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This study identifies and compares the residential origins of homeless families and homeless individuals.
The study also analyses the spatial distribution of residential origins of homeless families and homeless
individuals with the factors associated with the risk of homelessness. Data were obtained through the
2005 homelessness survey in Miami-Dade County, Florida. The analyses reveal the statistically significant
differences in the spatial distribution of the residential origins of homeless families and homeless
individuals. The results clearly suggest that homeless individuals are more highly concentrated in
neighbourhoods of high poverty than homeless families. The study suggests the possibility that drift
effects drive more homeless individuals but fewer homeless families to move to deprived inner-city areas.
The study also suggests that the spatial analysis of prior addresses of homeless families and individuals
in this study can provide some ideas for other major cities or regions to better formulate homelessness
prevention and outreach programmes.
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Introduction
More than a decade ago, Culhane et al. (1996) presented
a study of the distribution of the prior addresses of home-
less families in New York City and Philadelphia. Their
study used the prior addresses information reported by
homeless families in both cities’ public shelter systems.
They found that the residential origins of homeless fami-
lies were highly concentrated in three dense clusters
accounting for 67 per cent of the residential origins in
New York City, and in three dense clusters accounting for
61 per cent of the residential origins in Philadelphia.
Culhane et al. (1996) found that areas with high rates of
poverty, more African Americans and higher rates of
female-headed households with children under 6 years
old are strongly and positively related to the rate of shelter
admission. The rate of households’ admission to shelters
also correlated with higher rates of unemployment and
labour force non-participation; more housing crowding;
more abandonment; higher rates of vacancy; higher rent-
to-income ratio; and fewer youth, elderly and immigrants.

Residential origins of homeless people are associated
with several geographical concepts such as homeless

mobility, drift hypothesis and service-dependent ghettos.
The concepts of homeless mobility link homelessness and
experience of movements and institutional dependency.
Drift hypothesis explains how people tend to move towards
deprived inner-city areas and become concentrated in
service-dependent ghettos. Many studies reveal substantial
differences between homeless families and homeless indi-
viduals, including reasons for becoming homeless (Burt
2001; Shinn and Weitzman 1994), the occurrence of
alcohol, drug and mental health (ADM) problems (Shinn
and Gillespie 1994), homelessness spell and shelter use
(Burt 2001; Kuhn and Culhane 1998) and history of stress-
ful life events (Roll et al. 1999; Zugazaga 2004).

There has been no study to date to investigate and
compare the residential origins of homeless families and
homeless individuals. This study expands the work of
Culhane and his colleagues (1996) and investigates the
residential origins of homeless families and individuals in
reference to homeless movement and institutional depen-
dency, drift hypothesis and service-dependent ghettos.

This study attempts first to identify and compare the
distributions of residential origins of homeless families
versus homeless individuals, and then to analyse the
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distribution of prior addresses of homeless families and
homeless individuals with the factors associated with the
risk of homelessness. This study uses data obtained
through the 2005 point-in-time homelessness survey in
Miami-Dade County, Florida.

Homeless individuals and homeless families
In the early 1980s, homeless people typically were per-
ceived as single men on skid row (Crook 1999; Crystal
1984); single homeless men are the most visible of all the
homeless. Such stereotypes of homelessness have
changed in the past two decades. The homeless popula-
tion now includes more women and families with young
children (Bassuk et al. 2001).

Burt et al. (2002) reported that homeless families were
more likely than homeless individuals to be in a first
homeless spell lasting less than 6 months. Homeless fami-
lies are more likely to use shelters or transitional housing
and less likely to have spent any time in places not meant
for habitation than homeless individuals (Burt 2001).
Homeless families were also reported to have higher
median income than homeless individuals. At the time of
the 1996 National Survey of Homeless Assistance Provid-
ers and Clients (NSHAPC), very poor families with chil-
dren were a favoured group to receive public benefit
programmes from federal, state and local government.

