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Like most metropolitan cities, San Francisco has a homeless issue.  In 2003, there were about 8,500 to 15,000 homeless people in the city (Lelchuk).  If you walk in the tenderloin area or even in many streets in downtown San Francisco, chances are that you will see a homeless person.  In 2002, one of the city’s Board of Supervisors named Gavin Newsom decided that the way to end homelessness was to introduce and implement Proposition N, also known as the Care Not Cash program.  This initiative would overhaul the City’s four aid programs, known as the County Adult Assistance Program (CAAP), by drastically cut the cash aid given to the homeless while increasing the housing and care given to them.  During almost every part of the agenda setting, policy formulation, adoption, and implementation cycle that Proposition N went through, there were powerful stakeholders both for and against it.  This issue is complex in that several policy process models are needed to analyze it.  My prognosis for the future of this policy is that the Care Not Cash initiative will not eliminate homelessness in ten years, as our current mayor Gavin Newsome claims.  This paper discusses the background of the homeless policy in San Francisco, the policy cycles of the Care Not Cash program, the stakeholders, the models of the policy process that best describes the way this issue has progressed, and my prognosis of the future of this policy issue.  
I.  Introduction
In November of 2003, San Francisco voters approved a controversial ballot measure called Care Not Cash.  Mayor Gavin Newsom, then a San Francisco board of supervisor, was the sponsor for this measure, which would cut the money given in the CAAP programs to homeless people in exchange for shelters and other forms of services.  Care Not Cash was intended to prevent the homeless from using the cash grants for purchasing drugs and alcohol, and to encourage them to enter shelters or housing.  Because the battle over it was so contentious, the Board of Supervisors voted to add an amendment to it called “Real housing, real care” (wikipedia.org).  It was created to ensure that Proposition N will indeed provide adequate care for the homeless in place of cash by mandating a certain level of housing and services to be available before the city cut General Assistance payments.  
There was a huge amount of controversy surrounding Care Not Cash.  Critics thought that the name was a euphemism and complained that the quality of care provided would not be equal to the cash that will be cut.  There were three major issues that Care Not Cash brought up.  First, there was the issue of the right to be homeless.  Some critics pointed out that if a homeless person refused the services provided under Care Not Cash, that homeless person would not even receive the minimum cash grant given under the old policy. However, most supporters of this initiative did not see that as a weakness, but rather as strength to discourage people from being homeless if shelters were available.  Second, both the supporters and critics of the initiative agreed that the poor quality of the shelter system was not only unsafe, but was also a source of cronyism.  Finally, the critics asserted that the Care Not Cash program would not provide care for homeless people who are mentally unstable, because they would not even know how to collect General Assistance in the first place” (wikipedia.org).  The purpose of my paper is to analyze the political environment of the homeless policy in San Francisco and to show that the Care Not Cash program will not cure homelessness.  

II. Policy Cycle 
According to Theodoulou, the seven stages in the policy process are: problem identification, agenda setting, policy formulation, policy adoption, policy implementation, policy evaluation, and policy termination or changes.  Using his stages-heurstic approach to analyze the Care Not Cash initiative, we see that it had a relatively easy beginning but went through a difficult time during the adoption phase.  The homeless issue had already been identified a long time ago ever since homelessness began in the city.  Mayor Gavin Newsome, then one of the Board of Supervisors, first began the agenda setting stage by using it as one of his platforms for his 2003 mayoral run.  He did that at a time when all three of the problem, policy, and political streams, as explained in Kingdon’s multiple streams model, came together to open the policy window needed to push Care Not Cash into the spotlight.  He started the policy formulation process by drafting Proposition N, claiming that it can end homelessness in ten years.  The Board of Supervisors later completed this cycle by adding an amendment called “Real housing, real care” to ensure that there was a minimum level of housing and services to be available before the city cut General Assistance payments (wikipedia.org).  The adoption stage began when Proposition N was introduced on the November ballot on 2002 and about 60% of the voters of San Francisco passed it.  Compared to the agenda setting and policy formulation stages, the proposition had a harder time at the adoption level.  The controversial began in earnest when two women sued in November of 2002 to overturn the measure.  They were Nora Roman, a nurse at San Francisco General Hospital, and a homeless woman named Linda Pettye.  They argued that the program’s pledge to “take all the homeless people’s money and replace it with services was nothing but a cynical lie” (Lelchuk).  The San Francisco Superior Court ruled in May, 2003 in favor of them, saying that only county official can set welfare standards for the homeless.  However, by the end of 2003, the California Supreme Court had overruled the lower court’s decision, citing that the plan could remain intact as passed by voters.  As a result, the Department of Human Services officially began its implementation of Care Not Cash initiative on May 3, 2004.  Since it has been less than two years since the implementation of the Care Not Cash program, it is still in its implementation and evaluation stage.  Since the jury is still out on whether this program will end homelessness in the city, the policy termination or change stage will not happen until ten years later, when evaluation on the effectiveness of this policy ends.  Using the stages-heuristic approach, the timeline for Care Not Cash’s policy cycle is shown below:
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III. Description of the stakeholders  
There were many formal and informal policy players on both the local and state levels in this issue.  On the legislative side, the formal players were former board of supervisor Gavin Newsom, his political opponents, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.  On the judiciary side, the formal players were the San Francisco Superior Court and the California Supreme Court.  The informal players were the homeless people, the voters of San Francisco, the media, interest groups like the Coalition on Homelessness, and big businesses.  This issue was so controversial that there were proponents and opponents of Proposition N among both the formal and informal players. 
