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Recent Incarceration History Among
a Sheltered Homeless Population

Stephen Metraux
Dennis P. Culhane

This study examined incarceration histories and shelter use patterns of 7,022 persons
staying in public shelters in New York City. Through matching administrative shelter
records with data on releases from New York State prisons and New York City jails,
23.1% of a point-prevalent shelter population was identified as having had an incarcera-
tion within the previous 2-year period. Persons entering shelter following a jail episode
(17.0%) exhibited different shelter stay patterns than did those having exited a prison
episode (7.7%), leading to the conclusion that different dynamics predominate and that
different interventions are called for in preventing homelessness among persons released
from jail and from prison.
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It is widely assumed that there are increased rates of incarceration
among the homeless population (Fischer, 1992; Snow, Baker, & Anderson,
1989). Although research has offered explanations for this relationship, there
is little in the research literature that outlines its empirical dimensions. This
study addresses this gap as it examines incarceration histories of persons
staying in the public, single adult shelter system in New York City and the
associations between incarceration histories and shelter use patterns.

Demographics alone would suggest there to be a substantial overlap
among the sheltered and incarcerated populations. Compared to the overall
U.S. adult population, both the homeless and the incarcerated populations
are disproportionately male, young, and Black (Burt, Aron, Lee, & Valente,
2001; Culhane & Metraux, 1999; Langan & Levin, 2002; Mauer, 1999). Pov-
erty and unemployment are endemic to both populations (Burt et al., 2001;
Lichtenstein & Kroll, 1996; Western & Beckett, 1999). High rates of mental
illness and substance abuse have been widely documented in research on
both populations (Burt et al., 2001; Conklin, Lincoln, & Tuthill, 2000;
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Freudenburg, 2001; Lamb & Weinberger, 1998; Peters, Greenbaum, Edens,
Carter, & Ortiz, 1998). And the convergence of characteristics also manifests
itself spatially, as both incarceration and homelessness disproportionately
affect persons in low-income, urban Black neighborhoods (Correctional
Association of New York, 1990; Culhane, Lee, & Wachter, 1996; Wacquant,
2000).

Prior research presents a broad range of findings on rates of incarceration
among homeless population samples. Schlay and Rossi (1992) summarized
60 studies on the characteristics and compositions of the homeless popula-
tion from 1981 to 1988. Among these studies, 26 reported findings on incar-
ceration history among the homeless population. Depending on the study,
between 8% and 82% of the homeless populations studied reported having
been previously incarcerated, with a mean across the studies of 41%. A later
review by Eberle, Kraus, Pomeroy, and Hulchanski (2000) reported that sur-
veys showed prior “rates of arrest and incarceration among the homeless,
ranging from 20% to 67%” (p. 35). Burt et al. (2001), drawing on results from
a nationally representative sample of the homeless population and a compari-
son group of nonhomeless soup kitchen users, reported that 49% disclosed
ever having spent time in a jail and 18% reported spending time in a state or
federal prison and that history of incarceration was associated with a signifi-
cantly higher likelihood of being homeless.