Burt et al. (2002) found that the reasons for leaving the
last regular place to stay for homeless families differ from
those for homeless singles. The most frequently given
reason for becoming homeless for homeless families,
headed by either men or women and for homeless single
women is ‘couldn’t pay rent’, while the top reason for
homeless single men is ‘lost job or job ended’. Other
important reasons indicated by homeless families headed
by either men or women are ‘landlord made client leave’
and ‘problem with residence or area where residence is
located’. The two latter reasons are not among the top four
reasons for homeless singles. On the other hand, two of
the top four reasons for homeless singles (‘was drinking’
and ‘was doing drugs’) are not among the top four reasons
for homeless families.

Several studies reveal that homeless individuals are
more likely to have alcohol and substance abuse prob-
lems than homeless families (Roll et al. 1999; Shinn and
Gillespie 1994; Zugazaga 2004). Homeless families are
also less likely to have mental disability than single adults
(Shinn and Gillespie 1994). Approximately a quarter of
homeless adults have experienced mental hospitalisation.
On the other hand, adult family members had rates of
prior mental hospitalisation of less than 10 per cent.
Homeless women with children are less likely to have a
criminal record and a history of hospitalisation for sub-
stance abuse than homeless individuals (Roll et al. 1999).

Homeless women with children experienced significantly
fewer stressful life events than homeless individuals (Roll
et al. 1999; Zugazaga 2004).

Homeless movement and institutional
dependency, drift hypothesis and
service-dependent ghettos
To develop a theory for generating hypotheses, this study
builds on previous theoretical works of homeless move-
ment and institutional dependency, drift hypothesis and
service-dependent ghettos. Homelessness is linked to
experience of movements and institutional dependency
(DeVerteuil 2003; May 2000). The experience of home-
lessness cannot be separated from the experience of
movement and the dependence on institutional settings.
Homeless mobility can be both advantageous and disad-
vantageous for subsistence patterns (Dear et al. 1994;
DeVerteuil 2003). Mobility can be a way to avoid stress
and improve material well-being. Mobility can reduce the
distance to family support. (Dear and Wolch 1987; DeVer-
teuil et al. 2007) On the contrary, mobility can isolate and
alienate individuals from stable residential settings, their
families and their former communities (Hopper 2003;
Snow and Anderson 1993). High levels of mobility can
disrupt employment, education and social support net-
works (DeVerteuil 2003; DeVerteuil et al. 2007).

Homeless people may interact with institutional settings
in ways that either sustain or disrupt their subsistence
patterns. In a study of single homeless women in Los
Angeles, DeVerteuil (2003) identified five types of home-
lessness based on levels of mobility and institutional
dependency.

Drift hypothesis, or social selection hypothesis, focuses
on how individuals drift into service-dependent ghettos
(DeVerteuil et al. 2007; Wolch and Philo 2000). Service-
dependent ghettos emerged when deinstitutionalisation
occurred without adequate replacement systems (Dear
and Wolch 1987; Wolch et al. 1988). In response to social
dislocation and rising economic marginality, institutions
sought to minimise costs and privatise services. Deinstitu-
tionalised persons with mental disability drift and become
concentrated in deprived, service-rich inner-city areas
(Almog et al. 2004; DeVerteuil et al. 2007; Milligan 1996).

Drift effects explain how persons with mental disability
tend to move towards deprived inner-city areas. People
with mental disability suffer downward social selection
and their socio-economic status becomes worse during
the course of their disability (Almog et al. 2004). They
tend to move to deprived areas where affordable accom-
modations are available and social services are already
provided. In view of the unwanted facilities siting, poor
inner-city areas tend to be more tolerant and accepting to
the establishment of unwanted facilities including mental
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health facilities and homeless shelters (Dear 1992; Taka-
hashi and Dear 1997). Drift hypothesis can be also
applied to the non-mentally ill homeless who also tend to
drift to service-dependent ghettos where most homeless
shelters and services are located. Spatial distributions of
the homeless are the product of homeless mobility pat-
terns including drift effects.

Methods

Purpose and hypotheses
The purpose of this study is twofold: first, to investigate the
spatial distribution of the prior addresses of homeless
families and homeless individuals, and second, to identify
demographic, socioeconomic and housing factors associ-
ated with the spatial distribution of each homeless cat-
egory. This study hypothesises that homeless families will
report prior addresses that are more widely spread and
less concentrated in deprived neighbourhoods than
homeless individuals. Homeless families who are pre-
dominantly homeless women with children are less likely
than homeless individuals to move and become concen-
trated in deprived neighbourhoods due to drift effects.