The proponents and opponents of Proposition N clashed on a number of issues.  On the one hand, the proponents of this issue cited many reasons why Prop. N was a superior policy for the homeless.  First, Prop. N would help alleviate the homeless crisis by giving more care.  Second, Prop. N would not “take money away from the homeless; it just changes the way it is spent” (Friedenbacz).  Third, other counties with similar programs have decreased their rates of homelessness.  Fourth, other major cities with similar programs have also decreased their rates of homelessness.  Fifth, cash grants cause an increase in the homeless’ death rates from drug overdoses.  Finally, Prop. N would go “beyond fractious politics and finally address the issue of homelessness from sound public policy” (Friedenbacz).  On the other hand, the opponents of this issue had many objections to this issue.  Jennifer Friedenback, project coordinator at the Coalition on Homelessness, refuted the proponents’ points in the following areas.  First, Proposition N would increase homelessness because poor people will lose the option of renting housing on their own.  Because Prop. N requires proof of receipt from a landlord before giving monetary rental assistance, people who live in hotels or other marginal housing arrangements where the owners do not give receipts will become homeless.  Second, Prop. N would take money away from welfare recipients by keeping the requirement that they work in order to qualify for aid, while at the same time giving them less money.  Third, other counties who have implemented similar programs to cut cash assistance “have seen an increase in the number of homeless people, according to the San Francisco legislative analyst” (Friedenbacz).  Fourth, other major cities, such as New York and Chicago, which have implemented similar programs, have also seen an increase in the number of homeless people.  “The state of Illinois eliminated General Assistance in 1992 and last year saw 166,000 more people become homeless.  New York has seen huge rises in the number of homeless people since 1998” (Friedenbacz).  Fifth, homeless deaths are not tied to cash assistance.  Finally, Prop. N was fractious politics because it ran in contradiction to the Continuum of Care plan, which was developed by more than 225 community members.
Both the formal and informal players had important roles in the policy process.  First, even though problem identification began a long time ago with the start of homelessness, Gavin Newsome started the agenda setting stage.  He, like many formal and informal players in this process, believed that the old system was inadequate.  Second, he and the Board of Supervisors, both formal players, were also responsible for the formulation stage by drafting Proposition N.  However, they were initially on opposite sides of this issue.  The Board of Supervisors originally did not support this proposition but later relented by adding an amendment to ensure adequate shelter and care for the homeless.  It appeared that Newsome had considerable power and influence at this stage because he had the support of the big businesses and the media, which was pivotal in convincing voters of the merits of the ballot.  Third, almost everyone from the media to the California Supreme Court was relevant in the adoption stage.  This was the stage where the forces for and against Care Not Cash fought most bitterly.  The proponents of the Care Not Cash initiative were about 60% of the voters of San Francisco who voted for the initiative, the media that covered its progress, big businesses, Gavin Newsom, and the California Supreme Court.  The opponents of the Care Not Cash initiative were interest groups like the Coalition on Homelessness, Newsom’s political opponents like Angela Alioto, and San Francisco Superior Court Judge Ronald Quidachay.  Ironically, while these forces battled on the local and state levels, the actual homeless people in San Francisco had relatively little say at the outcome of their fate.  There was no poll asking the homeless people on their opinions regarding the development of the Care Not Cash initiative and most of them did not vote.  Therefore, the homeless had the least power and influence on the policy process.  The groups that had the most power at this stage were the media and the California Supreme Court.  Newsom’s campaign effectively used the aggressive multimedia campaign strategy to “build attention and support among a wide swath of the public and political arena” (Theodoulou, p. 162).  Fourth, as the ones responsible for interpreting and implementing the Care Not Cash initiative, the bureaucrats at the Department of Human Services have the most power during the current implementation stage. Currently, the Department of Human Services states that “during the first 15 months of Care Not Cash, the homeless CAAP caseload decreased by 1,952 persons (78%)” (Care Not Cash Monthly Update).  That is an astonishing number.  However, it does not explain that a large amount of homeless people no longer qualified for CAAP due to the more stringent guidelines under Care Not Cash.  Nor does it explain where all the homeless people who do not qualify for the program have gone.  Finally, the courts will have the most power during the evaluation stage because they have the power to interpret the results of this policy.  