Although these findings provide support for the salience of the link
between homelessness and increased criminal activity, they provide little
detail beyond general, self-reported prevalence rates of persons who have
spent time in jails and/or prisons and who have records of previous arrests or
convictions. Yet despite the vagueness of these findings, researchers point to
high rates of criminal activity as evidence of a criminalization of homeless-
ness where homeless persons, because of their marginal economic and social
status and the public nature of their existence, are more prone to arrests and
incarceration for misdemeanors and a range of minor crimes (Barak &
Bohm, 1989; Snow et al., 1989). The argument that arrests and incarcerations
serve as a mechanism of social control over the homeless population has a
long history (e.g., Bittner, 1967; Spradley, 1970) and is consistent with
Irwin’s (1985) description of “rabble management.” Fischer (1992) also
points out that through these incarcerations, the criminal justice system func-
tions as a provider of services such as housing, substance abuse treatment,
and mental health care that are ordinarily received from other systems.
Finally, shelters, jails, and prisons may be part of a larger “institutional cir-
cuit” that includes sequential stints in a series of institutions in place of a
stable living situation (Hopper, Jost, Hay, Welber, & Haugland, 1997).
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An alternative viewpoint is that homelessness may be one result of more
general readjustment problems that follow release from incarceration. Shel-
ter use among persons released from incarceration is seen here as one out-
come related to a problematic community reentry process (Petersilia, 2001;
Travis, Solomon, & Waul, 2001). Metraux and Culhane (2004) found that
11.9% of persons released from New York State Prison to New York City
experienced a shelter stay in 2 years following release, a rate that is compara-
ble to shelter rates among persons released from public psychiatric hospitals
(Kuno, Rothbard, Averyt, & Culhane, 2000). Furthermore, of these released
prisoners who stay in shelters, 54.4% enter within 30 days of their release
from prison (Metraux & Culhane, 2004).

This study outlines the prevalence of incarceration history among a point-
prevalent sheltered homeless population by matching records from the
municipal shelter system in New York City to records of persons released
from both New York State prisons and New York City jails. In doing so, it
adds to the scant knowledge about the extent of the intersection of homeless-
ness after incarceration. Furthermore, this study examines whether there are
associations between these incarceration histories and basic shelter use
dynamics and whether or not these associations can provide support for the
criminalization and reentry explanations.

DATA AND METHOD

The data used in this study came from three administrative databases:
records of users and utilization of single adult shelters administered by the
New York City Department of Homeless Services (DHS); records of all jail
discharges (related to convictions) from the New York City Department of
Corrections (DOC); and all releases from prison to New York City from New
York State Department of Correctional Services (NYSDOCS). DHS admin-
isters the largest shelter network of any American city and covers approxi-
mately 85% of all New York City shelter beds (Culhane, Dejowski, Ibanez,
Needham, & Macchia, 1994; New York City Department of Human Services,
2003), whereas DOC and NYSDOCS operate the second largest municipal
jail and third largest prison systems in the United States, respectively.

This study selected all persons who were in a DHS single adult shelter on
December 1, 1997 (i.e., the index date), and matched these records with
records of jail and prison discharges for the 2-year period preceding this date.
Matches of NYSDOCS observations to observations from the DHS data
were based on common name, date of birth, sex, and social security number.
The same identifiers, except for social security number, which was unavail-
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able, were used to match DOC data. When a match with either jail or prison
was determined, the matching record was appended onto the corresponding
DHS record. In the event of matches with multiple incarceration records, the
most recent jail and prison record was retained. Jail episodes that led to trans-
fers to prison were considered part of the prison episode.

Descriptive and multivariate regression techniques were used to assess (a)
the extent to which persons in the DHS single adult shelter system on a spe-
cific night had recent histories of incarceration, (b) how incarceration histo-
ries intersected with shelter use patterns, and (c) whether there are differ-
ences in these areas between persons who have been jailed and persons who
have been imprisoned. The multiple regression analyses focused on four
dependent measures: (a) the number of shelter stays prior to the instant stay,
(b) the length of instant stay subsequent to the index date, (c) the occurrence
of a subsequent shelter stay, and (d) the time between release from incarcera-
tion and shelter admission.

Three different regression techniques were applied to model these out-
comes. For the previous shelter stays regression model, a Poisson distribu-
tion was fitted to accommodate the discrete, highly skewed nature of count
variables such as this (Allison, 1999).1 Ordinary least squares (OLS) regres-
sion was used to examine, for the entire shelter population, the length of the
instant stay from the index date onward and the incarceration to shelter gap
for those among the shelter population with an incarceration history.2 Finally,
a Cox proportional hazards regression model was fitted to assess the associa-
tion of various factors on the hazard of incurring another shelter stay subse-
quent to exiting the instant stay, given that the majority of persons in the study
group will be “censored” (i.e., not experience a subsequent shelter stay;
Allison, 1995). All data management, matching, and analyses were per-
formed using SAS statistical software, version 8.02.

