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What factors coincide with remaining in (non)poor neighborhoods or moving into or out
of them? The importance of this question is rooted in longstanding sociological interest in how
neighborhoods buttress social hierarchies and stratification, organize human interactions into
social networks and collective action, and facilitate (or reflect) socioeconomic attainment and
status (Fischer 1977, Logan and Molotch 1987, Park and Burgess 1925, Semyonov and Kraus
1982, Shaw and McKay 1942). Spurred by William Julius Wilson’s groundbreaking treatise on
urban poverty, The Truly Disadvantaged (1987), a number of studies have reintroduced the
neighborhood as a site for the production and reproduction of social inequalities. Negative
consequences of residing in poor neighborhoods include lower educational attainment (Brooks-
Gunn, Duncan and Aber 1997, Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum 2000), diminished earnings across
the life course (Sharkey 2013), higher incidence of physical and mental health problems
(Entwisle 2007, Robert 1999, Sampson, Morenoff and Gannon-Rowley 2002), and premature
mortality (Yao and Robert 2011).

For these reasons, locational attainment—the process by which individuals achieve
residence in neighborhoods of higher, lesser, or equal socioeconomic status as their origins—is a
fundamental dimension of social mobility in America. Much work has been devoted to
identifying factors that lead adults into, out of, or to be trapped in poor neighborhoods (e.qg.,
(Logan et al. 1996, South and Crowder 1997). Conversely, very little research has examined
locational attainment during the transition to adulthood (see Sharkey (2012) and Swisher et al.
(2013) for exceptions). This constitutes an important omission from the literature, as the

transition to adulthood is a potential turning point for individuals’ lives and their neighborhood



surroundings. One reason for this is that the transition to adulthood marks a stage in the life
course where residential mobility is particularly common (Fischer 2002), which is typically the
source of neighborhood poverty change for most individuals and especially young people
(Jackson and Mare 2007). Furthermore, as they enter adulthood young people experience a
range of interlocking transitions that can change their life trajectories—including their residential
fortunes—for better or worse (Laub and Sampson 2003). An array of factors are likely to
influence locational attainment during the transition to adulthood including several common
transitions such as moving from home, finishing school, entering the labor force, and initiating
relationships and families (Amato et al. 2008, Osgood et al. 2005). Such transitions precipitate
new residential needs—especially in the case of relationship and family formation—and shape
one’s ability to purchase residence in better neighborhoods.

As a set, life transitions could bear on the locational attainment process for young people
in ways that are not apparent when such transitions are viewed separately. This logic is
consistent with life course theory, which holds that consequences from specific transitions often
depend upon the presence or absence of other transitions (Macmillan and Copher 2005). Further,
because life transitions cluster together differently for young women and men, the link between
sets of life transitions and locational attainment may be gendered. For instance, marriage and
parenthood co-occur less commonly for young women than men (Eggebeen 2002), and mothers
are more likely to live with their children than fathers (Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010). The
distinctive paths young women and men take into adulthood could have consequences for their
locational attainments by affecting other relevant factors such as individual income and the

physical distance moved between adolescence and young adulthood.



The current study examines how sets of life transitions coincide with young women’s and
men’s locational attainment during the transition to adulthood. It addresses three important
questions: (1) How are different sets of life transitions associated with the locational attainment
of young adult women and men? (2) Does living in a poor or nonpoor neighborhood in young
adulthood constitute a change or continuation of earlier neighborhood disadvantage for women
and men who experience different transition sets? (3) Do individual income or the distance
between neighborhood locations in adolescence and young adulthood explain divergent
locational outcomes? To answer these questions | use data from the National Longitudinal Study
of Adolescent Health and latent class analysis to first identify common sets of transitions that
adolescents experience as they enter adulthood. | then estimate multivariable statistical models
that evaluate how different transition sets contribute to young women’s and men’s locational
attainment as they become adults. By demonstrating how sets of transitions align with
residential outcomes, this study broadens current understanding of how life course factors are

implicated in the locational attainment process.

LIFE TRANSITIONS AND THE LOCATIONAL ATTAINMENT PROCESS

Locational attainment is central to the broader system of stratification. Neighborhoods
act as both a cause and consequence of one’s position within a social hierarchy (Sampson 2012),
and thus serve important roles in the reproduction of social inequalities. On the cause side,
neighborhoods organize access to opportunities that facilitate—or impede—social mobility and
economic stability. Neighborhoods are closely aligned with schooling opportunities and low-
income neighborhoods are notoriously located in underperforming school districts, leading to
diminished cognitive development and poor educational outcomes (Aaronson 1998, Brooksgunn
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Employment opportunities are similarly lacking in poor neighborhoods, especially for low-
skilled workers (Kain 2004, Wilson 1996). This deficit has long-term consequences in the form
of diminished earnings over the life course (Sharkey 2013).

Viewing locational attainment as a consequence of stratification is often interpreted
through two theoretical frames. Spatial assimilation theory emphasizes the roles of income and
human capital in the locational attainment process (Iceland and Wilkes 2006, Massey 1985,
South and Crowder 1997). Under this view, diverging locational attainments between
households simply reflect inter-household differences in income and human capital (e.g.,
education, English-language skills). However, economic and human capital alone do not fully
explain divergent locational attainments, especially with respect to black-white differences in
neighborhood quality. An alternative view, the place stratification perspective, holds that due to
systematic discrimination in the housing market, marginalized groups across all economic strata
are less likely to achieve residence in nonpoor neighborhoods (Logan and Alba 1993). This view
gains traction from studies showing that across all levels of income, blacks are more likely than
economically-comparable whites to reside in low-income neighborhoods (Charles 2003, Logan,
Stults and Farley 2004).

Though predominant theoretical frames guiding locational attainment research tend to
emphasize the roles of income and race/ethnicity, major life transitions have also been shown to
matter (Clark, Deurloo and Dieleman 2003, Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007). In particular,
occupational changes, marriage, and family formation impact locational attainment by shifting
the residential needs of households as well as the capacity to fulfill such needs. Joining the labor
force or experiencing some form of occupational change (e.g., promotion; job loss) alters the

abilities of households to afford new housing in better neighborhoods. In their study of single



mothers’ locational attainments, South and Crowder (1998) found that beginning a job was
associated with a higher probability of moving from a poor to a nonpoor neighborhood (relative
to remaining in a poor neighborhood). Conversely, in an earlier study of adult women and men,
the same authors show that job loss is associated with a higher risk for moving from nonpoor to
poor neighborhoods above and beyond the effect of income lost (South and Crowder 1997).

Transitioning from singlehood to marriage is also associated with improvements in
residential circumstances (South and Crowder 1998; Swisher, Kuhl, and Chavez 2013).

Marriage can facilitate upward locational attainment by increasing household income through the
addition of a wage earner, which may benefit women in particular (Holden and Smock 1991).
Further, married householders enjoy an “economies-0f-scale” benefit by sharing financial
burdens such as utilities and housing payments. This benefit releases extra income that can be
used to secure housing in higher-quality neighborhoods. Cohabitation may operate on residential
outcomes in ways similar to marriage, though its role in the locational attainment process has not
been extensively investigated.

