response agents. At 

this point, the person (5) anticipates the response of the public agency selected for help 

to evaluate the cost of seeking help relative to the certainty of receiving benefits or 

services. (6) Perceptions of situational factors like no available transportation which 

limit access to the service deliverers is considered next and helps determine further the 

likelihood of initiating help-seeking. Nelson states here, that even if an individual lives 

in an environment which facilhates public help-seeking, he may still never contact a 

public agency because (7) competing needs may be too pressing. If, though, steps 1 -7 

come together appropriately, the individual will (8) initiate help-seeking activities. 

As an example of how these steps go together. Nelson presented one 

applicant's nartative about her help-seeking experience. The applicant was a white 

woman in her twenties with one year of college education. Her usual employment was 

seasonal agricultural work. When asked how she decided to make the application for 

unemployment benefits, she replied: 

My job at X terminated. I had been on unemployment before I took 
the job at X. [objective conditions] When I was layed off I mentioned 
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(reapplying for unemployment benefits) to my friends and everybody 
thought h was a good idea, [test of adequacy of problem definition; 
choice of response agent] I knew I was legally eligible from the last 
time. I was familiar whh the 22 weeks or $2200 mle. [anticipation of 
agency's reponse]. My car wasn't working at the time so I had to take 
the bus (to the city to reapply). It took me an hour to get there and 
four hours in line (to see a claims agent), (with exasperation) 
[situational factors affecting access] But I had to do h. I didn't have 
enough money to do anything else, [problem definition] (1980:24) 

Nelson gives further information about these steps. Whh regard to step 1, she 

states that three sets of variables affect the translation of condhions into problems: the 

characteristics of individuals, the characteristics of social groups, and the attributes of 

the conditions themselves. For example, women tend to define their problems in terms 

of income inadequacy rather than employment difficulty (Nelson, 1976:104-139). 

Nelson adds that the way the problem is defined "is of utmost importance" in help-

seeking because it "constrains" the rest of the decision process. Problem definition is 

not usually done alone, but is aided by friends and family, who often assist in selection 

of the appropriate agency. Friends and family, as weU as other sources, provide 

needed information-that the government responds to the individual's type of problem, 

which agency responds to the problem, and information about eligibility mles. 

Nelson relates some of the research that exists about the quality and availability 

of information individuals have about social programs. Katz et al. (1975) found that 

36% of people with retirement income problems did not know that an agency existed 

to assist them . Nelson (1976:165) found that 18.1% of those with socioeconomic 

problems "to which they knew government responded" did not seek aid because they 

did not know which agency to approach. Nagi and Nelson (1975:46) found that 
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applicants who learned of social programs through family and friends were less likely 

to receive benefits than those who knew about programs from agency personnel, 

professionals, employers, or other "non-intimate acquaintances," or their own stock of 

knowledge. Nelson concludes from these studies that the "lay referral network" is not 

sufficient to overcome the lack of formal information channels. 

After the individual makes a decision on which agency she should go to for 

help, the individual must consider the eligibility mles to anticipate how her claim wiU 

be judged. Nelson points out that for most people, it is difficult to make a "rational" 

judgment on whether or not to apply for benefits on the basis of ehgibility information. 

This is because, unlike special groups such as veterans, unionized government 

employees, and unionized railroad workers, who have permanent representatives to 

provide them whh the most up-to-date information on eligibility, most people do not 

have perfect information (1980:184). 

Rosenstock (1966) investigated health services utilization and his model 

focused on the coghive characteristics of potential consumers. Similar to Nelson, he 

found that health care decision-making was a "process in which the individual moves 

through a series of stages or phases in each of which he interacts with individuals and 

events" (1966:107). He found that utilization increases as people perceive themselves 

at risk of having a problem, as they believe the problem would have serious effects on 

them, as they are aware of services to help eliminate the problem and believe the 

services would help them, and finally, as they believe the cost of using the services 

would be lower than the cost of acquiring the problem. 

100 



UmjsJJ^:f'^'m^:^-K^f^ 

Mayer and Tinuns (1970) also make points similar to Nelson in their book. 

The Client Speaks: Working Class Impressions of Casework. They say they make 

one important assumption not usually made when one studies help-seeking: that to a 

significant degree, people wiU try to cope whh personal problems by seeking help from 

their interpersonal environment, particularly friends and relatives. If the individual 

does not receive suhable help from these sources, he will then "move closer" to 

seeking professional help. They add, "In fact, clients do not go to social work 

agencies unless they are sorely troubled" (Mayer and Timms, 1970:52-53). This 

seems to be particularly so whh the homeless people who do actually have family or 

friends to rely on, the so-caUed "couch persons" (Larson, 1992). Many homeless will 

go from friend to family to friend until the coUective patience of this network wears 

out, before they w l̂l seek outside help. 

As with Hasenfeld's "initiation of the interaction," Nelson's article on the 

"help-seeking process" relates to getting the client to apply for services, probably the 

most important part of the utilization process. All of these studies represent 

comprehensive attempts to understand client-organization behavior and they point out 

that many factors intertelate to cause the individual to utUize or not utilize 

bureaucratic services. 

An Economic Model of Service Usage 

In 1994, Dattalo's study of social service usage in Virginia was published. 

Dattalo was concemed that Virginia's public welfare agencies were providing social 
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services to more higher income people, and less to lower income recipients of AFDC. 

Dattalo formulated a model which assumed that social service usage was related to 

need, but was also based on agency and community factors, and he tested it using an 

economic model of supply and demand. Features in this model were service supply-

related factors which affected the type and amount of services that the Department of 

Social Services was wiUing and able to offer, chent transaction costs ("the time, effort, 

monetary outlay, and opportunities lost by a client necessary for her/him to request 

and receive services" [p. 28]), and service demand-related factors, which were the 

influences on the type and amount of the Department of Social Service's services that 

are requested. 

Dattalo found that service demand factors (the level of Child Protective 

Services emphasis, and the level of service requests from "non-tradhional" groups 

such as older persons) were most likely to be associated with AFDC client service 

utilization, followed by client transaction-cost factors. Factors related to supply 

exhibited the lowest level of association with AFDC chent utilization (p. 43). The very 

program-specific operationalizations of the concepts involved in this study make h 

difficult to apply the Dattalo study to this one, but it is worthy of note because it is one 

of the few efforts to empirically test the reasons for utUization and because of hs 

emphasis on the cognitive processes involved in utilization. 
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The Andersen Model of Medical Service UtUization 

Other than the Hasenfeld study of 1985 and the Dattalo study just mentioned, 

one must go to the field of medical services to find any comprehensive empirical 

research on utUization. In the field of medical utUization, the model developed by 

Andersen has been dominant since 1968. In this model, Andersen indicates that 

utilization of medical care is determined by three sets of variables: predisposing 

factors, enabhng factors, and need factors. In this model, need factors comprise both 

subjective perceptions and objective judgments. Here, "perceived" (subjective) need 

refers to an individual's own judgment about the necessity of a particular service, 

while "evaluated" (objective) need represents the clinical evaluation of an individual's 

level of impairment in a specific service area. Predisposing factors are individual 

characteristics that may affect need recognition. They include variables such as sex, 

ethnicity, level of social support, and psychological distress. Enabling factors are the 

circumstances which ehher hinder or facilitate the use of an appropriate service once a 

need is recognized, such as financial resources, knowledge of services, insurance 

coverage, and ability to locate and travel to services. 

In Andersen's research (Andersen, Kravhs, and Anderson, 1975:5) and 

subsequent research (Anderson and Newsman, 1973; Mechanic, 1979; Snider, 1980; 

Wolinsky et al., 1983; Sharpe, Smith, and Barbre, 1985; Bass and Noelker, 1987; 

Krout, 1984), most of the explained variance in health service utilization (ranging from 

12-35%) was found to be due to need. Andersen, Kravhs, and Anderson (1975) also 

conducted research on differing types of medical services and found that although the 
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results varied depending on the kind of medical care examined (whether it was hosphal 

services, physician services or dental care), need was still the best explainer of 

utilization. 

Andersen's model has been "The Model" of utilization of medical services for a 

number of years, and yet researchers continue to believe that reasons other than need 

account for the utilization of medical services. In a 1979 article. Mechanic addressed 

the question of why major multivariate studies of physician utilization find trivial 

psychosocial and organizational effects. He believed that the differences in 

explanatory factors of utilization between the quanthative and qualhative studies 

resulted from the interpretation of iUness measures, differences in concept 

measurement and data aggregation, and the cross-sectional versus processual 

analytical approaches to studying this issue. Much of the meat of Mechanic's 

argument relates to measurement of specific medical concepts, but his article is of 

value here because of his belief that better measurement and the combination of both 

qualitative and quanthative techniques may reveal factors other than need to be of 

greater importance in understanding utilization. 

Andersen's model has been applied to only a few shuations outside of the 

medical field. One study which combined medical and social service utilization was 

conducted by Coulton and Frost (1982). They found that whh the exception of 

recreational services, both social and medical care service utilization among the elderly 

they studied was explained by the same factors, whh need once again proving to be the 

most important factor. 
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Summary 

The comprehensive approaches to the understanding of client-organization 

behavior, help-seeking and the resulting utilization of services mentioned in this 

chapter add greatly to the overall understanding of utilization. Schneider and Ingram 

look at utilization from a public policy, "who gets what" perspective, while Hasenfeld 

looks at h from a systems approach with an emphasis on power-dependence 

relationships. However, Rosenstock, Nelson, Andersen, and to a degree, Dattalo 

focus on the individual and the cognitive processes involved in the individual's 

decision to utilize government services, which is the emphasis in this dissertation. The 

Nelson and Andersen models will become the core of the model of homeless utilization 

described in Chapter VII and tested here. However, before a theory of homeless 

service utilization can be made, there are some unique characteristics of the homeless 

that may have bearing on that process, which need to be examined. This is the subject 

of Chapter VI. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CHARACTERISTICS UNIQUE TO THE POOR AND 

HOMELESS WHICH MAY AFFECT UTILIZATION 

Whatever the problems the general population has whh the bureaucracy and 

obtaining services, conventional wisdom has it that these problems are magnified when 

the focus turns to the poor. The classic statement of how the poor and the 

bureaucracy relate to one another comes from Sjoberg, Brymer and Farris (1966:66). 

As stated earlier, their thesis is that bureaucracy is the "key medium through which the 

middle-class maintains its advantaged position vis-a-vis the lower-class." Based on 

their research among lower-class Mexican American children in San Antonio, they 

found that one problem the poor experience with bureaucracies is that the bureaucrat 

is oriented to middle or upper-class lifestyles and "usually" lacks knowledge about the 

lower-class client's subculture. Due to bureaucratic stmcturing, h is difficult for the 

bureaucrat to step out of his formalized role and to understand the "world-view" of 

the lower-class client. Moreover, those bureaucrats who "overidentify" with clients 

are regarded as unprofessional, mnning counter to the norms of universalism and 

objectivity. 

Just as the bureaucracy has problems orienting itself toward the lower-class, so 

the lower-class has problems orienting itself toward the bureaucracy, "first and 

foremost" because lower-class persons lack knowledge of the mles of the game. This 

is in contrast, Sjoberg, et al. say, to the middle-class, which "generally" learns how to 
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manipulate bureaucratic mles to hs advantage and to even gain special favors using 

"backstage" measures. The lower-class person is usually unknowing of the fact that 

he has a "legal and moral claim to certain rights and privileges," and lacks knowledge 

of the bureaucratic system's technicalhies and backstage regions, which prevents him 

from likewise being able to manipulate the system to his or her advantage (1966:66). 

Another problem with the poor and utUization of bureaucratic services is that the 

lower-class person, who has the least knowledge of the system, must interact with the 

lower level bureaucrats, who are most constrained by the mles. Addhionally, the 

lower-class person has a number of difificuh problems and encounters officials who can 

deal with only one problem. No one person in the bureaucratic system can view the 

poor client as a whole person, and no one is therefore able to point out to the chent 

how he might use his strengths to overcome his weaknesses. Sjoberg et al. (1966:67) 

say, "It is not surprising that under these circumstances, members of the lower-class 

often experience a sense of poweriessness and alienation. This ahenation in turn 

reinforces and is reinforced by the sense of fatalism that is an integral part of 'the 

culture of poverty.'" 

This view is underscored by Brager (1961:378): 

The realhies of lower-class life, i.e., the necessary 
preoccupation with the day-to day problems of survival, hardly 
encourages attention to broad community matters. Furthermore, 
lower-class persons lack the verbal or literary requisites for 
organizational skills; nehher do they tend to be comfortable with the 
formal methods of doing business in organizations. Their self-defeating 
attitudes also interfere with community integration. Lower-income 
groups tend to view life more pessimistically, with less hope of 
deliverance, and as a consequence, they tend to retreat from stmggle. 
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Another point which is pertinent to the relationships of the poor with the 

bureaucracy is the fact that they have been found to relate to one another in a personal 

manner, while middle-class individuals are able to relate to others in an impersonal 

context (Gans, 1965). Nevertheless, Sjoberg, Brymer, and Farris, and Katz and 

Danet (1973a) affirm Gans on this point. 