RESULTS

Table 1 presents descriptive demographic and shelter utilization results
for the overall point-prevalent shelter population and the subgroups in which
jail and prison releases occurred up to 2 years prior to the index date. Alto-
gether, 23.1%, just less than one fourth, of the 7,022 persons staying in the
single adult shelter system that night had a record of an incarceration. This
included 17.0% with a jail release and 7.7% with a prison release. These two
groups were not discrete, as 113 persons or 1.6% of the overall population
(21% of the previously imprisoned population and 9.5% of the previously
jailed population) had been incarcerated in both jail and prison.
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TABLE 1: Persons in New York City (NYC) Municipal Single Adult Shelters on
December 1, 1997: Incarceration, Shelter Use, and Demographic
Characteristics

Sheltered Sheltered
Overall Population Population

Sheltered With Prison With Jail
Population %a History %b History %c

Incarceration
Any historyd 23.1 100.0 100.0
Jailc 17.0 21.0 100.0
Prison 7.7 100.0 9.4

Shelter stay history
1st stay 40.4 37.9 26.1
1-5 stays 42.6 45.5 46.3
6-10 stays 11.4 12.2 17.6
More than 10 stays 5.6 4.4 10.0

Days in instant shelter stay
(after December 1)e,f,g

1-7 days 5.4 5.7 6.9
8-30 days 9.7 12.8 11.4
31-180 days 41.9 48.1 41.7
181-365 days 20.5 19.6 22.2
365+ days 22.5 13.9 17.8

Subsequent shelter stayf,h 26.9 25.2 35.4
Race/ethnicityf,g

Black (non-Hispanic) 60.4 56.2 65.1
White (non-Hispanic) 13.6 8.9 9.0
Hispanic 20.6 31.9 22.5
Other or Unknown 5.4 3.0 3.3

Malef,g 81.5 92.6 87.8
Agef,g

18-25 5.8 3.2 5.8
26-35 23.1 35.8 31.4
36-45 35.8 41.6 41.6
46-55 23.0 15.6 17.7
56+ 12.2 3.9 3.5

a. n = 7,022.
b. n = 539.
c.n = 1,196.Does not include episodes where persons were transferred directly from jail
to prison.
d. Incarceration (prison and/or jail) histories are limited to releases from New York State
prisons and NYC jails within the 2-year period prior to December 1, 1997.
e.For all persons in the study group, shelter stays are truncated in this measure to begin
on December 1, 1997, because of prison and jail subgroups having less opportunity to
accrue pre-December 1 shelter days given their incarceration histories.
f.Appropriate tests of significance (chi-square and t test) indicate significant differences
(p < .001) between the prison subgroup and the rest of the study group.
g. Appropriate tests of significance (chi-square and t test) indicate significant differ-
ences (p < .001) between the jail subgroup and the rest of the study group.
h. Subsequent shelter stay occurred either within 1 year after instant stay exit or, if this
exit occurred in 2001, before December 31, 2001.



Shelter utilization is represented by three measures: the number of DHS
shelter stays (prior and instant), the prospective length of the instant stay (i.e.,
the duration of the shelter stay after the index date), and whether or not a
repeat stay occurred within 1 year from exiting the instant stay. Summarizing
these measures, when compared to the overall group, the prison subgroup
had about the same number of stays, but their stays were shorter, whereas the
jail subgroup also had shorter stays but stayed in shelters more frequently
both before and after the instant stay.

There were also significant demographic differences among the sub-
groups and the general shelter population. Among a predominantly Black
and Hispanic shelter population, the prison subgroup featured a higher pro-
portion of persons of Hispanic ethnicity, whereas the jail subgroup contained
a higher proportion of persons of (non-Hispanic) Black race. The single adult
shelter population was 81.5% male, and both the prison and jail subgroups
had even higher proportions of males. Both subgroups were significantly
younger than the general shelter population.