While entering employment or marriage appear to have positive impacts on residential
outcomes, the role of childrearing is less clear. On the one hand, having children precipitates
needs for additional space and amenities like childcare centers more often found in less densely-
populated suburban areas (Small and McDermott 2006). Because migration to suburban
neighborhoods generally lowers neighborhood poverty exposure (Keels et al. 2005), having
children may facilitate upward locational attainments. On the other hand, having children could
keep individuals anchored to their neighborhoods by raising the costs of moving, including
financial costs as well as losses in family social capital (Briggs 1997). This view receives

support from (Crowder, South and Chavez 2006), who find that households with children present



at a baseline observation were less likely to leave their neighborhoods over successive
observations. While this study does not examine how changing from childlessness to parenting
roles influences residential mobility and, by extension, locational attainment, it does suggest
evidence of immobility among households with children. For single young adult women this
may be especially true. Young adult women are more likely to be single parents than men
(Sandefur, Eggerling-Boeck and Park 2005), and the economic perils, localized forms of support,
and public assistance that come with single parent status may keep single mothers anchored to
their neighborhoods for better or worse.

Other transitions are likely to bear on locational attainment during the transition to
adulthood. Leaving the parental home, a common event during this stage in the life course,
inherently involves changing residences if not neighborhoods. At least one study has shown that
minority adolescents leaving their parents’ homes to form independent households experience
decreases in neighborhood poverty exposure than those who stay put (Sharkey 2012).
Conversely, white adolescents exiting the parental home experience slight increases in
neighborhood poverty exposure, a finding partially explained by current college enroliment. Itis
unclear whether these patterns are consistent for young women and men or whether the physical
distance separating one’s neighborhoods in adolescence and young adulthood explains part or all
of the association between residential independence and locational outcomes. Because longer-
distance moves typically confer greater change in the neighborhood environment than local
moves (Coulton, Theodos and Turner 2012), move distance could constitute a mediating factor
between life transitions and locational attainment.

Studies of individual transitions provide important insights into the way that life events

influence locational attainment, but it cannot be assumed that these transitions have similar



implications for locational attainment when experienced in tandem. For example, leaving the
parental home may reduce neighborhood poverty exposure, but leaving home while raising a
child without a job could operate differently. Accounting for these interdependencies deepens
current understanding of the contingent relationship between certain life transitions and
locational attainment. Conceptually, principles from life course theory (Elder 1985, Elder 1998)
may be usefully augmented to traditional perspective on locational attainment to better
understand how clusters of interdependent life transitions coincide with residential outcomes.
The life course perspective describes several components related to the current inquiry: roles,
role configurations, and transitions. Roles are socially-defined positions that people assume
across institutional settings such as student, employee, spouse, and parent (Macmillan and
Copher 2005). Social roles are imbued with social meaning, expectations for behavior, sanctions
against insubordination, and resources as well as strains endemic to particular roles (Hochschild
1997, Sieber 1974, Stryker 1968). Role configurations refer to clusters of social roles that
individuals occupy at any given point in their lives (MacMillan and Eliason 2003). Much work
has been devoted to the consequences of role configurations, especially in sociological research
on the family (e.g., (Frisco and Williams 2003, Moen 2003). Finally, life transitions represent
shifts into and out of particular roles. Because of the properties of social roles, role transitions
have implications for changes to one’s social status, behavioral expectations, and access to
socially-delineated resources. Like roles and role configurations, it is difficult to fully
understand the significance of life transitions without viewing them within the broader set of
transitions which they occur.

The interdependency of role transitions is especially pronounced during the transition to

adulthood. This stage in the life course is now more protracted than it was during the mid-



twentieth century (Settersten Jr. and Ray 2010, Stevens 1990) and has become more
individualized, with young people taking a variety of transition sets into their adult years
(Rindfuss, Swicegood and Rosenfeld 1987, Shanahan 2000). How life transitions cluster
together may provide turning points for young people to improve upon their neighborhoods of
origin. Conversely, a series of destabilizing transitions such as relationship dissolution, single
parenthood, and unemployment may serve to anchor young people to poorer neighborhoods.

Several recent studies have sought to identify how the transitions that young people
experience as they enter adulthood are clustered together (Amato et al. 2008, Oesterle et al.
2010, Osgood et al. 2005, Sandefur, Eggerling-Boeck and Park 2005). Findings from these
studies suggest that the transition to adulthood is often made via pathways featuring varied
engagements with marriage and family, and education and employment. Recent evidence also
indicates how family background characteristics, especially socioeconomic status, are correlated
with transition sets (Oesterle et al. 2010; Sandefur, Eggerling-Boeck, and Park 2005).

| build upon these studies by substantively considering and testing how transition sets
shape the economic composition of the neighborhoods in which young women and men find
themselves as they enter adulthood. Drawing from past studies examining common transition
sets and their sociodemographic correlates (Amato et al. 2008; Oesterle et al. 2010; Osgood et al.
2005; Sandefur, Eggerling-Boeck, and Park 2005), as well as research on adults’ locational
attainment, 1 make several hypotheses.

First, | expect that individuals making sets of transitions consistent with an orientation
towards early family formation are likely to experience prolonged residence in poor
neighborhoods relative to their counterparts who delay family formation. Based on prior

research, early family formation is expected to be accompanied by limited postsecondary



schooling and lower wages. The additional costs of raising children are also expected to limit
the ability of households with children to achieve residence in more economically advantaged
neighborhoods by limiting discretionary income and raising the costs associated with longer-
distance moves. These obstacles are expected to be even greater for single parents, particularly
women, who must provide for their families without the support of a wage-earning partner.
These expectations gain support from prior research showing higher poverty rates and shorter
move distances among young people whose transitions to adulthood involve family-oriented
experiences (Coulton, Theodos and Turner 2012, Mouw 2005).

Conversely, individuals who are single and pursuing or have completed college degrees
are less likely to experience neighborhood poverty because they lack co-residential dependents
and have access to forms of instrumental support. Without children in the home, ‘educated
singles’ enjoy more discretionary financial resources that can be directed towards housing in
better neighborhoods. Further, by pursuing or completing higher educational credentials they
have had or continue to have access to assets related to their residence. One form of support,
financial assistance from parents, is likely to be more substantial among this group as past
research shows women and men who delay marriage and childbearing for college degrees have
parents of higher socioeconomic standing than those taking family-oriented routes (Sandefur,
Eggerling-Boeck, and Park 2005). Other forms of support unique to this group include
university-based financial aid, access to higher quality neighborhoods near educational
institutions they attend, and better-paying jobs upon completing their degrees.

Similarly, those who bypass marriage and childrearing for occupational experience and
independent living are likely to experience less neighborhood poverty exposure than family-

oriented individuals. This is due in part to the financial resources available for locational



improvements to childfree households. Even among childfree workers without college degrees,
it is likely that the lack of co-residential dependents better enables them to obtain housing in less
economically distressed neighborhoods. How they fare relative to educated singles is unclear.
On the one hand, they may face greater exposure to neighborhood poverty because their lower
educational attainments reduce earnings. On the other hand, their lengthier involvement in the
labor force could raise their earnings relative to educated singles and facilitate better residential
outcomes.

As past research shows (e.g., Osgood et al. 2005), some young women and men struggle
to transition to any adult roles. Typifying the ‘failure to launch’ syndrome, they continue to live
with their parents throughout the transition to adulthood, seldom attend or complete college
degrees, and are typically single. On occasion they are also raising children. Because of their
co-residence with parents, they may have access to some parental support but it isn’t clear the
parents of these individuals command many resources to provide (Osgood et al. 2005). These
‘singles in the nest’ are oftentimes employed, but with limited schooling their jobs are unlikely to
confer sufficient wages for upward locational outcomes. Thus, it is expected that singles in the
nest are likely to experience prolonged exposure to neighborhood poverty relative to educated
singles and residentially-independent workers because they have lower incomes and by
definition are less likely to move farther from their neighborhoods of origin.