Although opinions such as those just stated appear frequently in the hterature, 

particularly in the 1960s, another school of thought, led primarily by Goodsell 

(1981:763-778) refutes the so-caUed "under-class hypothesis." GoodseU ches 

numerous articles (Mladenka, 1979; Mladenka and Hill, 1978; Pesso, 1978; Rice, 

1979; Sykesand Clark, 1975; Kroeger, 1975) which found no basis to the under

class hypothesis. In fact, he even ches Danet (1973) and the Israeli study mentioned 

previously in Chapter III, where the Israeli bureaucrats helped those from non-

bureaucratic societies, as evidence that there is no systematic bias against lower-class 

persons. However, many of the studies refuting the under-class hypothesis deal with a 

wide range of chizen contacts with the bureaucracy. Peterson (1986) has classified 

these contacts into two types: inputs, which involve an individual's effort to get 

government to respond to a particular problem, and outtakes, which involve an 

individual's extractions from the political system. Inputs have to do whh complaints 

about garbage collection, weedy vacant lots, police calls, etc., whUe outtakes are the 

social-service related contacts with government. When strictly outtake contacts are 

examined, the under-class hypothesis could be more valid than Goodsell allows. 
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The homeless may or may not be affected by the under-class hypothesis. 

However, they do have some characteristics and/or problems unique to them. 

"Disafifiliation" is one characteristic that is frequently mentioned. In fact, in the 

International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, homelessness is defined as "a 

condhion of detachment from society characterized by the absence or attenuation of 

the afifiliative bonds that hnk settled persons to a network of interconnected social 

stmctures" (Gaplow, Bahr, and Stemburg, 1968:494-499). Rossi (1989a;43) enlarges 

upon this, saying that the homeless are relatively isolated socially, reporting few 

friends and little contact with relatives and family. In fact, he found that 91% of the 

homeless persons he surveyed were "alone in their homelessness" (pp. 132-133). 

Elsewhere he reports that less than half of homeless persons maintain contact with 

family members and few have relationships with other people they can depend on for 

assistance (Rossi, 1990). He paraphrases Bahr and Gaplow (1974), who define 

homelessness "as essentially a state of disaffiliation without enduring and supporting 

ties to family, friends, and kin" (Rossi, 1989a:43). 

Along this same line Caton (1990:31) points out, "When people end up in 

shelters or on the streets, h is because the safety net of supportive family and friends 

has failed. Social isolation is very high among homeless aduhs. Surveys report that as 

many as half have no contact with family or friends." Not only are homeless men and 

women socially isolated with small social networks—they are also reported to have 

severe defichs in social functioning (Goering et al., 1992). 
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One reason for the lack of family and fiiends may be that many of the homeless 

were raised in foster homes and have never had any primary family upon which they 

could rely (Rossi, 1989b). Homes for the Homeless (1993) reports that 20% of the 

homeless persons they surveyed in New York City lived in foster care as children, 

whUe Blau (1992) reports that, depending on the study, 9 to 39% of aduh homeless 

had been in foster care as a child. Piliavin, Sosin, Westerfeld and Matsueda(1993) 

found that, while among the population as a whole, 2% of aduhs had been in foster 

care, in Minneapolis 39% of the white homeless persons, 24% black homeless, and 

54% of the Native American homeless had been in foster care. 

Schutt and Gartett (1992:100) add that the "disafifiliation process involves a 

'disengagement' from the groups, such as family, friends, church, co-workers and 

voluntary associations, that function to link people into normal, mainstream society at 

any level of social class." And as to the question of the causality of antisocial 

behavior, North, Smith, and Spitznagel (1993) have concluded that their data support 

the appropriateness of a diagnosis of antisocial personality disorder among the 

homeless—homelessness itself does not lead to antisocial behavior. 

So one would expect the homeless person to exhibit a lower level of closeness 

or ties to friends and family and to be less willing to affiliate with groups such as social 

service agencies who could help them. Isolation and social isolation, as weU as 

poweriessness, which is also mentioned as a "distinguishing characteristic of the 

homeless" (Bahr, 1973:17-23) all tie back into the bureausis/anomie/alienation 

concept. Irtegardless, then, of whether the homeless person is a bureautic, the very 
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definition of homelessness hself, as stated by Gaplow, Bahr, and Stemburg (1968), 

would strongly lead one to believe that they were experiencing alienation/anomie. 

Because of the great degree of overiap between bureausis, alienation, and 

anomie, the three have been discussed as a group to this point, but for ease in 

understanding the model of utihzation that is to come in Chapter VII, h is helpful at 

this point to separate the three and consolidate. Although originally anomie referted 

to a state of society and alienation referred to a state of the individual, the two have 

become blurted over time and are commonly used interchangeably, often with anomie 

as the noun and alienation as the verb (alienate). Because the Srole Anomie Scale 

(1956) is used here to measure alienation/anomie, from this point forward, the concept 

of concern will be referred to as anomie. Bureausis will be considered separately, 

because while the bureautic is alienated from the bureaucracy, the anomie individual 

may be alienated from the whole of society, two distinct, yet highly interrelated ideas. 

Anomie has also been associated whh alcohol abuse, another characteristic of 

the homeless which could lead to lower levels of utihzation (Lee, DeFrank, and Rose, 

1990). Homeless persons exhibh both a higher level of alcohol and dmg abuse, as 

well as a higher level of mental ihness than the non-homeless. Burt and Cohen (1989) 

indicate that 19 of 100 homeless persons they interviewed reported a history of mental 

hospitalization. Among those with such a history, 46% had also experienced at least 

one institutionalization for a chemical dependency. Caton (1990) and Rossi (1989a, 

1989b) report similar findings. 
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"Dawson" is an example of the challenges and potential of a homeless person 

whh both mental illness and substance abuse problems (Guffey, 1992). He is an 

extremely talented artist and poet and holds a college degree in commercial art. He 

has family who would help him if he could stay straight. However, his crack habit and 

paranoid schizophrenia, when not under control, make him extremely violent. His 

family and the emergency shelter are not equipped to handle him and the potential for 

danger that he offers. As a consequence, more often than not he is on the streets. The 

foUowing poem composed by Dawson tells of the life he has experienced. 

I Am the Homeless 

Once again I lay my head 
Upon this heap I call my bed 
All day long I walk the slums 
And see the people known as bums 
The binding string, the common thread 
The echoed voices in their head 
I am the homeless 

I fight to find the food I eat 
The worn out shoes upon my feet 
I check each face to find a friend 
Someone whh which my time to spend 
The sun comes up, the sun goes down 
It does not change from town to town 
I am the homeless 

I never hurry through the rain 
It helps to wash away my pain 
I ask myself why I should cry 
As the well-to-do just walk on by 
I share a smoke, I give a smile 
I try to make another mile 
I am the homeless 
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From the north will the winter come 
To take away the heating sun 
And with the winter comes the snow 
Then the cold, cold winds will blow 
Frozen fingers with frozen toes 
But stUl for me no place to go 
I am the homeless 

My own ears will hear my sighs 
My own hands will dry my eyes 
And if I bow my head to pray 
I will ask God for another day 
A piece of bread, a piece of meat 
What he gives me I will eat 
I am the homeless 

I found me [sic] comfort in what I read 
He had no place to lay his head 
And if you help the least of these 
You have done even the same to me 
The Son of God, the Son of Man 
Also walked this barten land 
I am the homeless 

Wright (1989) points out that some things that would not be a problem for the 

non-homeless person to negotiate can become barriers to participation by the 

homeless. He reminds us first that, 

the social welfare system in this country is a vast and bewildering 
congeries of federal, state, and local programs characterized by a tmly 
baffling artay of program benefits, eligibility criteria, and administrative 
procedures. Negotiating this system effectively, so as to assure that 
one received all the program benefits to which one was enthled, would 
be a daunting task for anyone, homeless or not. (1989:116) 

With this statement, Wright brings up another critique of the bureaucracy—its 

fragmentation—which may be an insurmountable hurdle for the homeless person in his 
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effort to UtUize services. One barrier to service utilization unique to the homeless is 

the lack of address: "A homeless person, by definition, does not have an address as 

that term is typically understood by social welfare bureaucracies" (1989:117). Wright 

adds, even if the homeless person does have a stable address, where would she be able 

to keep important documents? And would the physical and/or mental disabilities 

possessed by the homeless person allow him or her to negotiate the bureaucracy or 

return for follow-up? Not mentioned by Wright, but also a concern, is the matter of 

transportation, particularly in mral areas or where mass transit is not an option. Even 

in areas where mass transh exists, the cost can require a relatively large portion of 

income. For example, in 1986 the median monthly income of homeless persons hi 

Chicago was $100, the equivalent of $3.25 per day on which to live. However, a 

round trip ticket on the bus system cost $1.80, a serious dent in one's income for the 

day (Rossi, 1989a:41). 

Finally, for the homeless, concem for meeting more immediate needs may take 

precedence over meeting longer term needs (U.S. Interagency Council for the 

Homeless, 1991:18). Caton points out that for homeless persons, just surviving every 

day is a challenge: 

Each day time must be devoted to finding a place to sleep, wahing in 
food lines, searching out places in which to rest or relieve oneself, and 
remaining alert to impending danger. Such activity may take 
precedence over both scheduled appointments and following through 
with prescribed treatment regimes. Moreover, geographical instability 
undermines service planning and continuation of care. (1990:73) 
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Schutt and Gartett (1992:46) echo the behef that concem for more immediate 

needs may "decrease interest in social or health services." They add that previous 

negative service experiences may add to the reluctance of homeless to seek services. 

One can easily see where the types of barriers to service and costs of service 

mentioned here can inhibh utilization. Going to the welfare ofifice for help can take on 

epic proportions when transportation is your own two feet, you are carrying all you 

owm with you, and you have long since lost your birth certificate or social security 

card, do not have money to go about replacing it, or even have a secure address to 

have it sent. 

Summary 

This chapter has helped to complete a picture of the many factors that may 

contribute to the undemtilization of pubhc bureaucracy services by the homeless. It 

has described a number of characteristics possessed by the homeless that may have 

addhional bearing on their utilization behavior such as theu lack of a supportive 

network of family and friends, their high levels of substance abuse and mental illness, 

and the fact that the very definition of homelessness implies a strong tendency to what 

will from this point on be referted to as anomie. Chapter VII combines these 

attributes and relevant parts from previous chapters to make the model of homeless 

service utilization which is the focus of this research. 
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CHAPTER VII 

A MODEL OF HOMELESS SERVICE UTILIZATION 

At this time, attention will retum to the research question, "Why do the 

homeless undemtilize the services provided by the public bureaucracy?" During the 

preceding chapters, a number of possible explanations have been set forth, but the 

model which will hopefully put them together has not yet been presented. That model, 

a synthesis of the Andersen (1968) and Nelson (1980) models discussed in Chapter V, 

is the focus of this chapter. 

The Andersen model has been found in numerous settings to identify the types 

of factors associated with utilization, with need always being the strongest explainer of 

utilization behavior. The Nelson model indicates that need recognition or problem 

definition is likewise an important step in help-seeking, but goes on to emphasize that 

there are a number of other possible decision points upon the way to seeking help. 

Nelson, Rosenstock (1966), and Dattalo (1994) all convincingly argue that the 

utilization decision is not simply a flat, unidimensional, point-in-time decision, but an 

on-going, complex, cognitive process. The Nelson model complements the model 

started by Andersen, and h is believed that a combination of the two, completed by the 

relevant demographic and psychological characteristics obtained from the review of 

the literature, provides the dimension needed for a more complete understanding of 

homeless service utilization. 
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In the Nelson model, the first two steps are to: (1) translate perception of 

objective condhions into (2) a definition of the problem. This is beheved to 

cortespond to Andersen's objective and subjective need factors in that there is an 

objective need as observed by those outside the situation which, depending on the 

subjective views and needs of the individual, comes to be viewed by that individual as 

a problem needing help. Andersen's predisposing factors, those characteristics which 

affect need recognition, similarly affect Nelson's steps 1 and 2. The process continues 

through Nelson's steps 3 through 5 until Step 6, where Nelson writes that situational 

factors limiting access are then considered. This cortesponds to Andersen's enabling 

factors, the conditions which ehher hinder or hamper the use of a service once the 

need is recognized. The process then continues through Nelson's Steps 7 and 8, 

where the individual seeks help from the formal network. Figure 2 illustrates the 

relationship between these two models. 

In this formulation, problem definition or need recognition is key. An example 

of the importance of problem definition comes from the interview with Bethlehem 

House Program Director Terri Kienlen (1995). She told the story of "Ben," who had 

been homeless for a year or more, relying on different fiiends and relatives for a bed 

each night. Ben had a job at McDonald's, making little more than minimum wage, but 

also had a brand new car with a payment of $425 per month, more than his take-home 

pay. His perception of the problem was that he needed reliable and expensive 

transportation, and not that he needed housing first. If the individual does not define 

his or her problem as one needing government help, he or she will not seek that help. 
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Nelson Model 

Step 1 
Translate perceptions of 

objective condhions into 

Step 2 
Definition of the problem. 

Step 3 
Test problem definition by 

presenting h to others. 

Step 4 
Investigate and choose from 

potential response agents. 

Step 5 
Anticipate agency response and 

evaluate cost of seeking help relative to 
certainty of receiving benefits. 

Step 6 
Situational factors limiting access 

considered. 

Step 7 

seeking. 

Steps 

Competing needs may prevent help-

Initiation of help-seeking activities. 

Andersen Model 

Objective Need 

NEED 
Factors 

Subjective Need 

t 
PREDISPOSING Factors 

ENABLING Factors 

Figure 2. The Andersen-Nelson Model 
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Need recognition/problem definition is a very important first step; however, it 

is only the beginning, as Nelson's help-seeking model indicates. This research 

attempts to provide insight into each of the steps involved in help-seeking based on the 

homeless person's perceptions of those factors. Combining and compressing the 

Nelson and Andersen models, the model of homeless utilization becomes the 

foUowing: 

Step I. The individual translates perceptions of objective condhions into a 

definition of the problem. Objectively, all of those persons interviewed will be 

considered to have a need for some kind of government assistance by virtue of their 

presence at a homeless sheher, which by the McKinney Act definition of homelessness 

(see Chapter II), considers them to be homeless. Subjective need will be measured by 

the question, "Did you/do you think you need government help for your problem?" 