Homeless individuals are more likely to have mental
disability, alcohol problems and substance abuse prob-
lems than homeless families (Roll et al. 1999; Shinn and
Gillespie 1994; Zugazaga 2004). Individuals with mental
disability are more likely than those without mental dis-
ability to move to service-dependent ghettos in inner-city
areas (Almog et al. 2004; DeVerteuil et al. 2007; Milligan
1996) and become institutionally dependent. Drift
hypothesis explains how these individuals drift into
service-dependent ghettos (DeVerteuil et al. 2007; Wolch
and Philo 2000).

This study also hypothesises the spatial distribution of
the prior addresses of homeless people to be a function of
demographic composition, economic factors and housing
characteristics of corresponding unit analyses of geogra-
phy. This study identified 18 variables of demographic
characteristics, economic and housing problems that have
been shown to be associated with the risk of homeless-
ness at the neighbourhood level. Homeless families and
homeless individuals are hypothesised to have different
demographic characteristics, economic and housing
problems that correspond with the spatial distribution of
their residential origins.

Data sources
This study is a cross-sectional point-in-time study that
examines the spatial distribution of the residential origins
of homeless people who were captured in a point-in-time
homelessness survey in Miami-Dade County on 27
January 2005. Five outreach programmes, five supportive
service programmes, 12 emergency shelter programmes

and 28 transitional housing programmes in Miami-Dade
County participated in the survey. The locations of these
programmes are scattered in urban areas in Miami-Dade
County, including Miami, North Miami, Miami Beach,
Naranja, Hialeah and Homestead, as can be seen in
Figure 1.

The total number of completed and unduplicated
survey was 1201. All of these 1201 respondents were
homeless and their ages ranged from 18 to 82 years old.
The respondents comprise 270, 361, 490 and 80 home-
less people from the outreach programmes, emergency
shelter programmes, transitional housing programme and
supportive service programmes respectively. The sampling
frames of this study capture a variety of the homeless
population in Miami-Dade County.1 The participating
homeless programmes vary in many ways, including char-
acteristics of their clients, as shown in Table 1. Compared
with the homeless population on 27 January 2005, the
total completed survey was 23.3 per cent of the homeless
population in Miami-Dade County.2

The survey instruments were adopted from a standard-
ised core survey instrument developed by the state of
Florida’s Office on Homelessness and the Florida Coali-
tion for the Homeless. The survey asked the respondents
about their family status. There were 275 homeless fami-
lies and 926 homeless adult individuals in the survey.

This study used census tract groups that were created
from two or more adjoining census tracts with a total
population of roughly 20 000. This study created 111
census tract groups from all 347 census tracts in Miami-
Dade County. The population size of census tract groups
range from 11 935 to 27 988.3 The map of census track
groups can be seen in Figure 2.

Dependent and independent variables
This study transformed the prior addresses of homeless
people into Geographic Information System (GIS) data.
Using the geocoding tools within ArcGIS, the prior
addresses of homeless people were geocoded by finding
the appropriate street segment record and estimating a
location based on linear interpolation within the address
range in the database of street file. The matched prior
addresses of homeless families and individuals were over-
laid with the census tract group boundaries to determine
the number of prior addresses of homeless people by
census tract group. These numbers were then transformed
into the location quotients (LQs). LQ for homeless families
identifies the proportionate distribution of prior addresses
of homeless families by the number of family households
in a given census tract group with those in Miami-Dade
County. Family households are the base population from
which homeless families can be created. LQ for homeless
individuals uses the number of population over 18 years
old as the standardising term. The population of adults is
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the base population from which homeless individuals can
be created. These two LQs are then dependent variables of
this study that represent the spatial distribution of prior
addresses of homeless families and homeless individuals.

This study develops 18 variables that are hypothesised
to be associated with rates of homelessness. The corre-
lation matrix of the 18 variables shows that the variables
are highly correlated. In order to deal with the high cor-
relations among the 18 variables, this study uses princi-
pal components analysis with varimax rotation to

determine a lesser number of factors that are then used
in the analysis.