In the current study, | test these general hypotheses and address three questions: (1) How
are different sets of life transitions related to the likelihood of living in a poor neighborhood as a
young adult? (2) Does living in a poor or nonpoor neighborhood in young adulthood constitute a
change or continuation of earlier neighborhood disadvantage for women and men who

experience different transition sets? (3) Are these patterns partially explained by individual
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income or the distance between neighborhood locations in adolescence and young adulthood?
This study attempts to link traditional perspectives on locational attainment with the prominent
life course perspective, and builds on previous research in several important ways. The literature
on locational attainment to date has not thoroughly explored how sets of transitions matter to
residential outcomes, and has mostly ignored the transition to adulthood. This study begins to
address these gaps and as a result bridges research on the sets of transitions young people make
(Amato et al. 2008; Oesterle, Hawkins, Hill, and Bailey 2010; Osgood et al. 2005; Sandefur,
Eggerling-Boeck, and Park 2005) and scholarship on locational attainment during the transition

to adulthood (Sharkey 2012; Swisher, Kuhl, and Chavez 2013).

METHODS
Sample

This study draws on data from two sources—the restricted-use version of The National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health), and US Census data. Add Health is an
ongoing, nationally representative, school-based survey of adolescents in seventh through twelfth
grade from 132 high schools and middle schools (Harris 2011). In 1994 Add Health
administered a brief in-school questionnaire to students selected through a stratified random
sample of all high schools in the United States (n = 90,118). A nationally representative
subsample of these respondents also participated in a more extensive in-home interview between
1994 and 1995 (n = 20,745). All students except for graduating high school seniors were then
re-interviewed in a second wave of data collection in 1996 (n = 14,738). In 2001-02 a third wave
of data was collected from all participants, including graduating seniors from Wave 1. A fourth

wave of interviews was fielded in 2008 when most Add Health participants were in their late
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twenties or early thirties. Because | am specifically interested in the transition to adulthood | use
data from Waves 1 and 3 only. At Wave 1 Add Health respondents were between the ages of 12
and 19; by Wave 3 they were between 18 and 28 years old.

Add Health is an excellent data source for the current study because it includes
information on a wide variety of transitions youth undertake as they enter young adulthood.
These measures are needed to construct sets of transitions that constitute the transition to
adulthood.

Census data from 1990 and 2000 and other contextual data have been appended to
individual-level data from Waves 1 and 3 of the Add Health study (Billy, Wenzlow and Grady
1997, Swisher 2009). 1 use measures from the 1990 Census to construct indicators of poverty
and other neighborhood-level characteristics of respondents at Wave 1 (1994-95). Data from the
2000 Census are used to construct Wave 3 (2001-02) neighborhood-level measures.

The census data available in Add Health were collected at multiple geographic levels
including the county, tract, and block group. The current study uses block groups to approximate
neighborhood boundaries. A block group is a cluster of census blocks sharing a common state,
county, and census tract. The average block group is populated by around 1,500 residents, with a
range of between 600 and 3,000 people. One quality that allows block groups to approximate
neighborhoods is that the area typically comprised by a block group aligns with resident
perceptions of the territory encompassing their neighborhoods. This has been confirmed by
empirical research that finds that most individuals’ drawings of neighborhood boundaries closely
aligned with a single block or block group (Elliott et al. 2006).

Several sample restrictions are made. First, only respondents who participated in both

the Waves 1 and 3 interviews, have valid sample weights, and are between the ages of 24 and 28
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by their Wave 3 interview are included (N = 3,226). Respondents without acceptable geographic
identifiers (i.e., GPS-based residential matches or matched physical addresses) at Wave 1 are
omitted (N = 273). This includes respondents who were assigned geographic identifiers based
on their zip codes, a boundary that is too imprecise for the purpose of this study. Also omitted
are respondents who were in prison (N = 3) or in the active military (N = 8) at the time of their
Wave 3 interview. These omissions yield a final analytic sample of 2,892 young men and
women.

| do not exclude cases with missing data, which is minimal for most of the key study
variables associated with locational attainment. The exception to this is the substantial missing
data on family poverty measures in adolescence (24.3 percent of cases). Thus, Stata’s ICE
program is used to multiply impute missing values for control variables (Royston 2004). This
results in five sets of complete data, which are combined in the analyses adjusting for the
variance within and between imputed samples to calculate standard errors and coefficients
(Acock 2005). Missing values on the singular transitions used in the latent class analysis are
imputed via full-information maximum likelihood methods as part of the PROC LCA command
in SAS (Collins and Lanza 2010). This is described in more detail below.
Measures

Locational attainment

The poverty rate in a respondent’s home neighborhood during both adolescence and
young adulthood is used to construct a composite measure of locational attainment between
Waves 1 and 3. This involves several steps. I first calculate the neighborhood poverty rate for all
neighborhoods in which sample members reside at Wave 1 and 3 as the percent of individuals

within a respondent’s neighborhood whose income falls below the federal poverty line.

13



Following conventions in the literature (Jargowsky and Bane 1991, South and Crowder 1997,
Timberlake 2009), | then define poor neighborhoods at Waves 1 and 3 as neighborhoods where
20 percent or more of residents have incomes that fall below the federal poverty line.

| then construct a measure of locational attainment combining these two binary indicators
of neighborhood poverty. The resulting four-category variable classifies respondents as
consistently living in nonpoor neighborhoods at Waves 1 and 3 (reference), consistently living in
poor neighborhoods at Wave 1 and 3 ( = 1), living in a nonpoor neighborhood at Wave 1 but a
poor neighborhood at Wave 3 ( = 2), or moving from a poor neighborhood at Wave 1 to a
nonpoor neighborhood at Wave 3 ( = 3). For simplicity, | refer to the latter two categories as
entering and exiting poor neighborhoods for the remainder of the text.

One caveat about the Add Health design is that the Wave 1 and 3 observations are
separated by six to eight years, a window within which adolescents may switch residences
multiple times before settling at their Wave 3 address. Contextual data are not available for the
neighborhoods individuals enter and exit between their Wave 1 and 3 observations. Thus, the
measure of neighborhood poverty change used here captures residential conditions at only two
discrete time points. Length of residence in one’s home neighborhood at the time of the
adolescent and young adult interviews is controlled in fully-adjusted models.

Transition sets

The primary independent variable indicates different common sets of transitions that
young women and men experience between adolescence and young adulthood including
residential independence, educational attainment, employment, relationships, and parenthood.
Each measure is derived from Wave 3 data. Residential independence is a binary variable

measuring whether or not the respondent lives with one or more of his/her biological or ‘social’

14



parents. Educational attainment is a three-category measure including the following: completed
less than a high school diploma or equivalent, completed high school or equivalent, and
completed a four-year college degree or higher. Employment is a dichotomous variable based on
two questions about whether or not the respondent reported working a job for pay during their
Wave 3 interview, and whether they worked 35 hours a week or more on average. Relationship
status is a four-category item which includes the following statuses: never cohabited or married,
currently cohabiting, currently married, and previously cohabited or married.