It is expected that those who agree they have a subjective need for government help 

will be more likely to seek such help. 

Problem definition is influenced by a variety of predisposing factors or 

characteristics of the individual suggested by the previous review of the literature. 

Included among these are demographic factors such as age, education, substance 

abuse problems, sex, mental health problems, the number of persons in the family, and 

race, and more psychological factors such as bureausis, anomie, the Protestant Work 

Ethic, and perceptions of the bureaucracy. Having used services previously could also 

affect need recognition. 
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Much of the earlier hterature review gives some expectations as to how the 

predisposing factors will affect utihzation. It is expected, for instance, that those 

persons with a higher Protestant Work Ethic or greater level of pride will be less likely 

to utilize services, as is expected to be the case whh those persons who are bureautic 

or suffering from anomie. Other studies not previously mentioned have reported that 

the homeless mentally ill were more likely to be receiving welfare benefits than other 

homeless individuals (Koegel, Bumam and Farr, 1990; Mulkem et al., 1985; Vemez et 

al., 1988; ched in Fischer and Breakey, 1991). Sager et al. (1995) indicates that 

homeless persons whh substance abuse problems will be less likely to seek government 

help. 

It is expected that families with children will be more likely to seek help and 

that women, who would be more likely to be accompanied by children, will be more 

lUcely to see the need for assistance, based on Calsyn and Morse (1990), Wright and 

Weber (1988), and Goering et al. (1992). Those with higher levels of education wiU 

also be more likely to seek services according to Hasenfeld (1985). 

Wright and Weber (1988) found that homeless blacks were more likely to be 

receiving services than homeless whites and they also found that age was poshively 

related to receipt of benefits. However, Calsyn, Kohfeld and Roades (1993) found age 

only marginally related to receipt of benefits and race not related at aU. 

Step 2. The individual tests the problem definition by presenting h to others. 

The literature here suggests that those with family and fiiends to help with the problem 
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wiU be less likely to see the problem as one needing outside assistance and will use 

informal rather than formal help networks (Nelson, 1980). 

Step 3. The individual investigates and chooses from potential response 

agents. Knowledge of a program to help with the problem is cmcial to seeking help 

from an agency (Nelson, 1976). Addhionally, Nagi and Nelson (1975) found that the 

source of information about the agency to help was important and that those who 

received this information from friends and family were less likely to utilize outside 

assistance. 

Step 4. The individual anticipates the agency response and evaluates the cost 

of seeking help relative to the certainty of receiving benefits. Those persons with 

knowledge of the procedures involved are expected to have better information about 

the agency's response and the certainty of receiving benefits. This would include 

those who have used the services previously, who are expected to have greater 

knowledge of the procedures, costs, and benefits involved. The fear of the results of 

eligibility determination investigation is one potential cost of service examined here. 

Information from Wright (1989) indicates that those with such a fear will be less likely 

to seek government help. 

Step 5. The individual considers factors which hinder or help access. The 

enabling or situational factors will vary whh the individual, but the lack of 

transportation is one that is believed to be fairly widespread among the homeless. 

Step 6. The individual may be faced with competing needs which may prevent 

help-seeking. The quote from Caton (1991:18) in Chapter VI points out that 
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sometimes just finding a place to sleep and eat are major concerns for the homeless 

and could override any more long-term problem-solving actions. 

Step 7. The individual initiates help-seeking activhies. 

Utilization has been measured in a number of ways in the medical utilization 

studies, but h is measured here simply by the yes or no questions, "Have you ever used 

a government agency or program for help before?" and "Did you contact any 

government agency for assistance whh these problems?" Additionally, the question, 

used to measured subjective need, "Do you think you need government assistance to 

solve these problems?" is also used to measure a predisposhion to utilization. 

Figure 3 depicts the Andersen-Nelson Model as defined for this research. This 

processual model is believed to explain the utilization of public services by the 

homeless. The survey used as the measurement instmment is detailed in the Appendix, 

with operationalization and coding information added. Additional information 

regarding operationalization of some of the concepts expected to affect utilization 

follows here. 
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Step 1. Translate perceptions of objective conditions into definition of the problem. 

Objective Need- Presence at Homeless Shelter 

Subjective Need-Do you think you need government help for your problem? 

Need Recognition/Problem Definition Influenced by 

Demographic Factors-Age, Education, Presence of Family and Friends 
Substance Abuse Problems, Sex, Mental Health Problems, 
Substance Abuse Problems, Number in Family, Race 

Psychological Factors-Anomie, Bureausis (Perceptions of 
Bureaucracy), Protestant Work 
Ethic/Pride-Mental Health and Substance 
Abuse Problems could go here rather than Demographic 

Previous Use 

Step 2. Test problem definition by presenting it to others. 

Family and fiiends make it less likely individual seeks outside help. 

Step 3. Investigate and choose fiom among potential response agents. 

Knowledge of program to help key to utilization, but those who 
find out about program from family and friends less likely to seek help. 

Step 4. Anticipate agency resfxsnse and evaluate cost of seeking help relative to certainty of receiving 
benefits. 

Previous use leads to greater knowledge of procedures. Knowledge of procedures 
assists in the cost/benefit process. Fear of the results of eligibility determination is a 
potential cost. 

Step 5. Situational factors limiting access considered. 

Transportation is one such possibility. 

Step 6. Competing needs may prevent help-seeking. 

Two questions to measure-
"Some days it seems getting help from government agencies is the 
least important thing I have to do" and "I have other needs besides 
getting help from government agencies." 

Step 7. Initiation of help-seeking activities. 

Figure 3. Andersen-Nelson Homeless Model 
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operationalization of Factors 

The survey was given to homeless persons at various transitional and 

emergency shehers and the fact that these individuals are residents of the shelter was 

considered to mean that they had an objective need for services. 

Anomie is measured by the Srole Anomie Scale (1956). The original scale 

consisted of only five questions. Three addhional questions were added and the 

wording of the scale was revised by Christie to remedy possible response set bias 

(revision documented in Robinson and Shaver, 1973). The revised Srole scale wiU be 

used here. 

The Hasenfeld Scale (1985) is used in this study to measure the individual's 

perception of bureaucracy and bureausis. The scale was developed by Hasenfeld to 

help evaluate satisfaction with chizen encounters with welfare state bureaucracies, but 

it seems to touch upon bureausis as well. Hasenfeld performed factor analysis on the 

ten scale hems, which produced one factor whh high loadings on all the hems, 

suggesting that they all measured the same dimension. He therefore added together 

the scores from all the items to make a scale with a Gronbach's alpha of 0.87. 

According to Thompson/Gouldner theory on bureausis, h would appear to make sense 

that Hasenfeld's ten items all measure the same thing, and that the person who scored 

highly on one end of the scale would be a bureautic who suffered an adverse (and what 

Thompson/Gouldner would deem inappropriate) reaction while the person scoring 

highly on the other end of the scale would be considered to be at least a 
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bureautolerant, if not a bureauphile, to use the terminology of Nachmias and 

Rosenbloom (1978, Chapter One). 

Several questions were included to measure dmg or alcohol abuse and mental 

health problems. These questions rely on self-reporting, but personal experience with 

the homeless has shown that they are usually very frank and would not heshate to 

answer such questions tmthfuUy. This personal experience is confirmed by a study by 

Bahr and Houts (1971) which found that the skid row population was no more likely 

than other populations to give discrepant information. Of course, other populations 

may also give discrepant information. Therefore, the questions used to assess 

alcohol/dmg abuse and mental health took a more indirect approach and hopefuUy 

were answered tmthfiilly. (The questions came from Weitzman, Knickman and Shinn, 

1992.) In addhion to a frank yes or no question whether the respondent has received 

mental heahh treatment, a question was included asking if a doctor had prescribed 

daily medication and if so, what kind. The types of dmgs listed were found in the 

1995 Physician's Desk Reference, and if the dmg was described as any kind of mood 

altering or psychotropic dmg, the respondent was considered to have a mental health 

problem. 

One last important note: because it is believed that the homeless who will be 

questioned undemtilize services, and perhaps have never used bureaucratic services at 

all, many of the questions were based on the respondents' expectations of what service 

would be like, rather than their actual experiences with bureaucracy. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

METHODOLOGY 

Under ideal circumstances, a random sample of the homeless population would 

be made to carry out this project. However, study of the homeless offers very less 

than ideal circumstances in which to conduct quanthative research, for reasons well-

identified by Rossi (1989a:48-52): 

1. Sampling frames—Tradhional survey research is based on the assumption 

that every person or household has an address, which does not apply to the homeless. 

Homeless persons may be found in a variety of places, from subway, bus and train 

stations, to abandoned cars, abandoned buildings, in the lobbies of public buildings 

open all night, to phone booths. Some may be found Iherally out on the streets 

unprotected from the elements, but only about one in ten (Rossi, 1989a:89). Even 

when the homeless are temporarily housed, either in shehers, or at the homes of 

different friends or relatives, the stay is very temporary. Many shelters have a time 

limit for stay—for example, in the Little Rock, Arkansas Salvation Army sheher, one 

may only stay three nights per month. Only a few homeless report having spent all of 

the past seven nights in one place (Jencks, 1994:4). 

2. Statistical Rarity—Although the numbers of homeless are growing, h is a 

rare problem that "affects at most 1.5% of the aduh population and most likely less 

than 0.10%." In even the most liberal estimation, the homeless only make up 3% of 

the population (U.S. HUD, 1994:20). To perform a random sample of an urban area 
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to sample homeless persons under normal circumstances, one might have to approach 

anywhere from 70-500 aduhs to discover one homeless person. Rossi indicates that 

random sampling is very inefficient when one is dealing with such rare populations and 

that prior stratification-identifying the places where the density of such groups is 

high-is in order to combat this problem. 

3. Identification-How can you necessarily determine if a person is homeless 

on sight? One cannot go strictly by appearances, as some housed persons dress 

shabbily, while some homeless persons may not. The researcher cannot even assume 

that everyone who shows up at a soup kitchen or for other free services is homeless. 

A survey of persons in soup kitchens in Chicago found that more than half were not 

Iherally homeless (Sosin, Golson and Grossman, 1988). Usually some form of 

interview must be used to determine if an individual is homeless. 

4. Transience and turbulence—This is of particular importance when one is 

trying to determine an actual count of the homeless. Some people are in and out of 

homelessness in a relatively short period of time or move around frequently, making 

the count difificuh. On the matter of tumover, Jencks (1994:13) says: 

Link's data suggest that half the adults who became homeless 
during the late 1980s were off the streets whhin a couple of months. 
Only one in eight remained homeless for more than a year. 
Nonetheless, half the people who are homeless on any given night will 
be homeless for more than a year. 

One of Rossi's claims to fame is the strong point he makes in a number of 

places on how little difference there is between the homeless and the extremely poor, 

precariously housed. Heidentifiesfour subgroups of the homeless: (A) One-time 
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very short-term homeless, who are homeless for less than a week and only once or 

twice over a few years. This group includes mnaways who usually go back to their 

families in a few days or persons who come to a new place to find jobs and who may 

be homeless until they are able to get established. (B) Part-time homeless, those who 

are repeatedly homeless in a regular pattern, such as the last few days before their 

benefit checks arrive. (G) Transitional homeless, individuals who are in transition 

from one living artangement to another, but who have the long-term potential to get 

conventional housing. Examples of these persons would be mothers and children 

leaving a previous housing arrangement or families who were burned out or evicted. 

(D) Long-term homeless, those people lacking the ability to become conventionally 

housed because of severely impaired employment potential or because they have not 

qualified for benefit programs. At Bethlehem House, homeless persons from all four 

groups were seen on a regular basis. 

5. Geographical Concentration—Homeless are not evenly distributed 

throughout a community, but tend to be clustered in certain spots, although key 

informants can identify where numbers of homeless will be found. It is not particularly 

difficult to identify where the shelters and feeding programs are, but finding the 

overpasses, bus and trains stations, etc. where the street homeless can be found in 

number requires more research. The time of day or even time of the year can also 

change where the homeless may be found. Rossi found that in the fall, 39% of the 

homeless surveyed were found in shelters, while 74% were found in shelters in the 

winter (1989a: 88). Time of day could prove important when trying to reach the very 
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hidden homeless. Jencks (1994:9) tehs of Toth's efforts to count the estimated 5000-

6000 homeless in New York's underground tunnels, and he points out that none of 

these people would show up in an early morning street count. His belief is that it is 

best to count the homeless during the day when they make less effort to conceal 

themselves. 

6. Communications Problems-Since many homeless have problems such as 

substance abuse or mental Ulness, communication may be difificuh, and in some cases 

even dangerous. Addhionally, some homeless are "reputed to be hostile and 

suspicious, unwiUing to talk to people they do not know" (Rossi, 1989a: 52). Rossi 

personally found the reputation that the homeless were hard to talk to was unfounded, 

but for those whhout experience with substance abuse or mental illness, 

communication whh homeless exhibhing these problems can be frightening as weU as 

unproductive. 

Most of these problems can be resolved, but as Rossi points out, "the most 

credible approaches are the most expensive" (1989a:62). Given the constraints of 

probability samphng of the homeless, a purposive or convenience sample of the 

homeless in four Central Arkansas emergency and transhional shelters was undertaken. 

This was the approach taken by Calsyn and Morse (1991) in their study of chronic 

homelessness in St. Louis. The statistics were later compared to city-wide statistics 

for St. Louis and found to be comparable. 