Table 2 shows the results of principal components
analysis. The results suggest that three factors adequately
summarise the data and explain 76.4 per cent of the
variance of the original set of independent variables. The
first factor, which explains the largest proportion of vari-
ance (46.6%), is named ‘deprivation’. There are 10 vari-
ables that are loaded on this factor. Census tract groups
with a high score on this factor represent areas with a high

N

0 2.5 5 10
Miles

Figure 1 The distribution of the participating homeless programmes
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Table 1 Number of respondents by programme and number of available beds and characteristics of clients

No. Programme
Number of
respondents

Number of
available beds

Characteristics
of clients

Outreach programme (n = 270)*
1 Camillus House 25 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
2 Citrus Health Network 33 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam, MH, SA
3 City of Miami 101 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
4 City of Miami Beach 53 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
5 Miami-Dade 58 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
Emergency shelter programme (n = 361)**
6 Beckham Hall 35 100 M, Sgl
7 HAC I 111 402 M/F, Sgl/Fam
8 HAC II 118 300 M/F, Sgl/Fam
9 CMB 8 26 M/F, Sgl
10 Detainee 3 7 M/F, Sgl
11 FEMA 2 30 M/F, Sgl
12 JMH 7 10 M/F, Sgl
13 SFAN 23 28 M/F, Sgl, AIDS
14 HTF Women and Family 8 30 F, Fam
15 HTF Men 12 30 M, Sgl
16 Here’s Hope 27 45 M/F, Sgl/Fam, AIDS
17 CHP 7 30 M/F, Sgl, Chr
Transitional housing programme (n = 490)***
18 Residential 32 55 M/F, Sin, SA
19 16-bed non-treatment 15 16 M, Sgl
20 34-bed non-treatment 33 34 F, Sgl
21 Beach Workout 15 16 M/F, Sgl
22 Courtyards 35-Bed Families 9 35 M/F, Fam
23 Airbase Singles 19 28 M, Sgl, Vet
24 Airbase Families 29 160 M/F, Fam
25 SRO/Villas 48 45 M/F, Sgl
26 TAHP 21 67 M/F, Fam
27 THOP 31 127 M/F, Fam
28 Kiva Saven Haven 12 14 M/F, Sgl, MH
29 COB 19 22 M/F, Sgl, MH
30 Shaman Transitional Residence 17 24 M/F, Sgl, MH
31 Mayfair Transitional Housing 19 42 M/F, Sgl, MH
32 Successful Investment 12 42 F, Sin/Fam
33 Naranja Safe Haven 10 14 M/F, Sgl
34 Homeless Primary Care Services 12 12 M/F, Sgl, MH
35 Transition and Stabilization 27 35 M, Sgl, SA
36 Esperanza 12 45 M/F, Fam
37 New Beginnings 6 48 M/F, Fam
38 New Day 5 20 M/F, Fam
39 PIN North 8 25 M/F, Fam
40 PIN South 5 25 M/F, Fam
41 Inn Transition South 25 250 F, Sgl/Fam
42 Housing Employment Program 3 10 M/F, Sgl
43 New Hope Residential 20 24 M, Sgl, MH, SA
44 Primary Care 20 20 M/F, Sgl, MH, SA
45 Bloom Center 6 6 F, Sgl/Fam, SA
Supportive service programme (n = 80)
46 Crossroads 16 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam, MH, SA
47 Camillus Health Concern 19 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
48 HESS 10 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
49 HOPE 32 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
50 Homeless Legal Assistance 3 N/A M/F, Sgl/Fam
TOTAL 1201 2299

Sources: The 2005 Point-in-time Homelessness Survey in Miami-Dade County, phone interviews
Notes: * 13.6% of total non-sheltered homeless population of the 2005 Homeless Census; ** 26.8% of total homeless population in emergency
shelter programmes of the 2005 Homeless Census; *** 27.2% of total homeless population in transitional housing programmes of the 2005
Homeless Census; M – male; F – female; Sgl – single ; Fam – family; MH – mental health; SA – substance abuse; Vet – veteran; Chr – chronically
homeless
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concentration of people without high-school diploma,
households with public assistance income, persons below
75 per cent of poverty level, households below poverty
level without a telephone, households without cars, rental
units, proportion median contract rent to median house-
hold income and overcrowded rental households. These
census tract groups are also characterised by a low
median household income and a low median contract
rent.