Finally, parenthood is a binary variable indicating whether the respondent co-resides with
at least one dependent child, including biologically- and socially-related (e.g., foster, step)
children. Co-residence with a child dependent is used instead of birth histories because the
presence of either biological or ‘social’ children (e.g., step, adopted) create demands upon
household resources and shifts household needs that impact locational attainment.*

Using the five constructed variables, Latent Class Analysis (LCA) is applied to identify
the most common combinations of transitions and classify them into transition sets. LCA is akin
to factor analysis, though it uses categorical rather than continuous items to identify underlying
discrete groups (i.e., classes) of respondents (Collins and Lanza 2010). Resultant parameters
from LCA are generated via the maximum-likelihood criterion. A multi-group analysis indicated
the need to separate the LCA by gender; thus, separate models were estimated for women and
men. | identify the number of latent classes in each group using several criteria across an

iteration of twelve different models. For the sake of parsimony I present results from only those

! An alternative measure of parenthood including a category for non-residential children was also tested in
supplementary analyses. In general, non-residential parenting was rare per young men’s self-reports and extremely
uncommon for young women. In LCA models this category not only had large standard errors but also did little to
distinguish the different latent classes. Thus, the more parsimonious parenthood measure indicating either the
presence or absence of one or more co-residential child dependents is used in the main analyses.
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models that were reasonably well-identified (i.e., models one through seven). See Appendix A
for a detailed summary of fit statistics for each model.

The likelihood-ratio statistic G is the first criterion | use to assess absolute model fit. In
LCA models with relatively few degrees of freedom—such as those estimated here—the G*
statistic approximates a chi-square distribution. Comparing the G statistic across all models
indicated that the best fitting models for women and men contained either five or six classes.

Second, | use the adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) to determine relative
model fit. The model with the lowest BIC value, which indicates the best fitting model, was the
five class solution for both women and men.

Finally, a substantive interpretation of the models identified by evaluating both absolute
and relative model fit suggests a correspondence between my findings and past research. Other
studies employing similar methods and data drawn from adolescents entering young adulthood
have generally found between four and six classes of transition combinations (e.g., Osgood et al.
2005; Sandefur et al. 2005). This correspondence and evidence from objective fit statistics lend
support for the five class solution. To ensure solutions were not reached via a local solution, the
LCA was repeated with 20 different starting values 100 times following recommendations by
Collins and Lanza (2010). This resulted in nearly identical model fit statistics.

Probabilities of class membership are produced by LCA. These indicate the probability
that a respondent belongs to latent class C based on their statuses across residential
independence, educational attainment, employment, relationships, and parenthood. Following
conventions in the literature (Collins and Lanza 2010, Goodman 2007), | assign individuals the
class to which their probability of membership met or exceeded 70%. A number of cases—about

29% of the sample—had less than a 70% probability of membership in any class, although most
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such cases came close to the 70% mark.? | assign such individuals the class to which they had
the highest probability of membership. A binary indicator of poor fit was constructed, where
cases with less than a 70% probability of membership to their assigned class were coded as ‘1’
and ‘0’ otherwise. This binary indicator is controlled in supplementary analyses (available upon
request), producing results that are nearly identical to the main findings presented here. A
description of the transition sets for women and men is provided in the following section.

In addition to transition sets | also evaluate factors that are hypothesized to influence
locational attainment according to the spatial assimilation and place stratification perspectives.
Race and ethnicity is based on self-reports of race and Hispanic origin, yielding categories for
non-Hispanic white (reference), non-Hispanic black, Hispanic/Latin, and other race. Nativity is a
binary indicator of whether the respondent was born in the United States. Individual income is
based on respondent self-reports of total income in quintiles received from any source in the past
year, including earnings, cash assistance from family or friends, public assistance, interest and
dividends, and child support. Move distance is the distance in miles separating a respondent’s
Wave 1 and Wave 3 addresses. Moves of less than one-quarter mile are bottom coded to 0,
while long-distance moves are top coded at 1,000 miles, the approximate driving distance from
Boston to Chicago.

In addition to transition sets, multivariate models control for a range of potential
confounders measured at the time of the Wave 1 interview. Primary language is assessed with a
question asking respondents which language is typically spoken at home. Categories include
English (reference), Spanish, or a different language. Family structure includes indicators for

biological two-parent families (reference), single-parent households, or other family types.

2 Among those with less than a 70% probability of belonging to any class, the average probability of membership to
the assigned class is 60% for women and 59% for men.
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Parental education is a continuous variable ranging from 1 (no formal schooling) to 8 (graduate
or professional school). Family poverty is measured with a linear specification of the income-to-
poverty ratio, which is the ratio of the family’s income to the U.S. Census Bureau’s official 1994
poverty threshold adjusted by household size and age structure. Age in years at Wave 1 is also
controlled.

Because not all respondents lived at their Wave 1 residence in 1990 when census data
were collected, a control for whether the respondent lived at the same address in 1995 as their
1990 address (= 0 if not). Similarly, a dichotomous indicator of whether the respondent has lived
at their Wave 3 address for one year or more (= 1 if so, = 0 otherwise) is also included as a
control.

Data analysis

The analytic strategy follows three steps. First, descriptive statistics are presented in
Table 1 for the total sample. Next, logistic regression is used to analyze the relationship between
transition sets and the odds of living in a poor neighborhood in young adulthood. | present two
models for each gender-age group, with results for women shown in Table 2 and results for men
shown in Table 3. Model 1 is an unadjusted model regressing Wave 3 neighborhood poverty on
transition sets only. Model 2 adds all control variables. Estimates in Table 2 use family-oriented
women as the referent transition set, while estimates in Table 3 omit fast starters. In
supplementary models (available upon request), I use the other transition sets as the reference
category to compare how all transition sets relative to the others are associated with living in a
poor neighborhood at Wave 3. Superscripted letters are used in Tables 2 and 3 to denote all

statistically significant comparisons.
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Finally, multinomial logistic regression is used to predict neighborhood poverty change
net of all controls. Two fully-adjusted models are presented: one treating ‘never lived in a poor
neighborhood’ as the omitted outcome category, and one treating ‘consistently lived in a poor
neighborhood’ as the omitted category. Results from these models are presented separately for
women (Table 4) and men (Table 5). Again, supplementary models rotate the reference category
for transition sets.

Because of the complex design of Add Health, there is clustering of observations that
may downwardly bias standard errors. To correct for this all analyses are cluster-adjusted at the

level of the Wave 1 school district and weighted to account for the probability of selection.

Results

Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1. Results indicate a general tendency for young
women and men to avoid neighborhood poverty during their transition to adulthood, with 62.4%
of the sample having never lived in a poor neighborhood. Conversely, 13.8% of the sample
consistently lived in poor neighborhoods. Nearly a quarter of the sample experienced
neighborhood poverty at some point, with 11.6% entering poor neighborhoods by young
adulthood and 12.2% exiting poor neighborhoods.

The sample is roughly split by sex (47.9% female) and is predominately native-born non-
Hispanic white. Average individual income in young adulthood is near the third quintile, or
approximately $19,000 a year. The average distance separating a respondent’s Wave 1 and
Wave 3 addresses is 84.757 miles, but this statistic is influenced by the high degree of right skew
for this variable. The median reflects a more modest distance between adolescent and young

adult neighborhood locations, at 3.727 miles. Most respondents were raised in two-biological
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parent families (53.7%) and had parents with an average maximum education of 4.272, or
slightly more than a high school diploma. Mean income-to-poverty ratio is 3.105, which can be
interpreted as an average household income during adolescence roughly three times the federal
poverty line ($47,041), approximately the average income for a family of four in 1995.°

A comparison of similar characteristics of the study sample and 18-29 year olds in the
2006 Current Population Survey (CPS; Rumbaut and Komaie 2007) suggests that the study
sample may over-represent whites (65.6% vs. 60.8% in the CPS) and native-born persons (92.4%
vs. 82.6% in the CPS), and underrepresent Hispanics (12.4% vs. 18.4% in the CPS).