Under ideal circumstances, a random sample of the homeless would be made 

for this study, but for the reasons mentioned previously this was not possible. 
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Although a purely quanthative study would enhance the predictability and 

generalizability of the findings, a case can be made for the benefits of qualhative data 

in the study of the homeless. First, in their book on qualhative research, Marshall and 

Rossman (1989:15) hst the four purposes of research: exploration, explanation, 

description, and prediction. In this present convenience sample of the homeless, the 

population of four shehers in Central Arkansas for a six-month period is described 

with the intent to explore and explain the service utilization behavior of this group. 

The one thing sacrificed by this methodology is the study's predictive capacity—this is 

believed to be compensated for somewhat by the similarities between this sample's 

demographic characteristics and the characteristics of other larger samples. 

Unfortunately, very few of the comparison samples were even carried out in pure 

random survey style because the problems of the homeless make this approach 

virtually impossible. 

Second, qualitative research is said to be an investigative process not unlike 

detective work. Miles and Huberman (1984:37) write: 

One makes gradual sense of a social phenomenon, and does it in large 
part by contrasting, comparing, replicating, cataloguing, and classifying 
the object of one's study. Basically, these are all sampling activities-
finding the variabilities and commonalhies of a social universe— and 
they are conducted progressively and iteratively by the qualitative field 
researcher. 

These "sampling" activities are performed throughout this study. 

Lastly, Snow and Anderson (1991:166) have argued that more qualhhative 

research, not quantitative research is desirable when "marginal subcultures and 
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populations such as the homeless, illegal aliens, ethnic and racial minorities, certain 

classes of deviants and the stigmatized in general" are examined. They say this is not 

only because "many populations do not lend themselves readily to standard, cross-

sectional research procedures, but also because the kinds of questions and measures 

associated with those procedures are not so likely to be relevant to the routines and 

experiences of marginal group members to begin with." 

Increasingly, focus groups are being utUized in social service situations to find 

out how best to meet the needs of clients. The Sager et al. (1995) report on the 

service utUization of dmg users is one example of such a study, and is an example of 

the growing trend toward client-centered service that is featured in Reinventing 

Government (1993) and articles such as Moore's "Goal-directed Change in Service 

UtUization" (1993:221). Moore argues that "changing utilization patterns requires 

knowing what factors influence clients in the identification of need and shape their 

decision to seek services." He adds that service providers must know how chents wdth 

specific characteristics interact with specific stmctures of the delivery system. 

The present study, while unable to meet the strict demands of traditional 

survey research, is not exactly qualhative research either. The examples of qualhative 

research are given here to illustrate that no matter the methodology, information about 

the behaviors of an elusive population such as the homeless can contribute to the body 

of knowledge about them. 

A total of 343 surveys were returned for the present study. This represents 

approximately 10% of the homeless population of Pulaski County, which is believed to 
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be 3000 to 4000 people (per phone conversation whh Glorinda Arace of the Arkansas 

Department of Human Services, Ofifice of Community Services. Her information 

comes from a point-in-time survey of the sheltered homeless done in 1991 by the 

Interagency Council on Homelessness. The same survey estimated the Arkansas 

population of homeless to be 7400 people on any given night). 

Different artangements for survey administration were made at each of the four 

shehers. The Union Rescue Mission asked residents of their men's sheher to complete 

the survey upon admission for a six-month period; meanwhile, women present at the 

Union Rescue Mission Dorcas House were given the survey by shelter personnel on 

one or two occasions (n = 151). Residents at Our House I were given the survey upon 

admission for a six month period and were paid $2 for their participation (n = 100). 

Residents at the Salvation Army shelter in Little Rock were surveyed by me as they 

went to their evening meal on two separate occasions six months apart. Respondents 

were paid $2 each for their participation (n = 76). Lastly, because survey collection 

was slower than anticipated in the Little Rock shelters, residents of Bethlehem House 

in Conway, Arkansas were also given surveys upon admission for a three-month 

period (n = 14). At all survey shes, respondents read and completed their own 

surveys, but were encouraged to ask for help if they could not read or understand any 

question. 

One major problem with a purposive sample is that no generalizations about 

the population can be made. It was hoped, though, that this sample, ahhough not 

random, would prove to be reasonably close to the widely accepted Burt and Cohen 
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Urban Insthute (1989) demographic characteristics in order to bolster the acceptability 

of any findings. Major demographic characteristics did indeed roughly cortespond to 

Burt and Cohen (see Table I). While there is not a one-to-one correspondence 

between Urban Institute figures and those from this study, the populations appear to 

be very similar in makeup. 

Table 1 

Comparison of Study with Urban Instimte Demographics 

Homeless Population (%) 

Characteristic Urban Institute Central Ark. Homeless 

Male 
Non-white 
11 years education 
High School Graduate 
Single Aduh 
Age 

between 18 and 30 
between 31 and 50 
51 and older 

81 
54 
48 
52 
77 

30 
51 
19 

81 
62 
41 
55 
84 

26 
66 
08 

Another problem with a purposive study of the shehered homeless is that the 

very fact these persons are receiving shelter means that they may be more predisposed 
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to service utUization than the non-shehered homeless, desphe the fact that the 

relatively small, privately mn shehers in Pulaski County do not equate with the large 

government mn programs such as food stamps, AFDC, etc. Hopper (1990:13-29), for 

example, has described shehers as "hybrid institutions" which plug the "gaps in the 

formal institutional artay of supports, while at the same time serving as dwellings of 

last resort for usually-working men who have exhausted informal resources of 

assistance." 

Other sources underscore the difference between private, nonprofit agencies 

and governmental agencies. O'Looney (1993:502) writes: 

Whether because of immigrant, minority, ethnic, criminal, or other 
"marginal" status, many clients have shied away from state-mamtained 
agencies, that, cortectly or not, are seen as exercising powers of both 
social control and stigmatization. Private and private nonprofit 
agencies under contract with government have consistently been shown 
to be more flexible, more responsive, less "stigmatizing," and better 
able to satisfy consumers of their services than have state agencies. 

Furthermore, desphe the fact that all of the respondents surveyed had a 

relationship with a sheher, only 55% agreed they needed government help for their 

problems and only 30% reported they had actually contacted a government agency for 

help. Although there may be more hard core nonutilizers among the street population, 

the individuals surveyed here were far from being strong utilizers of publicly provided 

services. 

Addhionally, previous research found that although street homeless do differ 

somewhat from sheltered homeless on some characteristics (for example, street 

homeless were more likely to be male, have a poorer education and be more socially 
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detached, while sheher users were more likely to be female, high school/college 

graduate, socially attached [see LaGory, Fhzpatrick, and Ritchey, 1990]), a study by 

Hannappel, Calsyn, and Morse (1989), which noted the reluctance of street people to 

use shelters, found no significant differences between the sheltered and street homeless 

on wiUingness to utilize services in eleven areas: employment services, job training, 

permanent housing, temporary shelter, financial assistance, food, medical care, alcohol 

treatment, help for emotional problems, clothing, and improved physical safety. If 

there were not significant differences in willingness to utilize services between the 

sheltered and non-sheltered homeless, there seems to be a basis to assume that the 

factors influencing utilization by the two groups would be the same. Calsyn and 

Morse (1990:605) also indicate that the number of homeless persons who have never 

used a sheher at all is very smaU, so that the characteristics and needs of the shehered 

and street homeless are quhe similar. The Interagency Council on the Homeless 

(1991:9) also confirms that a "good deal of overlap" between the street and shehered 

homeless exists. 

One final problem with the survey as performed here is the fact that the 

functional and hteracy levels of those surveyed could be low enough to cast doubt on 

the reliability of their responses. Ideally, this problem could be solved by having the 

researcher read the questions to the individuals being surveyed and mark the 

responses. However, this method would be more costly and time-consuming, and the 

participating shelters were not amenable to this approach. In order to obtain a fairly 
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large number of cases, a tradeoff was made and some accuracy was in all likelihood 

sacrificed. 
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CHAPTER IX 

RESULTS 

The resuhs will be discussed first as to the composhion of the respondents, 

how they became homeless, and other problems that they may have experienced. The 

possible reasons these respondents give us as to why they do not utilize services will 

be discussed next. 

General Characteristics 

As mentioned earlier, the rough demographics of the group surveyed loosely 

matched those of the Urban Institute Survey (1989), contributing to the 

generalizabUity of the findings. Most of the respondents were alone at the sheher 

(84%), reported no income (71%), were black (60%), male (81%), and between the 

ages of 26 and 46 (69%). More than half reported completing high school, and a 

number reported having some coUege education (21%). 

Additionally, a large number of those surveyed reported substance abuse 

problems and/or mental heahh problems. Forty-nine percent indicated that they had 

been a patient in a detoxification or treatment center for alcohol or dmg abuse, and 

40% reported that the use of dmgs or alcohol had affected their ability to do things in 

the previous six months. This compares with 46% in the Urban Institute Survey who 

reported at least one institutionalization for chemical dependency (p. 48). Urban 

Institute figures indicate that 19% of respondents reported a history of mental 
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hosphalization. In the present study, however, the resuhs to the two questions "have 

you been admitted to a mental hosphal so that you stayed overnight" and "have you 

used the services of a therapist, counselor or mental health clinic" were combined, 

with 33% answering yes to one or both questions. Mental heahh status and substance 

abuse problems were self-reported, so it is possible that the percentage suffering from 

these problems is actually greater than what is presented here. 

Eight-four percent of the respondents reported that they had had the problem 

in the past twelve months of becoming homeless. Of the fifty-one who said they were 

not homeless, thirty-four went on to the next page of the survey and described how 

they became homeless. Five others (coded as missing) left the question blank but went 

on to describe how they became homeless. This means that we are unsure whether 

twenty-seven are tmly homeless or not, other than the fact that they responded to the 

survey at a homeless sheher, thus fitting the McKinney Act definition of homelessness. 

One or two of the respondents did indicate that they were not homeless, but were at 

the Union Rescue Mission for alcohol or dmg treatment, another person indicated that 

she was basicaUy using the shelter as a hotel while passing through from one state to 

another, and another indicated that he came to the shelter for the ambience. Two or 

three of the men stated that they had a home but their wives had thrown them out. 

Discounting these five or six specific cases, it would appear that approximately 99% 

of the respondents were homeless. 

The respondents gave a wide variety of reasons for becoming homeless, as 

shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Reasons for Homelessness 

Reason Percent (%) 

Job loss^ad luck 

Jail/dmgs/alcohol 

Divorce/left spouse 

Not enough money/eviction 

Family problems 

Bad judgment/mismanagement 

23 

22 

8 

9 

7 

4 

The problems experienced by the respondents during the past twelve months 

are detailed in Table 3. Seventy-one percent reported no income, yet only 60% 

reported the lack of income to be a problem. This is interesting, because one would 

expect all of those reporting no income, and most of the rest of the group to report 

lack of income to be a serious problem. It would be for most non-homeless! 
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Table 3 

Problems Experienced in Past 12 Months 

Problem 

Looking for job 

Unemployment 

Need for job training 

Need money for medical expenses 

Being retired or disabled 

Not enough money for food 

Lack of income 

Percent (%) 

61 

55 

24 

33 

16 

55 

60 

Utilization of services among this group was indeed low. Only 30% reported 

that they had contacted a government agency for help with their present problems, a 

fairly large drop from the 42% who reported that they had used a government agency 

before. Possible reasons for this drop will be discussed below. Forty-two percent of 

the respondents said they knew of government agencies which could assist them with 

their problems, and only 56% thought they needed government help. 
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Forty percent of those who responded they had contacted an agency reported 

that they had contacted the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) or the Veteran's Administration (VA). Evidently, many of these were veterans 

who contacted the VA for dmg or alcohol treatment, as 55% of those respondents 

who reported that they had been a patient in a detoxification or treatment center said 

they had contacted HUD/VA for help. This study did not try to determine whether 

those questioned were veterans or not, but nationwide an estimated 30-45% of the 

aduh male homeless population had been in the armed services, with approximately 

40% of these being African American or Hispanic (U.S. HUD, 1994:25). 

Eight percent reported they had gone to the food stamp ofifice for help and 

another 8% sought help from the Department of Human Services. In Arkansas, 

applications for food stamps are taken at the local Department of Human Services 

offices, so the two numbers could in all likehhood be combined. This means that of 

those who reported contacting a specific agency for help, only 8-16% applied for food 

stamps, the program with the most universal applicabUity. 

Fourteen percent sought help from the Supplemental Security Income 

program. This figure roughly corresponds whh the Wright (1989:119) study 

mentioned earlier in which 17% of the homeless surveyed were judged to be physicaUy 

incapable of working and were potentially eligible for SSI or SSDI. 

Nonprofit organizations were mentioned as well as government agencies as 

places the respondents went for help. Ten percent listed homeless shehers, and 
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another 6% listed ehher the United Way or other nonprofit organizations as agencies 

they contacted for help. 

In most respects, then, the homeless persons surveyed in Central Arkansas 

resemble the "typical" homeless person nationwide and exhibit the same low levels of 

utilization seen elsewhere. The picture painted here is of a black male with no 

income, and no family with him at the sheher. This person is relatively young, holds a 

high school diploma, has experienced problems with substance abuse and or mental 

iUness at one time or another, has little or no family support system, and has little 

experience utilizing government programs. But although these are the characteristics 

which occur most frequently, the group surveyed is composed of others with different 

demographic characteristics, and all of the respondents expressed some beliefs and 

attitudes which could further explain their utilization behavior. At this time, attention 

will turn to the more specific characteristics and attitudes which may help explain the 

UtUization behavior of the homeless. 