The second factor, which is labelled ‘African American
female unemployment’, explains 17.2 per cent of the
variance in the model. Census tract groups with a high
score on this factor are characterised by a high concen-
tration of unemployed females with or without young
children and a high proportion of unemployment. These
census tract groups also represent areas with a high con-
centration of persons of African American descent and a
low concentration of persons of Hispanic descent.

N

0 2.5 5 10
Miles

Figure 2 The census tract groups
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The third factor, which is labelled ‘one-person house-
hold housing market’, explains 12.6 per cent of the vari-
ance in the model. Census tract groups with a high score
on this factor represent areas with a high concentration of
one-person households, a low proportion of households
with subfamilies and a high vacancy rate. These three
factors are then used as the independent variables for
further analysis in the study.

Results

Spatial distribution and statistical tests
for differences
This study identified 836 respondents who reported that
their prior addresses were located in Miami-Dade County,
Florida. Homelessness in Miami-Dade County does not
only come from within its county boundary but also from
other counties in Florida; some homeless people came
from other states in the US or even out of the US. There

were 55 in-state non-Miami-Dade prior addresses, 133
out-of-state prior addresses in 35 states and 6 out-of-
country prior addresses. In addition, this study found a
relatively large portion of missing addresses (171 out of
1201).

The geocoding procedure of this study results in 817
matched addresses, including 231 prior addresses of
homeless families and 586 prior addresses of homeless
individuals. The 817 matched addresses include 67 prior
addresses of the respondents located in several homeless
programmes in Miami-Dade County. The matched
addresses may include addresses where the respondents
doubled up with friends or family.4 These addresses are
included in the study because they are also the residential
origins of the respondents. These matched addresses are
located in 97 census tract groups. Fourteen census tract
groups do not have prior addresses of homeless people.
The census tract group that has the most prior addresses of
the homeless is census tract group 107 (65 addresses). The

Table 2 The results of principal components analysis

No. Variables

Descriptive statistics Loadings on resulting factors

Mean
Standard
deviation Deprivation

African
American
female
unemployment

One-person
household
housing
market

1 Proportion of Blacks 0.2120 0.26927 0.074 0.920 -0.001
2 Proportion of Hispanic 0.5639 0.27059 0.396 -0.776 -0.374
3 Proportion of persons without

high-school diploma
0.3289 0.15478 0.896 0.220 -0.268

4 Proportion of unemployed female 0.0285 0.01283 0.468 0.669 -0.151
5 Proportion of unemployed female with

children under 6
0.0048 0.00378 0.358 0.588 -0.114

6 Proportion of subfamilies 0.0562 0.03021 0.252 0.261 -0.811
7 Proportion of one-person household 0.2123 0.10507 0.205 -0.043 0.921
8 Proportion of unemployment 0.0527 0.02456 0.459 0.712 -0.071
9 Proportion of households with public

assistance income
0.0641 0.04131 0.850 0.348 -0.118

10 Median household income 43583.48 21193.0 -0.797 -0.265 0.096
11 Proportion of persons below 75% of

poverty level
0.1317 0.08203 0.708 0.580 0.303

12 Proportion of households without cars 0.1429 0.11346 0.764 0.229 0.515
13 Proportion of households below poverty

line without telephone
0.0135 0.01899 0.629 0.472 0.356

14 Proportion of rental units 0.3976 0.20253 0.830 0.125 0.389
15 Proportion of median contract rent to

median household income
30.74 3.3238 0.537 -0.099 -0.143

16 Median contract rent 634.80 171.945 -0.669 -0.495 0.028
17 Proportion of housing units with more

than two people per room
0.0587 0.03403 0.863 0.113 0.065

18 Proportion of vacant housing units 0.0720 0.06279 0.358 0.161 0.831

Notes: N homeless individuals = 586; N homeless families = 231; per cent variance explained: 76.4
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census tract group with the second highest number of
prior addresses of the homeless is census tract group 30
(45 addresses).