I now provide a description of each transition set identified through the LCA.
Descriptions are shown separately for women and men. See Figure 1 for a graphical presentation
of conditional item probabilities by latent class assignment.

Women’s transition sets

The modal transition for women is typified by an orientation towards post-secondary
schooling, employment, and delayed relationship and family formation. | refer to this group as
educated singles. Women in this group had comparatively high probabilities of completing
college degrees (48.9%) and the second-highest probability of full-time employment among all
transition sets (65.6%). Educated singles are mostly residentially independent, though compared
to other groups present a high probability of cohabitation with parents (42.6%). The
overwhelming majority have never cohabited or married a romantic partner (87.8%) and nearly
all are childfree (98.4%).

The second most common transition set for women is a group | call fast starters, so
labelled because of their tendency to have completed a number of transitions by young

adulthood. By young adulthood almost all fast starters had achieved residential independence

® Based on the federal poverty threshold for a family of four in 1995 ($15,150).
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(97.4%) and finished their schooling with high school diplomas (92.5%). The probability of
working a full-time job is 60.4% for this group, while the probability of living with a child
dependent is 87.6%, indicating the presence of many working mothers in this group. Few fast
starting women had no experience with cohabitation or marriage (5.4%), with the majority either
currently cohabiting with or married to a romantic partner (26.2% and 57.7%, respectively).

Compared to fast starters, the third most common group—working partners—are much
less likely to be raising children (2.2%). Working partners are also residentially independent
(99.4%) and are typically either cohabiting (35.7%) or married (38.8%). Of all groups, working
partners are the most likely to be engaged in full-time work (77.9%), and while most ended their
educational careers with high school diplomas (53.1%) a sizeable minority completed college
degrees (38.1%).

While the tendency for most groups is to live independently by young adulthood, women
in the group I call singles in the nest stand out for their tendency to live with their parents.
Among this group, the probability of living with parents is 78.9%. Aside from their propensity
to live at home, women in this group present a pattern of potentially destabilizing transitions.
For example, childrearing is common among this group (50%) but romantic partnerships are not,
with most women either having no experience with cohabitation or marriage (35.6%) or prior
experiences that have since dissolved (52.3%). This group is also the least likely to be employed
full-time (60.1%) and typically have only high school educations (88.7%) or less (9.5%).

The final group is one | term family-oriented women. Several features are prominent
among women in this group. First, family-oriented women have over a 98% probability of
raising a child at home. Second, most family-oriented women have transitioned to cohabiting

(18.7%) or married relationships (48.9%), though many have experienced cohabitation or marital
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dissolutions and are now single (34.1%). Most family-oriented women live independently from
their parents (80.9%), but few are employed full-time (14.7%). Given the modest educational
attainments of women in this group—64.2% and 35% probability of having finished schooling
with a high school diploma or less, respectively—the mobility prospects for this group appear
bleak.

Men’s transition sets

The majority of young men are classified as singles in the nest. As the name implies,
men in this group are relatively likely to live with parents (77.2%) and have no experience with
cohabitation or marriage (90.2%). Some—9.7%—have prior relationship experience, but are
otherwise single. Compared to all other groups, male singles in the nest are least likely to be
working full-time (60.7%). A sizeable minority has completed a college degree (21.3%), but
high school diplomas are more typical (68.9%). Virtually all male singles in the nest are
childfree, a feature that distinguishes them from their female counterparts.

The second most common transition set for young men is the fast starters. Like their
female peers, fast starting men have accomplished a range of transitions by young adulthood.
The broad majority have moved from home (93.1%), completed their schooling with high school
diplomas (80.2%) or less (16.6%), and have entered full-time employment (88.1%). Most fast
starting men share their homes with one or more child dependents (78.3%) and a cohabiting
partner (17.8%) or spouse (82%).

Next to fast starters is a group | label the educated workers. Men from this group are
residentially independent (99.9%), often working full-time jobs (78.8%), and are better educated

than men from all other transition sets. Most men in this group are single with either no prior
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cohabitation or marriage experience (50.7%) or experiences that have since ended (12.3%). The
probability of raising children for men in this group is nearly zero.

The fourth transition set among men is a group noteworthy for their relationship histories.
Men from this group, which | dub former partners, have high probabilities of past cohabitations
or marriages that have ended by young adulthood (73.1%). Given their likelihood of relationship
disruptions, it is unsurprising that former partners also have a high probability of cohabiting with
their parents (48.3%). Temporary stays with parents may constitute strategic responses to
disruptions in living arrangements with former partners. Most men in this group ended their
educations with a high school diploma (90.6%) and the majority work full-time (76.3%). The
probability of co-residing with a child dependent is fairly low for this group (8.2%).

Nearly all men in the final transition set—cohabiting partners—Ilive with a romantic
companion (94.3%). These men are sometimes also caring children in the household (24.7%)
and juggling full-time jobs (64.2%), though their probability of full-time work is lower than most
other groups. Male cohabiting partners are generally more poorly educated than other men,
reflected in their relatively high probability of high school dropout (18.4%). While the tendency
for male cohabiting partners is to live away from parents, a number remain under their parents’
roofs (18.4%).

I now examine how transition sets and sociodemographic factors are associated with
living in a poor neighborhood in young adulthood. Table 2 presents results from two logistic
regression models for young women only. Model 1 regresses the log odds of living in a poor
neighborhood in young adulthood on transition sets only, while Model 2 adds race/ethnicity and
controls. Results from models omitting educated singles are shown in the table and significant

differences are marked with traditional notation. Supplemental models rotate the reference
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transition sets to obtain comparisons among all transition sets. Significant (p <.05) differences
relative to fast starters, working partners, and singles in the nest are denoted with daggers (1),
double daggers (}), and the Greek letter lambda (), respectively.

Results from Model 1 show that only family-oriented women significantly differ from
educated singles in their odds of living in poor neighborhoods as young adults. In supplemental
models | also find that family-oriented women are more likely to live in poor neighborhoods as
young adults compared to fast starters (b = 0.775, p <.01), working partners (b =1.132, p <
.001), and singles in the nest (b = 0.795, p < .05). When controls are added to Model 2 these
associations are attenuated and no longer statistically significant, with the exception of the latter
contrast: net of controls family-oriented women are more likely to live in poor neighborhoods as
young adults than singles in the nest (b = 1.013, p <.05). Coefficients for non-Hispanic black
and Hispanic indicate that these groups are more likely than non-Hispanic whites to live in poor

neighborhoods in young adulthood net of parental education and family poverty.

[Table 2 here]

Table 3 displays results based on analyses for young men. Singles in the nest are omitted
in the results shown, but supplemental models rotate the referent transition sets and notation is
provided to indicate significant associations. Results from Model 1 indicate that, compared to
singles in the nest, men from other transition sets fair about equally regarding their odds of living
in poor neighborhoods as young adults. However, cohabiting partners face higher odds of living
in poor neighborhoods compared to fast starters (b = 0.615, p < .05), educated workers (b =

0.894, p <.01), and former partners (b = 0.615, p <.05). Results from Model 2 show that these
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associations are robust after controls are added. Like their female counterparts, non-Hispanic
black males are more likely than whites to live in poor neighborhoods as young adults. Hispanic
males have comparable odds of living in poor neighborhoods as young adults compared to white

males, a finding that stands in contrast to patterns among young women.