Utilization Characteristics 

In the model of utilization outlined in Chapter VII, a number of factors were 

hsted which were thought to affect the utilization behavior of the homeless at various 

points in the help-seeking process. In this model, the Andersen need, predisposing, 

and enabling factors were combined with several steps in Nelson's help-seeking 

process, as detailed in Figure 3. Briefly stated, subjective need was measured by the 

question "Do you think you need government help for your problem?" and need 
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recognition/problem definition was believed to be a result of both demographic (age, 

education, presence of family and friends, substance abuse problems, sex, mental 

heahh problems, substance abuse problems, number in family and race) and 

psychological (anomie, bureausis, Protestant Work Ethic/pride) predisposing factors. 

Previous use was also thought to affect need recognition. Questions measuring other 

points in the process were also included such as the source of information about the 

program to help, knowledge of a program to help and knowledge of the procedures 

involved. One potential cost of service was the resuhs of eligibility determination. 

Addhional questions were asked about enabling factors and competing needs. The 

extent to which these factors did relate to utUization behavior of the respondents in 

this study will be examined at this time, first separately via tabular analysis, and then as 

a whole using probh. 

Need 

The fact that the respondents were surveyed at a homeless shelter, thereby 

meeting the McKinney Act definition of homeless, was judged to meet an objective 

need for sheher for all the respondents. As all were deemed in need of help, objective 

need was not useful here to explain utilization behavior, although in other research 

designs it can be and has been found to affect utilization. In this study, objective need 

is more of a constant or undercurrent to the whole than an explanatory variable. 

The presence of competing needs, as measured by the questions, "I have other 

needs besides getting help from government agencies," and "Some days it seems that 
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getting help from government agencies is the least important thing I have to do," did 

not show any relationship whh the three utilization variables, but the individual's 

subjective need, as measured by the question "Did you/do you think you need 

government assistance to solve these problems?" was strongly associated with contact 

of a government agency for help as shown in Table 4. 

Not surprisingly, the relationship between thinking one needed government 

help and actually contacting an agency was one of the strongest found. What is 

surprising though, is that 58% of those who thought they needed government help did 

not report agency contact. This finding gets to the heart of research question, because 

unlike the other group of people who simply did not think they needed government 

help, the "yes" group was already predisposed to seeking government intervention in 

their problems, but did not avaU themselves. Further examination of the data gives 

some possible explanations. 
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Table 4 

Subjective Need by Agency Contact 

Agency Contact 

Need Government Help (%) 

No Yes 

No 

Yes 

85 

15 

58 

42 

chi-square 26.7676, 1 D.F., p. < .001 gamma .60562 

Family Composition, and Presence of Family/Friends Support 

As expected, families with children were more inclined to seek services 

(47.1%) than those without children (27.9%), p < .05, but the relationship was not 

very strong. Women were more likely to report that they thought they needed 

government help for their problems (67% versus 52% for men, p. < .05), but no 

similar relationship emerged whh the two other use questions. More on target with 

expectations was the finding that only 38% of the respondents reported they had 

family or fiiends to whom they could turn for support. Nagi and Nelson (1975:46) 

intimate that those whh a support network of family and fiiends would be less likely to 

apply for assistance, relying instead on the informal network, but this was not the case 
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for the group surveyed here. The 38% who did report having family or fiiends for 

support were just as likely to contact an agency as those who did not. 

Knowledge of Programs and Procedures 

Friends and family were an important source of information about programs to 

help, however. Respondents were allowed to check all the responses that applied and 

the most commonly checked response to "how did you find out about the government 

agencies who could give you assistance with these problems" was friends and family 

(72%). This cortesponds with Nelson's (1976) findings that friends and family were 

the most common source of information about programs. Although Nagi and Nelson 

(1975:46) found that apphcants who leamed of social programs through family and 

friends were less likely to receive benefits than those who knew about programs from 

other sources, again, because they would rely on the family network for help rather 

than a formal network, no such relationship was found here. 

When the respondents did fill in the blank for the "other" response as to how 

they found out about services, the phone book was mentioned six times as a source of 

information. This is interesting for a number of reasons. First, if the homeless possess 

little bureaucratic socialization, as theorized, it is surprising that they would possess 

the sophistication to let their "fingers do the walking." Finding government listings 

among the blue and white pages requires a knowledge of the level of government 

involved, and the proper name of the agency to be contacted. One cannot just look in 

the phone book for food stamps and find the number. In Arkansas, for example, one 
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applies for food stamps at the county Department of Human Services. Unlike the 

county Heahh Department which is listed under Faulkner County, for the Department 

of Human Services, one must look under "Arkansas,—State o f and then look to 

"Human Services Department of" Also, being homeless means one would have little 

access to phones other than payphones, which usually do not have phone books. 

Finally, maybe telephone book advertisements are an untapped resource for letting the 

homeless know about programs available to serve them. 

Elsewhere, 10% of the respondents reported that they had a great deal of 

knowledge about the procedures used by the government to handle their requests; 

35% said they had some knowledge; 33% said they had very little, and 22% reported 

no knowledge of procedures. As one might expect, those individuals who had 

previously used government services expressed a greater knowledge of the procedures 

used than those who did not, as shown in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Previous Use by Knowledge of Procedures 

Knowledge of Procedures 

No 

Previous Use (%) 

Yes 

A Great Deal 

Some 

Very Little 

None at All 

4.5 

29.0 

31.8 

34.7 

15.0 

43.6 

34.6 

6.8 

chi-square 39.9920, 3 D.F., p. < .001 gamma-.50912 

The relationship between knowledge of procedures and agency contact, as 

represented in Table 6, was not as strong, however. This leads to the belief that 

causally, previous usage leads to knowledge of procedures, not that knowledge of 

procedures leads to utilization. 
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Table 6 

Knowledge of Procedures by Agency Contact 

Agency 
Contact 

No 

Yes 

Great Deal 

60 

40 

Knowledge of Procedures (%) 

Some 

61 

39 

Very Little 

67 

33 

None 

92 

8 

chi-square 21.5389, 3 D.F., p. < .001 gamma-38.580 

Despite expectations to the contrary, in this survey no relationship was found 

between levels of education and knowledge of procedures. This is somewhat 

surprising, but as Bethlehem House Program Director Terri Kienlen indicated, new 

bureaucratic procedures can even be intimidating for educated persons who interact 

regularly with the bureaucracy. 

One could also expect that those whh a greater knowledge of procedures 

could be the same ones who held a low view of the bureaucracy, as measured here by 

the Hasenfeld scale. However, crosstabulations to test such an assumption were of 

low significance and indicated very little relationship. 
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Those respondents who indicated they knew of a program to assist with their 

problem showed a greater use of services on all three utihzation questions. As 

indicated by Table 7, knowledge of the program had the greatest effect on agency 

contact, followed by previous use and by thinking one needed government help. 

There is a question of causality, because having knowledge of a program to 

help could have led to both past and present utilization. This was the relationship as 

presented in Table 7. However, when h comes to previous use, it seems more 

probable that having used an agency in the past would give one greater knowledge of 

a program to help the next time assistance was needed, making previous use the 

independent variable in this context. 

Utilization Ouestions 

Table 7 also serves to point out that the most direct utilization question "Did 

you contact any government agency for assistance with these problems?" was the best 

of the three measures of utilization, exhibhing the strongest relationship with the 

variables examined in most instances. In only a few instances which are specifically 

mentioned did the previous use question, "Have you ever used a government agency 

or program for help before?" show a greater relationship whh examined variables. 

Thinking one needed government help, as measured by the question "Did you/do you 

think you need government assistance to solve these problems?" only produced a 

strong relationship with agency contact, as reported in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

Knowledge of Program to Assist by Three Use Variables 

Knowledge of Program to Assist (%) 

No Yes 

Use Variables 

Agency Contact* 

No 

Yes 

Previous Use** 

No 

Yes 

Government Help 

No 

Yes 

*** 

83 

17 

69 

31 

53 

47 

54 

46 

42 

58 

33 

67 

*chi-square 32.7181, 1 D.F., p.< .001, 

•*chi-square 21.9558, 1 D.F., p. < .001 

•**chi-square 12.91472, 1 D.F., p < .001 

gamma .61837 

gamma .50000 

gamma .39448 
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Previous Use 

Mentioned above is the fact that previous use of services is associated with a 

number of variables in this survey, but the question of causality is not necessarily clear 

in most instances. As well as in the earlier mentioned cases, previous use is associated 

interchangeably with thinking one needs government help for one's problem (chi-

square 9.4437, 1 D.F., p < .01, gamma .34831). However, one-way causality is 

definitely present in the relationship between previous use of an agency and and 

contact of an agency for the present problem, as shown in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Agency Contact by Previous Use 

Previous Use (%) 

No Yes 

Agency Contact 

No 

Yes 

87 

13 

47 

53 

chi-square 58.3773, 1 D.F., p. < .001 gamma .76866 
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What is interesting about Table 8 is that 47% of those who had previously used 

government services for their problem did not contact an agency for their curtent 

problem. Given the negative image of the bureaucracy painted in the hterature, one 

might expect that these non-contactors were those who had had a negative experience 

with govenunent agencies in the past; however, the rest of the data, as will be shown 

later, does not support such a conclusion. 

To further understand the behavior of this group of individuals who had used 

services in the past, but who had not contacted an agency for the curtent problem, this 

subset of cases (n=62) was isolated and compared with the whole on relevant 

characteristics. There were some differences between the two groups on several 

variables. The subset of those who had utilized services in the past differed from the 

whole on the following variables: 

1. They exhibited more knowledge of procedures—61% versus 45% expressed 

a great deal or some knowledge of procedures; 

2. They expressed less embartassment at using government help—29% versus 

37%; 

3. They did not agree that people should stand on their own two feet—58% 

versus 48%; 

4. More of the subset reported mental health problems-43% versus 35%; 

5. More were women-30% versus 19%. 

"Boyd" from Chapter II is an example of a person who had received services in 

the past, but was not currently. His mental condhion had declined to the point where 
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he had wandered around several years whh no help, even though once he finally came 

to the homeless sheher his condition was such that he was almost immediately 

accepted by the PATH program. However, with the exception of a deterioration in 

mental health status, which could hinder utilization, these should be reasons why the 

subset members would contact an agency for services again. Possible reasons for the 

decrease in curtent usage that were not tested here could be that the curtent problem 

was not the same as the problem in the past, that the ehgibility period for the given 

service had expired, that the individual's situation had changed, or that the person had 

contacted the agency for help in the past and found out he or she was not eligible for 

the service. However, the following probit analysis does shed further light on this 

matter. 

Transportation 

As expected, transportation to help-providing agencies is somewhat 

problematic for the homeless surveyed here. Although most respondents would have 

to walk (58%) or rely on methods of transportation other than their own vehicle 

(friend or bus 22%, own car 14%), most seemed to be aware of the nearest 

government agency or welfare agency where they could go for help. Only 20% said 

they did not know where the nearest agency was, and most (61%) indicated that the 

nearest agency was 1-5 miles away, close enough to walk, ahhough not necessarily a 

safe or quick walk. 

154 

l.jir>.-t • 



Fear of Ehgibility Requirements 

Desphe very strong theory to the contrary (see Wright, 1989), fear of 

eligibility requirements was not a factor for those surveyed based on tabular analysis. 

Only 24.4% agreed that they were afraid of what would happen when the welfare 

department "nosed in theh business," while 57.3% disagreed with the statement. 

When various groups with particular reason to fear eligibility requirements are 

examined, the same pattern occurs. Only 28% of dmg and alcohol abusers agreed that 

they feared what would happen when the welfare department investigated, while 55% 

disagreed; 31% of those with mental heahh problems agreed, while 58.% disagreed; 

23% of the women agreed, while 59% disagreed. When how the person became 

homeless was examined, those who mentioned jail, dmgs or alcohol as reasons for 

homelessness also disagreed with the statement that they were afraid of eligibility 

requirements (61 %). 

Mental Health and Substance Abuse 

Confirming studies by Koegel, Bumam and Fart (1990) and Calsyn, Kohfeld 

and Roades (1993), those individuals indicating they had mental health problems were 

more likely to have used agency services in the past (56% versus 35%, p. < .01). The 

same relationship held tme whh those who thought they needed government help, 

ahhough not as strong. However, the number of those whh mental health problems 

who actually contacted an agency for the current problem (38%) was less than those 

who had used government help in the past (56%). Coupled whh study of dropout 
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cases presented eariier, it appears a greater effort is required to keep the mentally ill 

engaged whh the necessary services. 

The question could be asked, "How do these people know they have problems 

whh mental illness if they have not contacted an agency?" One answer could be that 

the utilization question posed on the survey is "Did you contact any government 

agency for assistance whh these problems?" and that the questions identifying 

problems with mental illness are "Have you ever been admitted to a mental hospital so 

that you stayed overnight or used the services of a therapist, counselor or mental 

health clinic?" and "Has a doctor prescribed a medication for you to take every day, 

and if so, what medication?" Mental hosphals and even mental health clinics are not 

necessarily government agencies, and even when they are the use of the words 

"hosphal" and "clinic" may obscure the government connection. On some of the 

surveys, private local mental hosphals were mentioned as places the respondents had 

sought help. "Donnie" is an example of a homeless person who had had private 

mental care in the past. Donnie was one of the "couch persons" (Larson, 1992) or 

"doubled-up" homeless (Jencks, 1994), dependent on the good graces of his ex-wife 

for a place to live. He literally slept on the sofa before the ex-wife finally had enough 

and threw him out. While he was still married and his wife's insurance covered him, 

he was able to go to a private psychiatric hospital, but once she divorced him and he 

was on his own, it was ehher non-profit or government help or nothing (Guffey, 

1992). 
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Similar to those with mental heahh problems, those persons reporting 

substance abuse problems were more likely to have used services in the past (51%), 

but they were not as likely to have contacted an agency for help with their current 

problems (36%). Only the Sager et al. (1995) focus group evidence on utilization by 

dmg abusers was available, but the fact that usage in the past was greater than present 

use of services appears to confirm the reluctance to at least applying for services 

reported by Sager. 