These descriptive characteristics were fitted into three multivariate mod-
els to estimate the associations of jail or prison release on three measures of
shelter utilization, controlling for demographic and shelter utilization mea-
sures. The first set of results was from a Poisson model regressing on the
number of previous shelter stays experienced by each person in the study
group. Although being incarcerated during this period, especially in prison,
reduced the opportunity for persons to accrue shelter stays, having a history
of jail release showed a highly significant association with a greater number
of past shelter stays, whereas history of prison release had a nonsignificant
association and no negative effect. The more days accrued during the part of
one’s current stay that occurred prior to the index date, the further opportu-
nity to accrue stays is reduced, and this was borne out by a significant, nega-
tive association between this measure and number of past shelter stays.

In the second model, which used OLS regression on the number of days in
the instant shelter stay that occurred after index date, a prison stay was signif-
icantly associated with a shorter shelter stay, whereas a jail stay had a non-
significant association. The number of past shelter stays was significantly
associated with a reduced length of shelter stay, and accruing more shelter
days prior to the index date was associated with a longer stay after this date.

The final model in Table 2 was a Cox regression model estimating the
association of the covariates with the hazard of returning for a subsequent
shelter stay in the year following exit from the instant shelter stay. Here both
jail and prison history had significant (p < .05) associations with the depen-
dent variable, but whereas a jail stay history was associated with an increased
hazard (by 15%) of a repeat shelter stay, having had a prison stay history was
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associated with a 20% decrease in the hazard of experiencing a repeat shelter
stay. The higher the number of past shelter stays, the greater the hazard for
experiencing a subsequent stay, whereas the number of days in the instant
stay (total stay length) had a significant but small incremental association
with a decreased risk of a subsequent shelter stay (0.01% reduction in hazard
per shelter day).

Tables 3 and 4 focused on the incarceration episodes of the 1,622 persons
in the study group and demonstrate further differences related to jail and
prison histories.3 Table 3 shows that unsurprisingly, prison incarcerations on
average lasted considerably longer than jail incarcerations. But, in looking at
the gap between the end of incarceration and the start of the index shelter stay,
the prison to shelter gap, on average, was considerably shorter than the jail to
shelter gap. More than half (54.3%) of the former lasted 1 week or less, com-
pared to 32.9% of the latter. The median gap length (not shown in the table)
for the jail gap (64 days) was also considerably longer than that for the prison
gap (5 days).

Table 4 presents the results of an OLS regression model that assesses
whether the association between prison stay and shorter incarceration-
shelter gap remained after controlling for the differences in length of the
incarceration episode (and for race/ethnicity, age, and sex). After controlling
for these covariates, prison stay was still associated with a considerably
shorter gap length compared to jail stay, whereas length of incarceration falls
just outside of being significant at the .05 level.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study, which matched prison and jail records to records of individu-
als staying in municipal homeless shelters in New York City on December 1,
1997, found that 23.1%, or nearly one fourth of the study population, had
been incarcerated in a New York State prison or a New York City jail within
the previous 2 years. This overall rate, when broken down by incarceration
type, has 17.0% experiencing a jail episode and 7.7% experiencing a prison
episode. These rates are almost certainly understated because of limitations
related to the relatively short period studied, the lack of data on incarcerations
outside of NYSDOCS and New York City DOC, and the undetermined num-
ber of missed matches because of inconsistent identifying information being
collected by the different systems. Nonetheless, the findings indicate that
incarceration affects a substantial minority of the single adult sheltered popu-
lation and that criminal justice issues, whether recognized or not, figure
prominently among the homeless milieu.
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The extent to which findings such as this are generalizable is always a
matter of concern. As the largest city in the United States, New York City also
has the largest shelter system. However, when taken as a proportion of its
population, New York City’s shelter population falls into the middle of a
range of other different-sized urban jurisdictions (Metraux et al., 2001). With
respect to its jail population, New York City ranks second in overall size to
Los Angeles and, when viewed as a proportion of its overall population,
ranks behind numerous other cities (Harrison & Karberg, 2003). Similarly,
although New York State has one of the largest inmate populations in the
United States, its rate of incarceration ranks it among the middle of the states
(U.S. Department of Justice, 2002). Other dynamics specific to individual
cities are more difficult to quantify, but there is no indication that factors par-
ticular to New York City would preclude these findings from being consid-
ered more generally.