[Table 3 here]

Next, | address the second research question: does living in a poor neighborhood in
young adulthood constitute a change or continuation of earlier neighborhood disadvantage for
women and men? Table 4 presents results from multinomial logistic regression models
predicting the locational attainments of young women. Two models are estimated: Model 1
omits ‘consistently lived in a nonpoor neighborhood’ as the base outcome, and Model 2 omits
‘consistently lived in a poor neighborhood’. The patterns revealed in Panel A suggest that
women from all transition sets are about as likely to enter a poor neighborhood than consistently
live in a nonpoor neighborhood, with the exception of working partners who are more likely to
enter poor neighborhoods than singles in the nest (b = 0.950, p <.05). In terms of neighborhood
poverty exits, results in Panel B show no significant differences in the odds of exiting poor
neighborhoods versus consistently living in nonpoor neighborhoods among women from
different transition sets.

In Panel C of Model 1 the poor locational outcomes of family-oriented women are made
more apparent. Compared to educated singles, family-oriented women are more likely to
consistently live in poor neighborhoods than consistently live in nonpoor neighborhoods. This

difference translates to an odds ratio of 2.775 (OR = exp(1.021) = 2.775), or nearly three times

25



the odds of consistently living in poor neighborhoods versus nonpoor neighborhoods. Family-
oriented women are also more likely to consistently live in poor neighborhoods than fast starters
(b =0.782, p <.05), working partners (b = 1.074, p <.05), and singles in the nest (b = 1.293, p <
.05).

Turning to Model 2 where the omitted outcome is consistently living in a poor
neighborhood, the results in Panel A show little variation in the odds of entering poor
neighborhoods among women from different transition sets. Likewise, in Panel B there are no
significant differences among the transition sets. One way to interpret this null finding is that,
among women who lived in poor neighborhoods as adolescents, no transition set is any more
likely to facilitate neighborhood poverty exits by young adulthood than any other transition set.
For women from poor neighborhoods, neighborhood poverty appears to be a fairly durable
circumstance throughout the transition to adulthood, especially for non-Hispanic black and
Hispanic females.

Racial/ethnic differences in locational attainment shown in Table 4 present a clear pattern
of disadvantage for racial minorities, especially black women. Compared to white women,
Hispanic and black women are overwhelmingly more likely to consistently live in poor
neighborhoods. Black women are also more likely to enter poor neighborhoods than consistently
live in nonpoor neighborhoods, suggesting that black women originating in nonpoor
neighborhoods are more likely to lose this advantage by young adulthood than white women.
Conversely, Hispanic and black women from poor neighborhoods are also less likely to exit

them than consistently live in them compared to white women.

[Table 4 here]
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Table 5 presents two models predicting young men’s locational attainments. In Panel A
from Model 1, the results indicate that cohabiting partners are more likely than singles in the nest
to enter poor neighborhoods versus consistently live in poor neighborhoods. Further, cohabiting
partners are more likely to enter poor neighborhoods than fast starters (b = 0.952, p < .01),
educated workers (b =0.797, p <.05), and former partners (b = 1.001, p <.01). Results from
Panel B show that, relative to singles in the nest, fast starters are significantly more likely to exit
poor neighborhoods than consistently live in nonpoor neighborhoods. This finding suggests that
fast starters are more likely to originate from poor neighborhoods as adolescents than singles in
the nest. The odds of consistently living in poor neighborhoods versus nonpoor neighborhoods
are not differentiated by transition sets, as shown in Panel C of Model 1.

Findings from Model 2 suggest that the odds of entering a poor neighborhood versus
consistently living in poor neighborhoods do not vary across men’s transition sets. Conversely,
the odds of exiting poor neighborhoods do vary. Compared to singles in the nest, both fast
starters and educated workers are more likely to exit poor neighborhoods than consistently live in
them. These findings offer evidence that escaping neighborhood poverty is more common
among men taking the fast starter or educated workers paths into adulthood than the single-in-
the-nest path. Additionally, Panel B of Model 2 is suggestive of gender differences in upward
locational attainments: no transition sets among women appeared to be linked to neighborhood
poverty exits, while for men two transition sets are associated with upward attainments.

Again, racial/ethnic differences in locational attainment reveal a pattern of disadvantage
for African American males. Compared to whites, black males are more likely to enter, exit, and
consistently live in poor neighborhoods than consistently live in nonpoor neighborhoods. This

pattern shows that throughout the transition to adulthood, black males face a strong likelihood of
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living in poor neighborhoods during adolescence, young adulthood, or both. Contrary to
findings for young women, Panel B of Model 2 shows no significant racial/ethnic differences

regarding neighborhood poverty exits.

[Table 5 here]

The final set of analyses adds individual income and the distance between neighborhood
locations in adolescence and young adulthood to determine what role these factors play in
explaining the patterns shown previously. Results from multinomial regression models adding
these covariates are shown in Table 6 for young women, while results for men are presented in
Table 7. Standard errors are not shown for parsimony. Results from Panel A of Model 1 in
Table 6 are comparable to those presented earlier without income and move distance controlled.
Even after adjustments, the working partners group remains more likely to enter poor
neighborhoods than singles in the nest, and the coefficient for non-Hispanic black is largely
unchanged (from 1.611 to 1.646). Neither individual income nor move distance is associated
with neighborhood poverty entries.

Results shown in Panel B of Model 1 are also mostly unchanged after controlling for
individual income and move distance. However, with income and move distance controlled, the
results in Panel C show noteworthy changes. Previous models indicate that family-oriented
women are more likely to consistently live in poor neighborhoods than all other groups, a
contrast that is attenuated to non-significance when controlling for income and move distance.
The effect of income itself has a positive effect on women’s locational attainments by reducing

the odds of consistently living in poor neighborhoods than nonpoor neighborhoods. The addition
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of income to the model does not yield a significant change in the magnitude of the coefficients
for non-Hispanic black or Hispanic. It does, however, attenuate the coefficients for parental
education and income-to-poverty, suggesting that a family’s socioeconomic status may bear on
their daughter’s locational attainment by influencing her personal income. Results shown in

Model 2 are similar to those presented earlier omitting individual income and move distance.

[Table 6 here]

Turning to young men, results from Table 7 suggest that individual income plays less of a
role in explaining different locational attainments across men’s transition sets. As in prior
models, cohabiting partners remain more likely than all other groups to enter poor neighborhoods
than consistently live in nonpoor neighborhoods (Panel A in Model 1). Adding income does,
however, attenuate the difference between educated workers and singles in the nest regarding
neighborhood poverty exits (Panel B in Model 2). Direct effects from individual income on
locational attainment are consistent with expectations: at higher levels of income the odds of
entering or consistently living in poor neighborhoods are lower (Panels A and C in Model 1).
With respect to race/ethnicity, adding individual income and move distance to Model 1 has little
effect on the size of the coefficients for non-Hispanic black. Though the race/ethnicity
coefficients in Panel C are reduced in size, these differences are not statistically significant

compared to coefficients from Table 5 based on models excluding income and move distance.