IV. Process models

Policy making is complex and multifaceted process.  Many threads of different policy process models intertwine together in the Care Not Cash issue.  In this section, I will examine the policy process, power usage, and the decision making process behind Care Not Cash.  

First, both the policy cycle and Kingdon’s multiple streams model best describe the Care Not Cash program, while the punctuated equilibrium model does not.  The first part of this paper describes how it went through the problem identification, agenda setting, formulation, adoption, and implementation process of the policy cycle.  In addition, Newsom’s successful campaign for Care Not Cash was also partly a result of luck.  He introduced the agenda at a time when all three of the problem, policy, and political streams, as explained in Kingdon’s multiple streams model, came together to open the policy window needed to push Care Not Cash into the spotlight.  The first stream began because homelessness had long been an embarrassing problem for San Francisco’s past mayors.  The second policy came when Newsom used other similar Care Not Cash policies from other cities like New York.  The third political stream came at a time when San Franciscans were disenchanted with the existing homeless policy.  San Francisco’s liberal political environment was ripe for a drastic measure.  In contrast, the punctuated equilibrium model does not fit the progress of Care Not Cash because Proposition N was not the result of a steady evolution from previous homeless policy.
Second, the institutionalism and elite theories best explain the distribution of power behind Care Not Cash’s policy process, while the advocacy coalition theory does not.  Care Not Cash was the decision of the elite in San Francisco, and the formal players ensured its adoption and implementation.  When I first looked at the homeless policy, I thought it was the result of advocacy for the homeless and was also a purely altruistic policy by the mayor.  Upon further examination, I find that its agenda setting, formulation, and adoption phases were mainly the result of Gavin Newsom’s effort, not the result of the homeless population or even advocates for the homeless.  Newsom ignored the existing Continuum of Care developed by 225 different community groups for the homeless and wrote Proposition N mainly by himself.  He did not consult the homeless population or educate them on the pros and cons of the issue before doing that.  In addition, the majority of homeless advocates did not endorse Proposition N, not to mention that most of the homeless did not vote on this issue.  Consequently, the advocacy coalition framework did not work in this issue because the advocates’ opinions mattered little to Newsom in the policy formulation and adoption phases of this policy.  
Finally, incrementalism theory best explains the decision making process behind Care Not Cash and rationalism does not.  On the one hand, the Board of Supervisors and others who voted for Proposition N was a study in bounded rationalism.  The Care Not Cash program was implemented based on the assumption that homelessness can be eradicated through care and not money.  The Board rejected Proposition N because they saw its faults and limits.  However, they later compromised by adding an amendment to it.  Their decision was “bounded” in that they made a rational choice to help the homeless, but they knew that it was not the best choice.  On the other hand, the decision of the main formal player in the formulation and adoption process, Gavin Newsom, was not an example of rationalism because it did not follow a rational, comprehensive system of analysis.  Newsom’s decision ignored recommendation from the Continuum of Care and was based on the assumption that homelessness can be eradicated.  Because it was not based on comprehensive rationality, the formulation and adoption cycles of Care Not Cash was not rational.  
V. Prognosis
My prognosis for the future of this policy is that the Care Not Cash initiative will not cure homelessness in ten years, as our current mayor Gavin Newsome claims.  While the Care Not Cash program has some merits like plans to build permanent housing for the homeless, the number of homeless people coming in from other counties will always outpace the availability of permanent housing for them.  I believe that some of the homeless will be driven out of San Francisco and into other counties, while others will perish for lack of care due to their ignorance of how to apply for the program.  I believe that Gavin Newsom should consult more homeless advocacy groups during the formulation and adoption cycles of this issue.  For example, he should have incorporated more of the Continuum of Care program, which was developed by 225 community members, into the Care Not Cash program.  That would change the policy process from an example of the elite model to the more democratic group theory model.  Last semester, I had the opportunity to interview the grants manager for the homeless and housing programs in the Department of Human Services of the City and County of San Francisco.  She told me that trying to meet Mayor Gavin Newsom’s goal of ending homelessness in the next ten years would be difficult, and she does not harbor any illusion that homelessness will ever be completely eradicated from San Francisco.  However, she feels that being able to give dignity to those who do not have a home is also important
When I first heard about the homeless policy, I thought it was a purely altruistic policy by the mayor.  I thought he had no ulterior political stake in this policy.  Upon further examination, I find that this really fits the elite theory in that the real beneficiaries are the elites.  Mayor Newsom’s ten year plan to eradicate homelessness in San Francisco is simply unrealistic.  More people from other parts of the country are going to come to the City if they see that there are programs designed to help them.  So in essence, his plan to eradicate homelessness in ten years is self-defeating.  In ten years, more people are going to come to the City for its benefits for the homeless, thus ensuring the continuance of the homeless cycle.
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