Census tract group 107 is located in Homestead in the
southern parts of Miami-Dade County. The area was char-
acterised by the highest proportion of unemployment and
unemployed females; a high proportion of female-headed
households with young children, people below 75 per
cent of poverty level, people without a high-school
diploma and rental units and low median household
income. The 65 prior addresses in this census tract group
include 38 and 27 prior addresses of homeless families
and individuals respectively.

Census tract group 30 is located in Downtown Miami
in the northern parts of Miami-Dade County. The area was
characterised by the highest proportion of unemployed
females with young children; a high proportion of people
without a high-school diploma, people below 75 per cent
of poverty level, households with public assistance
income, households below the poverty level without a
telephone, one-person households and rental units and
low median household income. The prior addresses of
homeless people in this census tract group include 40
addresses of homeless individuals and five addresses of
homeless families.

The statistical difference tests reveal that the mean
centres between prior addresses of homeless families
and homeless individuals are significantly different at p
value �0.005 and the standard deviational ellipses of
the prior addresses of homeless families and homeless
individuals are significantly different at p value �0.001.
The results of the statistical difference tests are presented
in Table 3.

Concentration and density variation
The spatial distributions of matched prior addresses of
homeless families and homeless individuals are shown in
Figures 3 and 4 respectively. The dot mappings, as shown
in both figures, reveal true locations of prior addresses of

the homeless. To compare and contrast the concentrations
and density variations of the prior addresses of homeless
families and homeless individuals, this study uses a
density-based spatial clustering technique called hot-spot
analysis.

The concentrations and density variations of prior
addresses of homeless families and homeless individuals
are presented in Figures 5 and 6. The figures show the
differences in the concentration and density of the prior
addresses between homeless families and homeless indi-
viduals. The prior addresses of homeless families are dis-
tributed more equally than homeless individuals across
the study area. The prior addresses of homeless individu-
als were more concentrated in the northern parts than in
the southern parts of Miami-Dade County. On the other
hand, the concentrations of the prior addresses of home-
less families in the southern parts and in the northern parts
are relatively equal.

With regard to hot spots, homeless families have more
dispersed and larger hot spots in the southern part of the
study area than homeless individuals. Homeless individu-
als have larger hot spots in the northern part of the study
area than homeless families. In the southern part of the
county, homeless families and homeless individuals have
secondary hot spots in Homestead and Florida City. The
figures indicate a secondary hot spot of homeless families
in Perrine, but none of homeless individuals. In the north-
ern part of the county, homeless individuals have more
and larger secondary hot spots. Both homeless categories
have secondary hot spots in Miami and Hialeah, but the
secondary hot spot of homeless individuals is larger than
that of homeless families. The figures show a secondary
hot spot of homeless individuals in Miami Beach and
North Miami Beach, but none of homeless families. Addi-
tionally, homeless families have a secondary hot spot in
Miami Garden.

Factors associated with the spatial distribution of
prior addresses
Table 4 provides the result of the regression analysis for
homeless families. The African American female unem-
ployment rate is the strongest predictor of the rate of
homelessness among families. The areas with high rates of
unemployment, unemployed women with children and
unemployed women without young children, a high con-
centration of African Americans and a low concentration
of Hispanics are strongly and positively related to produc-
ing more homeless families. The rates of family homeless-
ness are also significantly associated with deprivation. The
regression analysis reveals that the one-person household
housing market is not a significant predictor of the rates of
family homelessness.

Table 5 presents the result of the regression analysis for
homeless individuals. All factors including deprivation,

Table 3 The results of statistical difference tests in mean
centres and standard deviational ellipses of residential
origins of homeless families and homeless individuals

Measures Value Significance

Mean centres
X 7.120 ***
Y 5.656 ***
Standard deviational ellipses
X 1.502 ***
Y 1.668 ***

Notes: N homeless individuals = 586; N homeless families =
231;* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.050; *** p < 0.010
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African American female unemployment and one-person
household housing market are positively and significantly
associated with the rates of homelessness among indi-
viduals. As expected, the factor of deprivation which also
indicates the extreme poverty is the strongest predictor of
the rate of homelessness among individuals. In contrast to
family homelessness, the rate of homelessness among
individuals is significantly and positively associated with
the factor of one-person household housing market.