The distinct patterns of shelter use associated with prison releases and jail
releases each have different implications for developing effective interven-
tions to ameliorate homelessness on release from incarceration. Among
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TABLE 3: Length of Most Recent Incarceration Episodes and Length of Time
Between the End of the Incarceration Episodes and the Start of the
Corresponding Shelter Stays Associated With Persons in the New
York City Single Adult Shelter System on December 1, 1997, With an
Incarceration Record in the 2-Year Period Prior to This Date

All Prison Jail
Incarcerations %a Episodes %b Episodes %c

Length of incarceration
1 day 6.3 0.0 8.9
2-7 days 30.2 0.0 42.4
8-30 days 14.9 1.1 20.5
31-365 days 29.1 33.5 27.4
More than 366 days 19.5 65.5 0.9

Length of incarceration release
to shelter entry (gap)

0-1 day 26.9 37.5 22.6
2-7 days 12.2 16.8 10.3
8-30 days 9.7 7.5 10.6
31-180 days 22.9 17.9 25.0
181-365 days 16.2 11.7 18.0
366-730 days 12.0 8.5 13.4

NOTE: Where both jail and prison histories preceded one person’s shelter stay (n =
113), only the incarceration episode that was closest to shelter stay was included.
a. n = 1,622.
b. n = 469.
c. n = 1,153.



many of the 7.7% of the study group who had a prior prison stay, shelter use
appears to have been related to reentry issues. History of a prison release in
the 2 years prior to the index date was associated with a shorter instant shelter
stay, a reduced hazard of experiencing a subsequent stay, and, compared to
those released from jails, a shorter gap between incarceration exit and shelter
entry. The finding that 61.8% of those in the study population who were
released from prison commenced their instant shelter stay within 30 days of
release is consistent with findings that these 30 days represent a critical
period when released prisoners are most vulnerable to a variety of negative
outcomes (Nelson, Deess, & Allen, 1999; Travis et al., 2001).

Thus, shelter stays among persons released from prison appear more
likely to be of a transitional nature rather than part of a long-term pattern of
homelessness. However, it is unclear whether the long-term outcomes fol-
lowing this transition are more likely to include eventual economic and resi-
dential stability or less desirable outcomes such as reincarceration. Other
research using these data shows shelter use, among a cohort of released pris-
oners, to be associated with a modest increase in the hazard of returning to
prison (Metraux & Culhane, 2004). Conversely, the short period between
prison release and most subsequent shelter use suggests that housing assess-
ments prior to release could identify many of those who will be at risk for
homelessness. Housing, if made available on prison release on either a transi-
tional or a permanent basis, might preclude the need for homeless services
among persons released from prison and facilitate the more general commu-
nity reentry process (Osher, Steadman, & Barr, 2003).

Among the 17.0% in the study group entering the shelter system from a
recent jail stay, a different shelter use pattern emerges. Compared to the over-
all study group, this subgroup tended to have a more extensive history of
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TABLE 4: Regression Model for Assessing the Effects of Incarceration Type on
the Incarceration to Shelter Gap Length for Persons in New York City
Single Adult Shelter System With an Incarceration Record in 2-Year
Period Prior to December 1, 1997

Coefficient Estimate CI

Days incarcerated –0.02 –0.04, 0.0001
Incarcerated in prison –31.0 –54.0,–8.1***
Intercept 178.0 134.6, 221.5***

NOTE: CI indicates 95% confidence interval. Incarcerated in prison is as compared to
incarcerated in jail as the reference group. These results control for demographic vari-
ables (race/ethnicity, age, sex), whose results are not included here and are all
nonsignificant.
***p < .001.



prior shelter stays and a greater hazard for experiencing a subsequent shelter
stay. Not only did shelter stays follow a more prolonged, episodic pattern, but
the incarceration stay was typically of a relatively brief duration, with 71.8%
staying in jail for 30 days or less. This sequential pattern of shelter and jail use
points to a more prolonged pattern of residential instability.