[Table 7 here]
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Discussion

Locational attainment is a fundamental aspect of social mobility in America, yet the
residential outcomes of adolescents entering young adulthood have received only minor
attention. The current study aims to address this gap by augmenting traditional models of
locational attainment with elements of life course theory to explain residential outcomes during
the transition to adulthood. To understand the utility of this approach it is useful to first compare
the current study to existing research. Recent studies by Sharkey (2012) and Swisher and
colleagues (2013) are the first to address these issues by merging classical perspectives on
locational attainment—the theories of spatial assimilation and place stratification—with life
course factors. Findings from these investigations are largely consistent with past work
identifying a great degree of durability in residential inequality over the life course (e.g.,
(Jackson and Mare 2007, Sharkey 2008, Timberlake 2007). In general, family resources
including income and parental education are associated with lower neighborhood poverty
exposure between adolescence and young adulthood, whereas being a racial minority predisposes
one to extended residence in poor, predominately minority neighborhoods. Results from the
current inquiry were generally consistent with these patterns. Family income and parental
education were associated with lower odds of consistently living in poor versus nonpoor
neighborhoods, a finding that conforms to the spatial assimilation perspective. Yet the results
also matched expectations of the place stratification model: black males and females and
Hispanic females were more likely to consistently live in poor versus nonpoor neighborhoods
throughout the transition to adulthood than whites. Further, compared to white females, black
and Hispanic females were less likely to exit poor neighborhoods than consistently live in poor

neighborhoods, and blacks were more likely to enter poor neighborhoods than consistently live
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in nonpoor places. The latter finding also applied when black males were compared to white
males. In other words, racial minorities were generally more likely to face persistent residential
disadvantages, or lose earlier advantages by moving from nonpoor to poor places. These
patterns effectively reproduce in young adulthood the racial residential inequalities evident in
adolescence, sorting whites and minorities (and poor and nonpoor individuals) into
neighborhoods differentiated by poverty status at a life course stage when the foundations of
one’s long-term socioeconomic trajectories are forming.

Recent studies also shed light on how life course transitions relate to residential outcomes
during the transition to adulthood. Sharkey (2012) finds that residential independence and
moving farther from home are associated with reductions in neighborhood poverty. Swisher and
colleagues (2013) find that, for residentially independent young adults, the odds of living in poor
neighborhoods is lower for those with more education and who are married, and higher for those
on public assistance. Where the current study departs from these inquiries is in its explicit
attention to how life transitions co-occur and, as a set, coincide with young women’s and men’s
locational attainment. This approach yields some noteworthy contrasts against previous
findings. For instance, although residential independence is linked to positive locational
outcomes especially for better-educated and married persons (Swisher et al. 2013), | find that the
association is more complex. Family-oriented women—a group mostly comprised of
residentially-independent, unmarried women raising children—are more likely to consistently
live in poor than nonpoor neighborhoods compared to their similarly residentially-independent
counterparts in the fast starter and working partners groups. Among men, the residentially-
independent cohabiting partners are more likely to enter poor neighborhoods than consistently

live in nonpoor neighborhoods compared to all other groups, including the almost exclusively
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residentially-independent fast starters and educated workers. Similar patterns emerge with
respect to neighborhood poverty exits: fast starters and educated workers are more likely to exit
than remain in poor neighborhoods relative to the residentially-dependent singles in the nest,
whereas the cohabiting partners are not. Other nuances can be observed between the findings
presented here and those found in prior work, but the focus on singular transitions obscures a
broader point: that life transitions unfold within sets of other transitions, and that transition sets
are consequential for locational outcomes.

The findings presented here also reveal important differences between young women and
men in how factors related to locational attainment are linked to residential outcomes.
Compared to whites, African American and Hispanic women are more likely to consistently live
in poor neighborhoods and move from nonpoor to poor neighborhoods. Among young men, the
racial contrasts are more limited: African Americans are more likely to consistently live in poor
neighborhoods and move from nonpoor to poor neighborhoods than whites, while the residential
outcomes of Hispanic men are comparable to those of whites. While gender differences in the
locational attainment process have generally been neglected serious empirical attention, the
results presented here offer some hints that this may be an important area of inquiry.

Insights from the current study must be balanced against several noteworthy limitations.
First, the method used to define the transition sets is not without flaw. Groups resulting from the
latent class analysis used here are dependent upon the variables entered in the model. Including
other transitions in the analysis may yield different sets of life experiences, a possibility that
future research should investigate. Further, it would be a mistake to consider the groups
produced by the latent class analysis as clear-cut representations of naturally-occurring pathways

into adulthood. Rather, the transition sets identified here are offered as heuristic summaries of
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common passages into adulthood. Indeed, they are heuristic summaries that accord with prior
studies employing similar methods (Osgood et al. 2005, Sandefur, Eggerling-Boeck and Park
2005) and theorizing on modern transitions to adulthood (Settersten Jr. and Ray 2010, Shanahan
2000), but the limits of latent class analysis in this respect should be acknowledged.

Second, the findings here could be influenced by omitted factors that are associated with
both transition sets and locational outcomes. Personal income in particular may constitute such a
confounder. | conducted sensitivity analyses replicating all models with an additional control for
Wave 3 self-reported income. The results, which are available upon request, are nearly identical
to the main findings. Third, Add Health is not representative of the experiences of adolescents
who dropped out of school by Wave 1 or other groups that occasionally fall outside of the frame
of school-based samples (Oropesa and Landale 2009). Finally, the Add Health data permit
analysis of individuals within a narrow age range. It is unclear whether the patterns uncovered
here persist deeper into formal adulthood. Future research should examine how transition sets
coincide with long-range continuity and change in neighborhood poverty exposure.

Notwithstanding its limitations, the current study begins to unpack the complex link
between life course factors and residential outcomes of adolescents entering young adulthood.
While more work is needed to understand how the locational attainment process unfolds during
this life course stage, several preliminary recommendations can be formed on the basis of the
current study. Concentrated poverty is a stubborn issue in America and one that has
consequences for the production and reproduction of inequality. In the context of the current
economic climate urban poverty has become more concentrated, reflected in the increasing
tendency towards the economic segregation of the impoverished from the affluent (Dwyer 2007,

Dwyer 2010). Action is urgently needed and solutions with the potential for immediate impact
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must be devised. Courses of action to reduce concentrated poverty often follow one of two
strategies: make poor places less poor, or help move poor people from poor places. Progressive
policies could potentially be leveraged to facilitate the former strategy. One such policy, the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), enjoys more bipartisan support than many other redistributive
programs and could be expanded to include young adults and childfree households—groups that
typically fall outside of EITC eligibility. Expanding the terms of eligibility to include young
adults could provide modest injections of capital to young householders in struggling
neighborhoods. Regarding the latter goal, residential relocation programs such as the Moving to
Opportunity and Gautreaux programs have shown mixed results, but problems with the design of
these studies preclude any firm conclusions from being made. A recent residential relocation
program in Mount Laurel, New Jersey has shown very promising early results on relocated
householders’ well-being, economic stability, and residential satisfaction (Massey et al. 2013).
More research on residential relocation programs should be conducted, especially with respect to

the largescale viability of such programs.
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Appendix A. Fit statistics for latent class models

No. of Free
No. of Classes  Log Likelihood Parameters Adjusted BIC Entropy G? p -value

Females (n = 1,455)