Education 

More of the respondents holding a high school diploma or General Equivalency 

Diploma contacted an agency for help than those without diploma or GED—33% and 

36% respectively versus 20%, but the relationship was not particularly strong (Gamma 

.20492) or significant (p > .05). Although one would expect that those with better 

educations would feel more comfortable with bureaucratic procedures, as mentioned 

previously, this was not the case with these respondents. Some of the interplay 

between knowledge of procedures and education could be at work here, but it could 

also be that those people whh higher levels of education were more embartassed to be 

in such straits and to apply for help. Gortelations between educational levels and 

questions measuring pride and embarrassment did not confirm this possible 

explanation, though. 
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Race 

Previous studies have not reached a consensus on whether race is a factor in 

UtUization. In Suchman's 1966 utilization study, minority groups were more fearful 

and skeptical of services from organizations and tended to rely more heavily on the 

informal network of friends, relatives and neighbors. Later studies by Mindel and 

Wright (1982) and Moore et al. (1990) confirmed that the black elderly, at least, rely 

more on the informal network. However, Wright and Weber (1988) found that 

homeless blacks were more likely to be receiving services than homeless whites on the 

one side, while Calsyn, Kohfeld and Roades (1993) found that race was not related at 

all to receipt of benefits among homeless persons. 

In the present study, more than half of the respondents were non-white, but a 

greater percentage of white respondents (37%) contacted an agency for help than did 

nonwhite (26%). However, the relationship was not very strong or significant (p. < 

.10). The two other utUization variables did not show any relationship between race 

and use, appearing initially to confirm Calsyn, Kohfeld and Roades. However, the 

probit analysis to follow revealed that race was associated with utilization. 

Protestant Work Ethic 

Three questions attempted to measure the Protestant Work Ethic-"It is 

embartassing to deal with this agency," "I think people look down on others who use 

food stamps or welfare," and "People should stand on their own two feet and not take 

help from the government." Respondents were fairly even spht on whether they were 
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embartassed by dealing whh the agency or not, and whether or not people should 

stand on their own two feet, but 62% agreed that they thought people looked down on 

welfare users while only 22% disagreed. 

The three questions were combined to make a Protestant Work Ethic index 

and aU three correlated highly with the index (correlations of .7233, .7128, and .7254, 

p < .001). When the index and individual Protestant Work Ethic questions were 

crosstabulated whh the utilization questions, though, no patterns of association were 

detected. The strongest relationship between the measures of the Protestant Work 

Ethic and utilization was evidenced when the question "People should stand on their 

own two feet" was crosstabulated with "Did you think you needed government help 

for your problem?" The more the respondents agreed that people should stand on 

their own, the less they utihzed services. However, ahhough statistically significant 

(p 

could provide support for those who believe the welfare system has broken dowm the 

Protestant Work Ethic. 

own, the less they utihzed services. However, ahhough statistically significant 

.05), the relationship is smaU (Somer's d .11565, gamma .23280). This finding 

Hasenfeld Bureaucracy Scale 

The Hasenfeld scale (1985) was intended to measure perceptions of 

bureaucracy. (See Appendix for specific questions.) Two questions on the Hasenfeld 

scale ("It takes too much time" and "You have to reveal too much personal 

information") were very similar to the supposed complaints of bureautics, as outlined 

by Thompson and Gouldner, and four addhional bureausis-based questions were 
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added to the survey to try to profile the bureautic. Three of these four addhional 

bureausis questions ("You have to have 'pull' to get help from government agencies," 

"It isn't hard for me to imagine how other people feel," "When you apply for 

government programs you have to go through a lot of unnecessary beating around the 

bush," and "Too many of the people you talk to when you go to government agencies 

don't have the power to decide if you can get help") correlated fairly strongly with the 

Hasenfeld scale, indicating that bureausis could indeed be measured by the Hasenfeld 

scale. See Table 9 for correlations. 

Table 9 

Cortelation of Hasenfeld Scale with Bureausis Items 

Scale 

Hasenfeld 

Significance 

Pull 

.4795 

.000 

Bureausis Items 

Imagine 

.1133 

.072 

No Power 

.4584 

.000 

Unnecessary 

.5319 

.000 

However, neither the Hasenfeld, nor specific Hasenfeld or bureausis items 

exhibited any relationship with utilization. This would make sense, though, because 

the largest portion of respondents were undecided about Hasenfeld questions, which 
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were prefaced with the statement: "Answer the following questions based on your 

experience whh the agency that helped you OR if you have never sought government 

help, based on what you would expect to be the case." Most of the respondents had 

not interacted with a government agency, so most indicated uncertainty about 

questions dealing with the bureaucracy. Those who did hold an opinion were evenly 

split for or against. 

The fact that lower-class persons such as the homeless were supportive overall 

of the bureaucracy, as measured by the Hasenfeld scale, could bolster studies such as 

those by Janowitz and Wright (1956), the U.S. Postal Service (1977), and Kilpatrick, 

Cummins and Jennings (1964), as well as hints from Gouldner (1952) that bureautics, 

or at least those who exhibited lower support for bureaucracy, were from the upper-

class. 

Anomie 

The group of homeless surveyed here did exhibit some anomie, although to not 

nearly the degree one would expect from the hterature. One possible explanation for 

this fact is that close to half of the respondents were at Union Rescue Mission shehers 

with a strong religious and 12-step rehabihtation approach. The religious overtones 

and the positive, self-motivating message used in dmg and alcohol counseling could 

ameliorate the presence of anomie. Thirty-three percent agreed with questions from 

the Srole anomie scale and only 22% disagreed with these questions, the rest being 

uncertain. (Disagreement with the scale questions would indicate the presence of 
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anomie.) Desphe the presence of some anomie, crosstabulations between the anomie 

scale and the utilization variables failed to indicate any relationship. 

The Homeless Service Utilization Model 

The model discussed in Chapter VII presented a number of factors thought to 

affect the utilization of services by the homeless. The processual nature of the 

Andersen-Nelson model lends hself to path analysis, but unfortunately at least ordinal 

level data is necessary to perform such analysis, which was not the case here for a 

number of variables (Asher, 1983:7, 90). Looking at the model as a whole, muhiple 

regression would then be the method to analyze the effect of these factors on 

utilization, but due to the fact that the three utilization variables (previous use, agency 

contact, and government help) allowed only a yes or no response, probit is 

recommended. With a dichotomous variable coded as 0 and 1, multiple regression 

could produce values outside the range of 0 and 1, and the R-square would most 

probably be so low as to prevent hs being a useful estimation criterion (Kennedy, 

1987:189; Fomby, HiU and Johnson, 1984). Probh analysis was performed using 

Econometric Views, 1994 Micro TSP for Windows 1.0 by Quanthative Micro 

Software. A log likelihood ratio test of significance, which is comparable to the 

overall F test, was computed for each model (Fomby, Hill and Johnson, 1984:348-

352; Aldrichand Nelson, 1984:55). 

A number of different models were analyzed, based on the Andersen/Nelson 

homeless utilization model. These variables included various measures of the 
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Protestant Work Ethic, age, education, family and fiiends to help, fear of eligibility 

requirements, knowledge of government programs, knowledge of procedures, 

substance abuse problems, sex, transportation, mental heahh problems, number in 

family, previous use, anomie, perceptions of bureaucracy, competing needs, race, and 

subjective need. 

Initially, the full utilization model outlined in Chapter VII, with a total of 

eighteen independent variables, was tested on the dependent variable "Agency 

Contact." For variables whh more than one possible measurement item on the survey, 

different measurements were tested. For example, the model was tested with the 

Protestant Work Ethic index, and the three individual questions measuring the 

Protestant Work Ethic. In different variations on this eighteen variable theme, 

education (Educ), procedural knowledge (Procknow), transportation (Transdum), and 

race were significant at the p. < .05 level. 

In later models, several variables which were poshed by the hterature review as 

utilization factors, but which were not indicated by the above data analysis as being 

such in this sample, were dropped. As mentioned previously, fear of eligibility 

requirements was not reported as a problem for the group surveyed here nor were the 

perceptions of bureaucracy, as measured by the Hasenfeld scale, particularly negative. 

Age was initially included as a demographic variable, but h was dropped at this point 

because of the low expectation from the literature that it would affect utilization and 

because no relationship between it and utilization was detected thus far. Substance 

abuse was dropped because it was not as strongly related to utilization in previous 
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data analysis as was mental illness and because of hs close relationship to mental 

iUness-42% of the respondents who reported problems with mental illness reported 

substance abuse problems as well. It was suspected that an effect similar to 

muhicoUinearity was involved. As shown in Table 10, with these four variables 

dropped, seven variables proved significant at the p. < .05 level when the model was 

analyzed: education (Educ), knowledge of program (Govtasst), knowledge of 

procedures (Procknow), transportation (Transdum), number in family (Numfam), 

previous use (Prevuse), and race. Model 1 represents the best of the eighteen variable 

models, and Model 2 represents the best of the fourteen variable models. 

Unlike standard regression models, the estimated coefficients in the probh 

models do not indicate the increase in the probability of the event occurring given a 

one unit increase in the corresponding independent variable, so one is unable to make 

hard statements about the strength of one variable over another. The sign of the 

coefficient, however, does indicate the direction of the change, and whh the exception 

of transportation, to be discussed below, the signs of the significant variables were in 

the expected direction (Fomby, HiU and Johnson, 1984:348-351; Aldrich and Nelson, 

1984:42. 
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* p. <.01 

Table 10 

Probh Models I and 2 

Variable 

C 
Owmtwoft 
Age 
Educ 
Famfiien 

Fearelig 
Govtasst 
Procknow 
SAdummy 
Sexdum 

Transdum 
MHdummy 
Numfam 
Prevuse 
Anomsum 

Hasen 
Leastimp 
Race 
Govthelp 

Coefficient 

Model 1 

Std. Ertor 

-0.528181 1.273812 
0.114248 0.081686 
0.072686 0.100314 
0.232820* 0.080680 

-0.099904 0.095469 

-0.000820 0.093449 
0.196635 0.132864 

-0.381173* 0.127361 
0.213227 0.233181 

-0.134838 0.306520 

-0.712385* 0.245799 
0.115711 0.222357 
0.166376 0.113642 
0.045130 0.078055 

-0.020909 0.024835 

-0.010498 0.018950 
-0.130100 0.083450 

0.559970** 0.233771 
0.068523 0.087601 

Model 2 

Goefificient 

-1.067957 
0.101639 

0.188363* 
0.016984 

0.248922** 
-0.232400* 

-0.212650 

-0.562048* 
0.153590 
0.262835* 
0.120486** 
-0.011966 

-0.109709 
0.541587* 
0.039625 

Std. Ertor 

0.709541 
0.070802 

0.070473 
0.067622 

0.125649 
0.083878 

0.259678 

0.209346 
0.189320 
0.099785 
0.054485 
0.019691 

0.071781 
0.198202 
0.086191 

** p. < .05 

Model 1 chi-square 49.6056 

Model 2 chi-square 48.7294 

18D.F. 

14D.F. 

Pr (chi-square > 34.8053) = .01 

Pr (chi-square > 29.1413) = .01 

Log likelihood: Model 1 -101.9087, N = 198 Model 2 -129.6672 N = 245 
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As mentioned earlier, the standard R-square computed for regression is not 

appropriate for probh analysis, ahhough various pseudo R-squares have been 

proposed (Aldrich and Nelson, 1984:58). Gujarati (1988:500) suggests instead the 

use of the chi-square statistic as the measure of goodness of fit for probit. As 

indicated by the chi-square statistics obtained from the log likelihood ratio test, all 

models tested were highly significant. 

Education was expected to influence utilization as one of the personal power 

resources described by Hasenfeld (1985) and families with children were expected to 

be more likely to utilize services than those whhout (Calsyn and Morse, 1990; Wright 

and Weber, 1988). Rather than using the ordinal measures for education and family 

description which were used for crosstabulation purposes and which revealed little 

relationship to utUization, the interval measures of the same attributes were employed 

for probh. When the interval measures were used, the number in the family was 

found to be significant in Model 2, and education significant in Models 1 and 2. It is 

possible that three of the variables dropped from Model 1 to Model 2, such as fear of 

eligibility requirements, age, or substance abuse, interacted with the number in family 

in some manner to account for the resuhing increase in significance. 

Transportation and race were two other variables not shown to have a very 

strong relationship with utilization in other analyses, but which proved to be significant 

in these models. The sign of transportation, however, was negative, indicating that 

those who did have transportation were less likely to contact an agency for services 

than those who did not. The explanation for this could be in the wording and codmg 
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of the transportation question: "Before you came to the sheher how would you get to 

government agencies?" This was a muhiple response question and those who 

responded they would walk or had no way to get there were coded as having no 

means of transportation, while those who indicated they had their own car, or could 

use a fiiend, the bus or a taxi were coded as having transportation. The fact that the 

person had his or her own car could mean that they were not quhe as desperate for 

help. Addhionally, the presence of a friend who could provide transportation could 

mean rehance on the informal rather than formal help network. 

Only a very weak relationship between race and utilization was present in 

crosstabular analysis of the two variables. However, probit revealed race to be one of 

the stronger predictors of utilization in both models, whh non-white persons being less 

likely to utilize services than white persons. This is in contrast to Wright and Weber 

(1988) who found black homeless more likely to be receiving services than homeless 

whites, and Calsyn, Kohfeld and Roades (1993) who found race not at all related to 

the receipt of benefits among the homeless. 