This pattern offers support, albeit tentative, for other broader paradigms
describing the similar functions that jails and shelters play among extremely
poor populations. In this context, these serial jail and shelter stays alternately
represent pieces of an institutional circuit that acts as a surrogate for stable
housing (Hopper et al., 1997), a means for rabble management in which jails
and shelters exercise social control over an undesirable population (Irwin,
1985), and a process of socialization into a long-term, deviant lifestyle
described as “a life sentence on the installment plan” (Spradley, 1970, p. 252;
see also Grunberg & Eagle, 1990). Kuhn and Culhane (1998) have found that
homeless persons with such episodic patterns of shelter use tend to be youn-
ger and have higher rates of mental illness and substance abuse when com-
pared to the overall population of single adult shelter users. Interventions
suited for this group would require a more structured residential treatment
format, although supported housing programs have also reported success
with persons who have such institutional stay patterns (Tsemberis, 1999).

To summarize, jail and prison releases were each associated with different
shelter stay patterns, and each type of incarceration calls for a different inter-
vention approach. In making these conclusions, this study has emphasized
the dynamics among shelters and jails and prisons instead of the individual
characteristics of the persons in the study group, who are usually the focus of
such studies (Snow, Anderson, & Koegel, 1994). Indeed, the subgroups with
jail and prison records are likely to have overlapping constituencies who
share similar individual characteristics, and the extent to which this is so fur-
ther highlights the different effects of jail and prison on homelessness follow-
ing release. Instead, an institutional focus underscores the roles that carceral
institutions play in subsequent patterns of homelessness and their potential
roles as intervention points.

Data limitations preclude a more in-depth look at these dynamics and
create an agenda for future research. The interaction of shelters, jails, and
prisons with other institutional dynamics is one such area. Mental health and
substance abuse services, as well as income support and other poverty ame-
lioration services, have all figured prominently in proposed interventions for
sheltered and formerly incarcerated populations and may provide additional
insight into understanding and intervening in these different shelter use pat-
terns. Furthermore, data on already existing community supervision services
that the criminal justice system provides, and particularly probation and
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parole, could show how they play a role in either preventing or facilitating
postincarceration shelter use and ways to render these services more effec-
tive. In the meantime, the need for different approaches to preventing home-
lessness on prison release and jail release is apparent, as is the potential for
such interventions to substantially reduce the demand for shelter among sin-
gle adults.

NOTES

1. A shelter stay is here considered to be a span of shelter utilization that both followed and
preceded a 30-day absence from a shelter (Culhane & Kuhn, 1998; Piliavin, Wright, Mare, &
Westerfelt, 1996; Wong, Culhane, & Kuhn, 1997). By using this 30-day exit criterion, a stay
hereby precedes an extended period away from shelters and assumes that after an exit, alternate
living arrangements have supplanted, not just provided temporary relief from, shelter use. How-
ever, leaving a shelter may not mean leaving homelessness as, depending on the living situation
and the definition of homelessness used (Cordray & Pion, 1991), a person exiting a shelter stay
may still, by virtue of subsequently living on the streets or in doubled up situations with other
households, be considered homeless.

2. The length of the instant shelter stay is measured prospectively from the index date
(December 1, 1997) to reduce the extent to which the group differences are an artifact of incarcer-
ation history. As was already explained, to be considered to have an incarceration (prison or jail)
history, a person must have experienced an incarceration within the 2-year period prior to the
index date. Depending on the release date and the length of incarceration, time spent in jail or
prison reduces the opportunity to accrue an extended shelter stay prior to the index date (as one
cannot simultaneously be incarcerated and sheltered). To avoid confounding, the stay length
measure only includes time accrued after the index date.