Discussion

The statistical tests for differences in the spatial distribu-
tion of prior addresses reveal the significant differences in
the spatial distribution of prior addresses of homeless
families and homeless individuals. The hot-spot analyses
also reveal the differences in the concentration and
density of the prior addresses between homeless families
and homeless individuals.

N

0 2.5 5 10
Miles

Figure 3 The spatial distribution of residential origins of homeless families
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The hot-spot analyses show the prior addresses of home-
less families are more spatially dispersed than those of
homeless individuals. On the other hand, the prior
addresses of homeless individuals are heavily concen-
trated in the northern parts of Miami-Dade County in
which the people with extreme poverty are highly concen-
trated.5 The secondary hot spots also indicate that the prior
addresses of homeless individuals tend to become concen-
trated in service-rich inner city areas such as Downtown
Miami, Miami Beach and North Miami Beach.

This study suggests that drift hypothesis is more likely to
have been applied to homeless families than homeless
individuals. Homeless families are more likely to drift
from parts of Miami-Dade County where affordable
accommodations and social services are rarely available
to service-rich inner-city areas where most affordable
accommodations and social services including mental
health facilities and homeless shelters and services are
located. On the other hand, homeless individuals are
more likely to move within service-rich areas or move

N

0 2.5 5 10
Miles

Figure 4 The spatial distribution of residential origins of homeless individuals
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from one service-rich area to another service-rich area.
Homeless individuals are less likely than homeless fami-
lies to have their prior addresses in areas where affordable
accommodations and social services are rarely available.
For homeless individuals, their mobility is more like
cycling or churning; it is no longer a drift.

The statistical test between the prior addresses of home-
less families and homeless individuals indicates that the
differences are statistically significant at p value �0.005.
This study clearly indicates that the spatial distribution of

residential origins could be a new way to compare and
contrast homeless families and homeless individuals.

The results of the hot-spot analyses provide the concen-
tration and density variation of the prior addresses of
homeless families and homeless individuals. The study is
able to identify hot spots as the areas with high risk of
producing homeless families and homeless individuals.
The hot spots of the prior addresses of homeless families
and homeless individuals can be designated as the target
areas of services for preventing homelessness. The

Miami Garden 

Florida City 

Homestead 

Hialeah

Perrine 

Miami  

N

0 1.5 3 6
Miles

Figure 5 The concentration and density variations of residential origins of homeless families
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selected prevention such as targeting homelessness pre-
vention services to high-risk areas will be more efficient
than universal prevention (Shinn et al. 2001). This study
reveals the concentrated areas with high risks of produc-
ing homeless families differ from those of homeless
individuals.

The study finds that African American female unem-
ployment is significantly and positively associated with
the rates of homelessness in the census tract group level
for families and individuals. Such a finding indicates
unemployment among African American females seems

to be a strong predictor of homelessness in Miami-Dade
County. The increasing proportions of female-headed
households and of female-headed households with young
children, particularly African Americans, have put such
individuals at risk of becoming homeless (Takahashi
1996; Wasson and Hill 1998). African American women
who are unemployed are highly vulnerable to being
homeless.

The study finds that the one-person household housing
market is significantly associated with the rates of home-
lessness among individuals. Areas with a high concentra-

Miami Beach 

North Miami 
Beach

Miami 

Hialeah

Homestead 

Florida City 

N

0 1.5 3 6
Miles

Figure 6 The concentration and density variations of residential origins of homeless individuals

12 Rukmana

Area 2010
ISSN 0004-0894 © 2010 The Author.

Journal compilation © Royal Geographical Society (with The Institute of British Geographers) 2010



tion of one-person households, high vacancy rates and a
low proportion of subfamilies are more likely to produce
homeless individuals. The finding indicates that high
vacancy rates for one-person households are associated
with homelessness among individuals in Miami-Dade
County.

Further analyses indicate significant positive correla-
tions between one-person households and vacancy status
including vacant housing units that are rented or sold, but
not occupied; and vacant housing units for seasonal, rec-
reational or occasional use. One-person households have
significant positive correlations with vacant housing units
that are rented for less than $300 per month and $2000 or
more per month. Significant positive correlations are also
between one-person households and number of units in
the structure for vacant housing units including 5–9 units,
10–19 units, 20–50 units, more than 50 units and boat,
RV and van.