Knowledge of procedures was significant in both models, confirming previous 

data analysis. Knowledge of a program to assist (Govtasst) was only significant in 

Model 2, again possibly reflecting an unknown relationship with the variables dropped 

from Model 1. Previous use was similarly only significant in Model 2. Based on the 

Sager et al. (1995) study of substance abusers and utilization, perhaps the dropping of 

ehher the substance abuse or Hasenfeld bureaucracy variables caused the increase in 

significance between Models I and 2. 
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7 
Neither substance abuse nor mental health problems were found to be 

significant in explaining agency contact in probit analysis, although these variables did 

exhibit fairly strong and significant relationships in previous tabular analysis. It was 

thought that some interaction between substance abuse and mental iUness prevented 

this relationship from showing up in probh, so substance abuse was dropped from 

Model 2. This did not produce a change in the significance of mental health. A 

combination of the two variables was tried in a variety of other models whh no 

significant change in resuhs. 

At this point, the eighteen variable model (minus Previous Use) was tested 

against the utilization question "Have you ever used a government agency or program 

for help before?" Previous Use was the utilization variable which exhibited a 

relationship between substance abuse and mental heahh in tabular analysis and some 

interesting developments were revealed by probh, shown in Table 11. 

In Model 3, age, fear of eligibility requirements (Fearelig), knowledge of 

procedures (Procknow), substance abuse (Sadummy), mental heahh (Mhdummy), and 

anomie (Anomsum) were significant at the p. < .05 level and the measurement of 

pride (Owntwoft) and the number in family (Numfam) were significant at the p. <. 10 

level. In Model 4, when only the bureaucracy measure (Hasen) was dropped, 

Owntwoft was no longer significant, fear of eligibihty requirements became less 

significant (from .0381 to .0782) and the number in family became shghtly more 

significant (from .0732 to .0590). 
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Table 11 

Probh Models 3 and 4 
Previous Use as Dependent Variable 

Variable 

C 
Owntwoft 
Age 
Educ 
Famfiien 

Fearelig 
Govtasst 
Procknow 
SAdummy 
Sexdum 

Transdum 
MHdummy 
Numfam 
Anomsum 
Hasen 

Leastimp 
Race 
Govthelp 

Model 3 

Coefficient 

-2.576777 
0.145146*** 
0.265874* 

-0.020538 
0.010873 

0.197027** 
0.170502 

-0.289168* 
0.506856** 
0.232209 

0.108915 
0.512290** 
0.210137*** 
0.053419** 

-0.009172 

-0.058057 
0.002360 

-0.072218 

Std. Error 

1.229058 
0.082590 
0.099238 
0.075706 
0.077330 

0.094278 
0.126330 
0.101216 
0.225549 
0.313140 

0.229661 
0.219986 
0.116603 
0.024517 
0.018422 

0.082525 
0.232250 
0.083687 

Model 4 

Coefficient 

-2.130740 
0.119996 
0.190090** 
0.016524 
0.044483 

0.140250*** 
0.138086 

-0.287916* 
0.421159** 
0.142772 

-0.087220 
0.476995** 
0.202135*** 
0.043285** 

-0.100152 
0.107642 

-0.049220 

Std. Ertor 

0.797892 
0.073382 
0.085555 
0.065369 
0.067330 

0.079263 
0.121627 
0.088227 
0.198528 
0.278879 

0.206693 
0.195898 
0.106466 
0.019964 

0.072318 
0.201736 
0.081261 

*p. <.01 **p. <.05 ***p. <.10 

Model 3 chi-square 55.4266 

Model 4 chi-square 55.5344 

17D.F. 

16D.F. 

Pr (chi-square > 33.4087) = .01 

Pr (chi-square > 31.9999) = .01 

Log likelihood: Model 3 -107.2426, N = 195 Model 4 -132.3440, N = 232 
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Models 3 and 4 help to explain the difference between those persons who had utilized 

services in the past and those who utilized services for the curtent problem. As was 

suspected, substance abuse and mental health problems did have a role to play in the 

dropout from previous to present use. Addhionally, for the first time wanting to stand 

on one's own two feet becomes a factor in utilization, even though very weakly, and 

this characteristic appears somehow related to one's level of support for bureaucracy. 

This connection is not too surprising because several of the questions on the Hasenfeld 

scale are related to the belief one needs to stand on one's own, for example, the 

statement, "It is embartassing to deal with this agency." 

Anomie also turns up for the first time as a factor in utilization, ahhough not in 

the expected direction—those who were less alienated were less likely to have used 

services previously. However, positive responses to the anomie questions do indicate 

self-reliance and a poshive attitude toward life, so h is possible that those attitudes 

translated to thinking one could do whhout government help for one's problems. 

Age was significant in Models 3 and 4, with older persons being more likely to have 

used services in the past than younger persons. This is somewhat surprising because 

one's thoughts turn first to younger people, particularly women, whh small children as 

heavy service utilizers. On the other hand, the older a person is the longer the period 

he or she has been around to apply for services. Older persons could also be Veterans 

which would increase their likelihood of having utilized such services. 

The knowledge that age, substance abuse, and fear of eligibihty requirements 

were significant in models with previous use as the dependent variable led to the 
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reintroduction of those variables in Model 5, where agency contact is again the 

dependent variable. In this model, of the original eighteen variables, only Hasen was 

dropped. Model 6 tested the use of the variable Govthelp ("Did you/do you think you 

needed government assistance to solve these problems?") as dependent variable. 

These models are presented in Table 12. Model 5, in which all variables were present 

with the exception of Hasen, differs from Model 2, in which four variables were 

dropped, in that substance abuse Substance abuse (SAdummy) was significant as well 

as education, knowledge of procedures (Procknow), transportation (Transdum), 

number in family (Numfam) and race. Knowledge of a program to assist (Govtasst) 

and previous use (Prevuse) were also significant, but at the lower p. < . 10 level. 

Model 6 is a test of the characteristics which affect whether one thinks he or 

she needs government help or not. In this model, thinking one should stand on his or 

her own (Owmtwoft) is very significant, as are knowing of a program to assist 

(Govtasst), substance abuse (SAdummy) and transportation (Transdum). Sex is 

significant for the first time. In the models which use agency contact (Agnccont) as 

dependent variable, the sign of sex is negative, but in models using government help 

(Govthelp) and previous use (Prevuse) as dependent variables, the sign of sex is 

positive, meaning that women would be more likely to think they needed government 

help than men. One would expect that women would be more likely to think they 
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*p. <.01 

Table 12 

Probit Models 5 and 6 

Variable 

C 
Owntwoft 
Age 
Educ 
Famfrien 

Fearelig 
Govtasst 
Procknow 
SAdummy 
Sexdum 

Transdum 
MHdummy 
Numfam 
Prevuse 
Anomsum 

Leastimp 
Race 
Govthelp 

Model 5 

Coefficient 

-1.374282 
0.111019 
0.082735 
0.193571* 
0.008280 

-0.032696 
0.223800*** 

-0.235373* 
0.425471** 

-0.119360 

-0.572951* 
0.087860 
0.285266* 
0.0991730*** 

-0.016956 

-0.098494 
0.558419* 
0.038594 

Std. Error 

0.814674 
0.075338 
0.089251 
0.071899 
0.069714 

0.080433 
0.126830 
0.087346 
0.212828 
0.274295 

0.219442 
0.198808 
0.106239 
0.055855 
0.020651 

0.074130 
0.206409 
0.083747 

Model 6 

Goefificient 

-0.775225 
0.285444* 

-0.009583 
0.008001 
0.009564 

-0.114683 
0.479023** 

-0.051167 
0.455153** 
0.588854** 

-0.416550** 
-0.170073 
0.099545 
-0.088205 
-0.000793 

0.107167 
0.018110 

Std. Error 

0.766481 
0.077512 
0.085263 
0.064222 
0.066697 

0.077555 
0.195128 
0.072412 
0.197455 
0.283306 

0.205126 
0.202439 
0.115286 
0.057330 
0.019664 

0.071581 
0.193002 

* * p. < .05 ***p. <.10 

Model 5 chi-square 39.2018 

Model 6 chi-square 52.3428 

16D.F. 

17D.F. 

Pr (chi-square > 31.9999) = .01 

Pr (chi-square > 33.4087) = .01 

Log likelihood: Model 5 -124.3779, N = 238 Model 6 -138.1425, N = 235 
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needed government help given the children and family connection (Calsyn and 

Morse,1990; Wright and Weber, 1988; Goering etal., 1992); h is surprising, 

however, that it only showed up concerning thinking one needed government help and 

that with the other dependent variables men were more likely to utilize services. 

Utilization and the Andersen/Nelson Model 

In all, as the Andersen/Nelson model was tested separately on each of the three 

different utUization variables, different patterns of variables were found to be 

significant as shown in Table 13. This table helps to confirm Nelson's theory that 

different factors impact the decision to seek help at different points in the process. 

The variables affecting whether one thought he or she needed government help are of 

particular interest, as this is the question intended to measure subjective need and 

problem definition. One of the keys to seeking government help, as shown in both 

Table 13 and Table 4, is defining one's problem as one needing government help. In 

this instance, women, substance abusers, and those whh knowledge of a program to 

help thought they needed government help, while those whh a stronger sense of pride 

and with transportation were less likely to think they needed help. 
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Table 13 

Results by Three Utilization Variables 

Utilization 

Variables 

Demographic 

Age 
Education 
Substance Abuse 
Sex 
Mental Health 
Number in Family 
Race 

Psvchological 

Hasenfeld 
Protestant Work Ethic (Pride) 
Fear of Resuhs of Eligibility 
Anomie 

Other 

Family/Friends 
Knowledge of Program 
Knowledge of Procedures 
*Previous Use 
Transportation 
Competing Needs 
* Subjective Needs 

Previous Use 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

Govt Help 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

Agency Contact 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

*Left out in probh models using these as dependent variables 

174 

JS"'?"*.'-';'^•- r ' • 



However, just thinking one needed government help for one's problem did not 

mean contact with an agency would be made. In Table 4, 42% of the people who 

thought they needed government help contacted an agency, while 58% did not. Those 

factors explaining previous use may account for some of this 58%. Those who had 

used services in the past were different from those who thought they needed 

government help and from those who contacted an agency for their current problem. 

Two major differences were that they exhibhed mental health problems and did have a 

fear of the resuhs of eligibility determination investigation associated whh their low 

level of utilization. 

Those persons who did contact an agency for help were defined by yet another 

set of characteristics. They had greater levels of education, more people in their 

families, had used services previously, and knew of a program to help and of the 

procedures involved. Table 13 reveals that utUization is not one big chute into which 

some may fall, but is more hke a pinball machine with numerous contact decision 

points that are different for each person. 

Looking further at specific decision points in the Andersen-Nelson model, the 

results reveal that those individuals who thought that they needed government help for 

their problem (subjective need) were more likely to utilize government services-

defining the problem as one which needed government help was important. A number 

of predisposing factors were found to affect thinking one needed government help. 

Additional and different predisposing factors influenced previous use of services and 
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the decision to contact an agency for the current problem, confirming the belief that 

different factors affected different decisions in the help-seeking process. Of the 

demographic variables, age, education, substance abuse, sex, mental health problems, 

the number in the family, and race were all found to influence need recognition and 

problem definition. The Protestant Work Ethic/pride and anomie were only significant 

for previous service users. Perceptions of the bureaucracy or bureausis were not 

significant in any of the utilization questions. 

Family and friends were found to be the major source of information about 

programs, but were not found to inhibit utilization. Knowledge of programs to help 

and of the procedures involved were needed to choose from potential response agents 

and anticipate whether the agency chosen would in fact be able to help with one's 

problem and whether the benefits would outweigh the costs of taking such a step. For 

some who had used services in the past, the fear of the resuhs of the eligibility 

determination investigation did affect utilization for the curtent problem. The enabhng 

factor studied here, transportation, was significant in influencing utilization, ahhough 

not in the manner expected. And if competing needs entered into the help-seeking 

process, they were not detected as they were measured here. 

Summary 

Many factors which could influence utilization have been poshed in the 

hterature and throughout this paper, and the data analyses performed here provide 

support for a number of them. The number in the family, race, sex, age, and education 
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were demographic factors found to affect utilization in various analyses, as well as 

mental heahh status, problems whh substance abuse, and having transportation. 

Thinking one needed government help for the problem, having used agency services in 

the past, knowing of an agency to help, and possessing knowledge of procedures also 

contributed to utilization. Finally, fear of eligibility requirements, anomie, and self-

rehance (from the Protestant Work Ethic questions) were related to utilization 

behavior in some instances. 

The probit models help to explain why some individuals had used services in 

the past but did not contact an agency for assistance with the current problem, a 

finding that was masked in tabular analysis. In Model 3, which employed previous use 

as the dependent variable, age, fear of eligibility requirements, mental health and 

anomie made their first appearance as factors significant in influencing utilization, 

explaining why some individuals did not contact an agency for their curtent problem. 

Overall, the findings help to confirm the processual nature of the Andersen-

Nelson model, and serve to point out the importance of problem definition and need 

recognition to the help-seeking process. The findings also point out some possible 

areas of action for the public service bureaucracy, to be discussed in the Conclusion. 
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CHAPTER X 

CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to employ the available information from all 

relevant fields in an attempt to understand the utilization behavior of the homeless and 

to focus in on how pubhc administrators could better serve this group. This task 

required the enlistment of help from a number of fields of sUidy-organizational theory, 

social work, sociology, psychology, medicine, pubhc health, pubhc policy, and public 

administration-as well as study of the particular attributes of homeless persons. 