3. The 113 instances where both jail and prison histories preceded a shelter stay were grouped
by whichever incarceration episode was closest to shelter entry.

REFERENCES

Allison, P. D. (1995). Survival analysis using the SAS system: A practical guide. Cary, NC: SAS
Institute.

Allison, P. D. (1999). Logistic regression using the SAS system. Cary, NC: SAS Institute.
Barak, G., & Bohm, R. M. (1989). The crimes of the homeless or the crime of homelessness: On

the dialectics of criminalization, decriminalization, and victimization. Contemporary Cri-
ses, 13, 275-288.

Bittner, E. (1967). Police on skid row: Study of peacekeeping. American Sociological Review,
32, 699-715.

Burt, M. R., Aron, L. Y., Lee, E., & Valente, J. (2001). Helping America’s homeless: Emergency
shelter or affordable housing? Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Conklin, T. J., Lincoln, T., & Tuthill, R. W. (2000). Self-reported health and prior health behav-
iors of newly admitted correctional inmates. American Journal of Public Health, 90, 1939-
1941.

Metraux, Culhane / SHELTERED HOMELESS INCARCERATION HISTORY 515



Cordray, D. S., & Pion, G. M. (1991). What’s behind the numbers? Definitional issues in count-
ing the homeless. Housing Policy Debate, 2, 587-616.

Correctional Association of New York. (1990). Young men under criminal justice custody in New
York State. New York: Author.

Culhane, D. P., Dejowski, E., Ibanez, J., Needham, E., & Macchia, I. (1994). Public shelter
admission rates in Philadelphia and New York City: The implications of turnover for shel-
tered population counts. Housing Policy Debate, 5(2), 107-140.

Culhane, D. P., & Kuhn, R. S. (1998). Patterns and determinants of shelter utilization among sin-
gle adults in New York City and Philadelphia: A longitudinal analysis of homelessness. Jour-
nal of Policy and Management, 17, 23-43.

Culhane, D. P., Lee, C. M., & Wachter, S. (1996). Where the homeless come from: A study of the
prior address distribution of families admitted to public shelters in New York City and Phila-
delphia. Housing Policy Debate, 7, 327-360.

Culhane, D. P., & Metraux, S. (1999). Assessing relative risk for homeless shelter usage in New
York City and Philadelphia. Population Research and Policy Review, 18(3), 219-236.

Eberle, M., Kraus, D., Pomeroy, S., & Hulchanski, D. (2000). Homelessness—Causes and
effects: A review of the literature, Vol. 1. Vancouver, Canada: British Columbia Ministry of
Social Development and Economic Security.

Fischer, P. J. (1992). The criminalization of homelessness. In M. J. Robertson (Ed.), Homeless-
ness: A national perspective (pp. 57-64). New York: Plenum.

Freudenberg, N. (2001). Jails, prisons, and the health of urban populations: A review of the
impact of the correctional system on community health. Journal of Urban Health, 78, 214-
235.

Grunberg, J., & Eagle, P. F. (1990). Shelterization: How the homeless adapt to shelter living.
Journal of Hospital and Community Psychiatry, 41, 521-525.

Harrison, P. M., & Karberg, J. C. (2003). Prison and jail inmates at midyear, 2002. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Hopper, K., Jost, J., Hay, T., Welber, S., & Haugland, G. (1997). Homelessness, severe mental ill-
ness, and the institutional circuit. Psychiatric Services, 48, 659-665.

Irwin, J. (1985). The jail: Managing the underclass in American society. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Kuhn, R. S., & Culhane, D. P. (1998). Applying cluster analysis to test a typology of homeless-
ness by pattern of shelter utilization: Results from the analysis of administrative data. Ameri-
can Journal of Community Psychology, 26, 207-232.