There are two possible explanations of why high
vacancy rates for one-person households are associated
with homelessness among individuals in Miami-Dade
County. The study suggests that the areas with high
vacancy rates, particularly vacant housing units that offer
very low monthly rent and in large number of units in the
structure, are viewed as relatively undesirable. The physi-
cal quality of such vacant housing units is at risk of
under-maintenance and abandonment. This finding sug-
gests that individuals who are at risk of homelessness
prefer becoming homeless to living in low-rent units with
very low physical quality or doubling-up with relatives or

friends. This finding supports the argument made by
O’Flaherty (1996) that low-income individuals might
prefer homelessness to very low-quality housing.

The second possible explanation is the areas with high
vacancy rates due to seasonal, recreational or occasional
uses and very high monthly rent create tight housing
markets that will eventually generate more homeless
people because of the lack of affordable rental housing
units. Such high vacancy rates also suggest the possibility
of gentrification that displaces residents of low-rent
housing units and possibly generates more homeless
people. This is very possible because housing markets in
Miami-Dade County are attractive for homebuyers for
seasonal, recreational or occasional uses.

Conclusion
This study reveals that the spatial distribution of prior
addresses of homeless families and that of homeless indi-
viduals are significantly different statistically. Such find-
ings provide empirical support for the theory that
homeless people are a heterogeneous population. Each
category of homeless persons has distinctive characteris-
tics that distinguish it from others. The spatial distribution
of prior addresses can be a new characteristic that dis-
tinguishes homeless families from homeless individuals.
Homelessness policy should take into account the het-
erogeneity of the homeless population, including home-
less people’s spatial distribution of prior addresses, to
better address the intractability of the homelessness
problem.

The study reveals that areas with a high concentration
of one-person households, high vacancy rates and a low
proportion of subfamilies are related to producing more
homeless individuals. This finding suggests that individu-
als who are at risk of homelessness might prefer becoming
homeless to living in very low-quality housing, and the
possibility of gentrification that generates more homeless
people. Much remains unclear regarding why low-
income individuals prefer homelessness to very low-
quality housing and the mechanisms of gentrification by
which low-income people are displaced and become
homeless in places like Miami Beach. More research is
needed to investigate the dynamic of homelessness in
areas with a high number of very low-quality housing
units and in areas that are experiencing gentrification.

Finally, this study would recommend that housing
agencies and homelessness programmes and services
work to better target homeless prevention and outreach
using the results of this study. The spatial analysis of prior
addresses of homeless families and individuals in this
study can provide some ideas for other major cities or
regions to better formulate homelessness prevention and
outreach programmes.

Table 4 OLS regression results for prior addresses of
homeless families

Factor Beta Significance

Deprivation 0.273 ***
African American female

unemployment
0.577 ***

One-person household housing
market

0.038

Notes: N = 231; * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.050; *** p < 0.010

Table 5 OLS regression results for prior addresses of
homeless individuals

Factor Beta Significance

Deprivation 0.548 ***
African American female

unemployment
0.483 ***

One-person household housing
market

0.210 ***

Notes: N = 586; * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.050; *** p < 0.010
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Notes

1 Koegel et al. (1996) present a study of how a sampling frame
influences estimates of the size and profile of the homeless
population.

2 The homeless census has been conducted twice a year in
Miami-Dade County. The 2005 Homeless Census was con-
ducted on 27 January 2005; it commenced at 10:00 pm and
finished at 5:00 am on 28 January 2005. The 2005 Homeless
Census identified 1989 non-sheltered homeless people and
3173 sheltered homeless people consisting of 1348; 1803 and
20 homeless people in emergency shelters, transitional housing
programmes and hotel/motel respectively.

3 Further analysis shows that there is no significant association
between the population size and the prior addresses of home-
less people in the census tract groups level.

4 This study cannot identify whether the addresses are their own
addresses or the addresses where they doubled up with their
friends or family.

5 Census tracts with a high proportion of people below 75 per
cent of poverty level are mostly located in the northern parts of
Miami-Dade County, particularly in Miami and Hialeah. There
are fewer census tracts with a high proportion of people below
75 per cent of poverty level in the southern parts than in the
northern parts of Miami-Dade County
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