Pulhng together information from these fields, a synthesis of the Andersen 

(1968) medical service utUization and the Nelson (1980) help-seeking models specific 

to the homeless was tested. As hypothesized, need recognition and problem definition 

were found to be key to an understanding of the utilization behavior of the homeless. 

In previous research employing the Andersen model, need was found to be the most 

important factor influencing utUization, but need was viewed in a flat, one-dimensional 

way. Combining Andersen's theory with Nelson, as was done here, complements it 

and provides more depth for understanding. The data analyses performed also 

provides support for Nelson's (1980) work on the help-seeking process, in that 

seeking help is a number of different steps, with different factors affecting each step. 

What emerged from analysis of the data obtained was a broader, more three-

dimensional understanding of utilization behavior specific to the homeless. 
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Data analysis revealed some attributes of the homeless individuals who thought 

they needed government help for their problems and did actually contact an agency for 

help. However, further research is needed to fully understand the cognitive processes 

involved in recognizing that one has a need. Problem definition and need recognition 

have been used somewhat interchangeably throughout the dissertation, but these could 

be two separate and distinct steps. Furthermore, it appears that for some homeless 

persons, the need recognition process breaks down, particularly in the face of 

substance abuse and mental heahh problems. It would be useful to compare the 

problem definition/need recognition process against more "normal" populations. 

In all, the research here helps to fiU in the Nelson model and provides some 

detail in the total utilization picture, but development and testing of a path analysis 

model geared specifically to the homeless could be a profitable area for future 

research. A combination of both quantitative and qualhhative methods would 

probably be the best way to fiilly understand the utilization of services by the 

homeless. 

Although there were some surprises, much of the information reported by the 

respondents in this survey backed up the available hterature on the characteristics of 

the homeless and how these characteristics were thought to relate to utilization. The 

findings also provide support for the direction that homeless policy is curtently taking 

in the United States. 

The initial impetus for this study was Thompson's (1961) characterization of 

bureautics and the indication from both Thompson and Rosenbloom (1983) that 
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bureautics would undemtilize the services of the bureaucracy. Although later 

questions followed, the beginning research question was whether the homeless, as a 

group which undemtilized public services, were bureautic or otherwise alienated from 

the bureaucracy and whether this behavior contributed to their undemtilization. It 

was thought that whether or not the homeless as a group were "bureautic," negative 

perceptions of the bureaucracy on their part contributed to undemtilization. 

The bureaucracy/bureautic expectations about the homeless simply were not 

supported by the group surveyed for this study. It is possible, however, that the 

methods and measurement techniques used were contributory, as the respondents were 

asked to comment upon a bureaucracy with which many reportedly had had little 

contact. It is also possible that there was a disassociation of ideology from individual 

experience. Without further investigation, though, all one can say is that if bureautics 

do indeed exist, they were not represented in great numbers among these homeless, 

nor was this group particularly put off by features of the bureaucracy. Whh the 

Hasenfeld (1985) scale as a means of measurement, the individuals surveyed for this 

study were mostly ambivalent about the bureaucracy, with 49% expressing 

uncertainty, 26% agreeing with, and 25% disagreeing whh negative statements about 

bureaucracy. Using the numerous studies ched in Goodsell (1994) as a benchmark, 

the homeless exhibit about the same amount of non-support for government agencies 

and services as the general population. However, this non-support for bureaucracy did 

not translate into nonutilization of services for the group who responded to this 

survey. 
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The resuhs of the study do not point the finger at the bureaucracy, but rather 

point out opportunities to better homeless efforts. Two possible directions for these 

efforts seem clear. The first concerns reaching and keeping in touch with the 

homeless mentally and the second deals with helping the homeless to be aware of 

programs to assist them and making them feel knowledgeable about and comfortable 

with the procedures involved. 

Fortunately, federal homeless policy is taking the lead on both fronts. 

Outreach has become an important phrase in recent federal government materials on 

the homeless. Outreach means taking the services to where the homeless are, making 

special efforts to make the homeless aware of the programs that are available to serve 

them, and doing whatever is necessary to engage them in social services network. 

Priority: Home! (HUD, 1994:51) indicates that outreach is "the initial and most 

critical step in engaging, connecting, or reconnecting a homeless individual" to needed 

services. Stressed is the fact that the outreach process is "often lengthy and the work 

arduous," with outreach providers reporting that the length of time from initial 

contact to actual connection with services can take anywhere from a few hours to two 

years. 

The Interagency Council on the Homeless has published Reaching Out: A 

Guide for Service Providers (1991) which gives advice on how to go out and take 

programs to the homeless and to help make them aware of what services are avaUable 

for them. Reaching Out stresses a five step outreach process of locating street 

dwellers, engaging them into services, assessing their needs, linking them to long-term 
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housing and support services, and following them after placement (1991:13). 

Specifically mentioned are programs which take the services to the streets and 

anywhere homeless may be found, such as the McKinney-fiinded Mobile Outreach 

Team in Nashville, Tennesee. A psychiatrist, a paramedic and a substance abuse 

counselor are part of the team, which travels in a van to where the homeless are and 

provides a variety of services (1991:14). These sorts of programs can be costly, but 

the curtent philosophy of the federal government seems to be if we are going to spend 

X amount of dollars on homeless funds anyway, we are going to target those programs 

which actually get to the homeless. 

Although the homeless mentally ill usually have connected with service 

providers at one time or another, that relationship fluctuates over time, as found with 

the group surveyed here. This points out the need for increased outreach and follow-

through for the mentally Ul. Such efforts are emphasized in Outcasts on Main Street 

(Interagency Council on the Homeless, 1992:36-37). This document also outlines 

seven specific outreach programs ranging from SSI and SSDI to Veteran's 

Administration programs and Department of Labor programs which are intended to 

increase the use of these services by the homeless mentally ill (pp. 59-60). 

Reaching Out also stresses the importance of case management 

(1991:18, 31). Case management can be important for follow-through, but h can also 

be useful from the beginning to help homeless clients obtain bureaucratic competence 

and knowledge of procedures, walking them through difificuh processes, helping to 

obtain necessary documents, and getting needed appointments instead of needless 
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waits, etc. Also known as integrated care management, the goals of case management 

are enhancing continuity of care, access to services, efficiency and accountability of 

service provision, and integration. Outcasts on Main Street (1992:37) adds, 

"Essentially, there must be a sustained relationship with someone who knows each 

chent as an individual, and who understand the client's needs and how to address 

them.' 

Measures such as those described above indicate that the federal government at 

least is famihar w t̂h the utilization problems addressed in this paper and is trying to 

remedy these problems in a positive and effective manner. One only hopes that budget 

battles and politics as usual will not prevent such reforms from going forward. The 

immense problems faced by the homeless may never be solved, but could certaiiUy be 

ameliorated by such approaches. 
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APPENDIX 

SURVEY AND CODING 
(with notation as to what concept question measures) 

NUMBER ES[ FAMILY 

1. How many members of your family (will) live with you at the sheher? 

2. Please describe the people in your family who live whh you at the shelter (husband, 
wdfe, children, others). 

3. What is the monthly income on which you and the members of your family with 
you at the shelter have to live? 

4. What is your AGE? 

5. Male Female 

6. RACE 

EDUCATION 

7. How many years of school have you completed? 

8. Do you have a high school diploma? or GED? or Nehher? 

BUREAUSIS/ANOMIE/ALIENATION 
(Srole Anomie Scale as in Robinson and Shaver, 1973) 

Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, are uncertain, disagree, or strongly 
disagree with the following statements: 

9a. Most people can still be depended upon to come through in a pinch. 

9b. If you try hard enough, you can usually get what you want. 

9c. Most people will go out of their way to help someone else. 

9d. The average man is probably better off today than he ever was. 

9e. Even today, the way that you make money is more important than how much you 
make. 
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9f There's little use writing to public officials because they often aren't really 
interested in the problems of the average man. (Reverse) 

9g. Nowadays a person has to live pretty much for today and let tomortow take care 
of hself (Reverse) 

9h. It's hardly fair to bring children into the worid the way things look for the future. 
(Reverse) 

ALCOHOL/DRUG ABUSE (questions from Weitzman, et al., 1992) 

10. Please tell me whether you have ever been a patient in a detoxification or 
treatment center for (circle one) 

alcohol abuse Yes No 
dmg abuse Yes No 

11. Has the use of dmgs or alcohol affected your ability to do the things you have to 
do at any time in the last six months? (circle one) Yes No 

12. Have you experienced any of the following problems in the past 12 months? 
Circle all that apply. 
A. Looking for a job 
B. Being unemployed or laid off 
C Seeking job training 
D. Lacking income or experiencing loss of income 
E. Needing help to meet medical expenses 
F. Being retired or disabled 
G. Not having enough money for food 
H. Becoming homeless 

13. How did you become homeless? 

Please think about the way you felt before you came to the sheher and answer the 
following questions based on that: 

KNOWLEDGE OF PROGRAMS 

14. Do you know of any government agencies or programs which could give you 
assistance with the problems you circled above? Yes No 
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SUBJECTIVE NEED 

15. Do you think you need government assistance to solve these problems? 
Yes No 

16. How did you find out about the governments agencies who could give you 
assistance with these problems? (Check all those which apply) 

Family Friends Newspaper 
Poster/Flyer TV Other 

UTILIZATION 

17. Did you contact any government agency for assistance with these problems'? 
Yes No 

17 A. If so, which problem? 

17B. Which agency 

PRIOR SERVICE UTILIZATION 

18. Have you ever used a govemment agency or program for help before? 
Yes No 

BUREAUCRATIC SOCIALIZATION/COMPETENCE 

19. How much understanding or knowledge would you say you have about the 
procedures used by the govemment agency to handle requests such as yours? 

1 = a great deal; 2 = some; 3 = very little 4 = not at all 

20. Answer the following questions based on your experience whh the agency that 
helped you OR if you have never sought govemment help, based on what you would 
expect to be the case. Tell whether you strongly agree, agree, are uncertain, disagree 
or strongly disagree whh the following statements: 

RED TAPE/BUREAUCRATIC LANGUAGE/BARRIERS 
(from Hasenfeld, 1985) 

20a. There is too much paperwork, too many forms 

20b. The mles and regulations are clear 
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20c. It seems to be a weU-mn office 

20d. It takes too much time 

20e. The people in the office make mistakes 

20f It takes a lot of effort to get them to respond to 
requests 

20g. The people in the ofifice sincerely try to help 

20h. You have to reveal too much personal information 

20i. The people in this ofifice understand your language and background 

20j. It is embartassing to deal whh this agency 

FAMILY/FRIENDS/OTHERS SUPPORT 

21. If you have a major problem in your life, do you have any family or fiiends to 
whom you can turn for help? 

Yes No 

MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEMS 

22. Please tell me whether you have ever (circle one) 
Been admitted to a mental hospital so that you stayed overnight Yes No 
Used the services of a therapist, counselor, or mental heahh clinic Yes No 

Think about the following statements and tell me whether you Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Disagree, Strongly Disagree or are Uncertain about the following statements: 

FEAR OF RESULTS OF ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 

23. I am afraid of what will happen when the welfare department noses around in my 
business. 

PROTESTANT WORK ETHIC 

24. People should stand on their own two feet and not take help from the 
government. 
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PROTESTANT WORK ETHIC/STIGMA 

25. I think people look down on others who use food stamps or welfare. 

CONCERN FOR MORE IMMEDIATE NEEDS 

26. Some days h seems that getting help from govemment agencies is the least 
important thing I have to do. 

BUREAUSIS 

27. You have to have "pull" to get help from govemment agencies. (Thompson p 
174) ' 

28. It isn't hard for me to imagine how other people feel. (Thompson, p. 174) 

29. When you apply for govemment programs you have to go through a lot of 
unnecessary beating around the bush. (Gouldner, p. 412) 

30. I don't think govemment oflficials ask too many personal questions. 

31. Too many of the people you talk to when you go to govemment agencies don't 
have the power to decide if you can get help. (Gouldner, p. 415) 

32. It doesn't take too long to get help from govemment agencies. (Gouldner, p. 416) 

COMPETING NEEDS 

33. I have other needs besides getting help from govemment agencies. 

TRANSPORTATION 

34. Before you came to the shelter how would you get to govemment agencies? 
(Check those which apply) 

my own car a friend the bus taxi walk 
bicycle no way to get there 

35. How far would you guess it is to the nearest welfare ofifice or govemment agency 
that could help you? 
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MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEMS 

36. Has a doctor prescribed medicine for you to take every day? Yes No 

If yes, what medication has been prescribed? 
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Coding 

Surveys were coded by hand and entered into SPSS for Microsoft Windows 

Release 6.1. One survey appeared to be completed by the same individual and the 

results were coded missing. On a number of the surveys, on the Likert response 

questions the respondents marked all items ehher Strongly Agree, or Agree, or 

Uncertain. On the surveys where all three Likert sets were marked the same way and 

h appeared that no thought whatsoever had been given to those questions, the answers 

were coded missing; otherwise the given response was recorded. 

On the two groups of scale hems (the Srole anomie scale and the Hasenfeld's 

bureaucracy scale), items were combined to create one variable; if one question were 

missing from any given case, the whole set of questions was excluded from 

computation. For ease in understanding results, the resuhing summed variables were 

grouped into three categories expressing agreement, disagreement, or uncertainty with 

the questions. For muhiple regression purposes, the ungrouped summed variables 

were used. 

Three questions which were believed to measure the Protestant Work Ethic 

were combined to make an index. Missing items were treated in the same manner as 

the scale questions. Where appropriate, questions with a "yes" and "no" response 

were coded "1" and "0" for use as dummy variables for multiple regression. 
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