Kuno, E., Rothbard, A. B., Averyt, J. M., & Culhane, D. P. (2000). Homelessness among persons
with severe mental illness in an enhanced community-based mental health system. Psychiat-
ric Services, 51, 1012-1016.

Lamb, H. R., & Weinberger, L. E. (1998). Persons with severe mental illness in jails and prisons:
A review. Psychiatric Services, 49, 483-492.

Langan, P. A., & Levin, D. J. (2002). Recidivism of prisoners released in 1994. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Lichtenstein, A. C., & Kroll, M. (1996). The fortress economy: The economic role of the U.S.
prison system. In E. Rosenblatt (Ed.), Criminal injustice: Confronting the prison crisis (pp.
16-39). Boston: South End.

Mauer, M. (1999). Race to incarcerate. New York: New Press.
Metraux, S., & Culhane, D. P. (2004). Homeless shelter use and reincarceration following prison

release: Assessing the risk. Criminology & Public Policy, 3, 201-222.
Metraux, S., Culhane, D. P., Raphael, S., White, M., Pearson, C., Hirsch, E., et al. (2001). Assess-

ing homeless population size through the use of emergency and transitional shelter services

516 CRIME & DELINQUENCY / July 2006



in 1998: Results from the analysis of administrative data in nine US jurisdictions. Public
Health Reports, 116, 344-352.

Nelson, M., Deess, P., & Allen, C. (1999). The first month out, post-incarceration experiences in
New York City. New York: Vera Institute of Justice.

New York City Department of Human Services. (2003). Homeless outreach population survey
results. New York: Author.

Osher, F., Steadman, H. J., & Barr, H. (2003). A best practice approach to community reentry
from jails for inmates with co-occuring disorders: The APIC model. Crime & Delinquency,
49, 79-96.

Peters, R. H., Greenbaum, P. E., Edens, J. F., Carter, C. R., & Ortiz, M. M. (1998). Prevalence of
DSM-IV substance abuse and dependence disorders among prison inmates. American Jour-
nal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 24, 573-587.

Petersilia, J. (2001). Prisoner re-entry: Public safety and reintegration challenges. The Prison
Journal, 81, 360-375.

Piliavin, I., Wright, B. R., Mare, R. D., & Westerfelt, A. H. (1996). Exits and returns to homeless-
ness. Social Service Review, 70(1), 33-57.

Schlay, A. B., & Rossi, P. H. (1992). Social science research and contemporary studies of home-
lessness. Annual Review of Sociology, 18, 129-160.

Snow, D. A., Anderson, L., & Koegel, P. (1994). Distorting tendencies in research on the home-
less. American Behavioral Scientist, 37, 461-475.

Snow, D. A., Baker, S. G., & Anderson, L. (1989). Criminality and homeless men: An empirical
assessment. Social Problems, 36, 532-549.

Spradley, J. P. (1970). You owe yourself a drunk: An ethnography of urban nomads. Boston: Lit-
tle, Brown.

Travis, J., Solomon, A. L., & Waul, M. (2001). The dimensions and consequences of prisoner
reentry. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Tsemberis, S. (1999). From streets to homes: An innovative approach to supported housing for
homeless adults with psychiatric disabilities. Journal of Community Psychology, 27, 225-
241.

U.S. Department of Justice. (2002). Prisoners in 2001. Washington, DC: Author.
Wacquant, L. (2000). Deadly symbiosis: When ghetto and prison meet and mesh. Punishment

and Society, 3(1), 95-134.
Western, B., & Beckett, K. (1999). How unregulated is the US labor market? The penal system as

a labor market institution. American Journal of Sociology, 104, 1030-1060.
Wong, Y. L., Culhane, D. P., & Kuhn, R. S. (1997). Predictors of exit and reentry among family

shelter users in New York City. Social Service Review, 71, 441-462.

Metraux, Culhane / SHELTERED HOMELESS INCARCERATION HISTORY 517



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