1 -5895.60 87 974.03 n/a 941.19 n/a

2 -5598.74 78 417.26 0.69 34746 <.001
3 -5511.84 69 280.42 0.77 17366 <.001
4 -5472.01 60 237.72 0.72 94.01 <.001
5 -5454.65 51 239.94 0.68 59.28 <.001
6 -5444.59 42 256.79 0.64 39.17 <.05
7 -5440.42 33 285.40 0.63 3082 >.05

Males (n = 1,437)

1 -5453.42 87 1103.44 na  1070.42 n/a

2 -5040.57 78 314.59 0.83 245.00 <.001
3 -4989.87 69 250.02 0.84 14359 <.001
4 -4958.32 60 223.77 0.71 80.49 <.001
5 -4944.88 51 233.73 0.68 53.61 <.01
6 -4935.12 42 251.05 0.69 34.09 <.05
7 -4931.19 33 280.05 0.66 26.24 > .05

Note: selected models shown in bold
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Table 1. Description of the study sample (N = 2,892)

Mean/proporion  Std error

Neighborhood poverty

Consistently nonpoor 0.624 0.040

Consistently poor 0.138 0.027

Entered poor neighborhood 0.116 0.012

Exited poor neighborhood 0.122 0.021
Sociodedemographic indicators
Wave 3 individual income quintiles 2.873 0.056
Move distance between
Wave 1 and Wave 3 (in miles) 84.757 8.330
Female 0.479 0.010
Age in years 17.805 0.029
Race

Non-Hispanic white (ref) 0.656 0.043

Non-Hispanic black 0.171 0.030

Hispanic 0.124 0.026

Other race 0.049 0.013
Native born 0.924 0.016
Primary language

English (ref) 0.914 0.020

Spanish 0.059 0.016

Other language 0.028 0.006
Family structure

Two biological parents (ref) 0.537 0.019

Single parent family 0.222 0.014

Step family 0.118 0.009

Other family type 0.122 0.011
Parental education 4.272 0.094
Income to poverty ratio 3.105 0.124
Years at Wave 1 address 7.968 0.237
Years at Wave 3 address 5.296 0.423

Notes: Estimates based on survey weighted and multiply-imputed

data adjusted for design effects

Sociodemographic indicators measured at Wave 1 unless noted

otherwise
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Table 2. Logistic regression models predicting women's residence in poor
neighborhoods in young adulthodood (N = 1,455)

Model 1 Model 2
B SE B SE

Transition sets

Educated singles (ref)

Fast starters 0.157 0.266  0.146 0.329

Working partners -0.200 0.257 0.203 0.288

Singles in the nest 0.136 0.277 -0.383 0.342

Family-oriented women 0.932 **+iA  0.304 0.629 A 0.346
Age in years -0.037 0.119
Race

Non-Hispanic black 1.860 *** 0.251

Hispanic 0.917 * 0.375

Other race -0.198 0.498
Native born -0.652 * 0.271
Primary language

Spanish -0.330 0.477

Other language -0.538 0.643
Family structure

Single parent family 0.341 0.237

Step family -0.260 0.324

Other family type 0.737 ** 0.279
Parental education -0.020 0.065
Income to poverty ratio -0.012 0.051
Years at Wave 1 address -0.006 0.017
Years at Wave 3 address 0.017 0.013

*p <.05; **p <.01;***p <.001

t: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to fast starters

1: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to working partners
A: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to singles in the nest



Table 3. Logistic regression models predicting men's residence in poor

neighborhoods in young adulthodood (N = 1,437)

Model 1 Model 2
B SE B SE

Transition sets

Singles in the nest (ref)

Fast starters -0.107 0.221 -0.233 0.237

Educated workers -0.386 0.274 -0.177 0.278

Former partners -0.107 0.262 -0.207 0.268

Cohabiting partners 0.508 tir 0.314  0.455 tir 0.339
Age in years 0.053 0.114
Race

Non-Hispanic black 1.146 *** 0.334

Hispanic 0.108 0.408

Other race -1.108 0.571
Native born -0.971 * 0.405
Primary language

Spanish -0.018 0.421

Other language 0.532 0.739
Family structure

Single parent family 0.255 0.203

Step family 0.477 0.284

Other family type -0.073 0.326
Parental education -0.096 0.063
Income to poverty ratio -0.090 0.058
Years at Wave 1 address 0.009 0.017
Years at Wave 3 address -0.003 0.012

*p <.05;**p <.01;***p <.001

t: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to fast starters
1: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to educated workers
A: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to former partners
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Table 4. Multinomial logistic regression models predicting women's locational attainment between adolescence and young adulthodood (N = 1,455)

Model 1

vs. Consistently in nonpoor neighborhood (ref)

Model 2
vs. Consistently in poor neighborhood (ref)

Panel A. Entered  Panel B. Exited poor Panel C. Consistently in

Panel A. Entered

Panel B. Exited poor

poor neighborhood neighborhood a poor neighborhood  poor neighborhood neighborhood
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Transition sets

Educated singles (ref)

Fast starters 0.223 0399 0.332 0.393 0.238 0.442 -0.015 0.445 0.094 0.499

Working partners 0.339 A 0.346  0.161 0.333 -0.054 0.396  0.393 0.437 0.214 0.486

Singles in the nest -0.611 0.486  0.035 0.596 -0.272 0.487 -0.339 0.544  0.306 0.576

Family-oriented women 0.227 0.609 0.387 0.565 1.021 *tfn 0442 -0.794 0.742 -0.633 0.611
Age inyears -0.025 0.188 -0.149 0.152 -0.121 0.141 0.096 0.206 -0.028 0.169
Race

Non-Hispanic black 1.611 *** 0.342 1763 ***  0.456 2.970 *** 0.489 -1.359 * 0.571 -1.207 * 0.542

Hispanic 0.442 0492 -0.199 0.616 1.344 * 0.568 -0.901 0.657 -1.543 * 0.595

Other race -0.353 0.618 0.279 0.576 0.163 0.844 -0.516 0941 0.115 0.771
Native born -0.490 0.452 -0.132 0.759 -0.885 0451  0.395 0.672  0.753 0.792
Primary language

Spanish 0.342 0.630 1.114 0.757 -0.541 0.612  0.883 0.765  1.656 * 0.779

Other language -2.369 * 1.096 0.211 0.763 0.014 0.871 -2.383 1434  0.197 1.293
Family structure

Single parent family 0.507 0.302 0.189 0.293 0.205 0.316  0.302 0.363 -0.016 0.344

Step family -0.547 0.426 0.516 0.403 0.244 0.437 -0.792 0.552 0.271 0.555

Other family type 0.767 0.404 0.837 * 0.346 1.127 ** 0.402 -0.360 0.510 -0.290 0.380
Parental education 0.091 0.092 -0.132 0.067 -0.170 * 0.075 0.261 * 0.106  0.038 0.084
Income to poverty ratio 0.035 0.040 -0.138* 0.064 -0.233 * 0.099  0.269 ** 0.088  0.095 0.106
Years at Wave 1 address -0.018 0.019 0.014 0.022 0.010 0.023 -0.028 0.024  0.004 0.027
Years at Wave 3 address -0.023 0.017 -0.026 0.017 0.030 0.016 -0.053 * 0.021 -0.056 ** 0.018

*p <.05;**p <.01;, ***p <.001

t: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to fast starters

1: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to working partners
A: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to singles in the nest
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Table 5. Multinomial logistic regression models predicting men's locational attainment between adolescence and young adulthodood (N = 1,437)

Model 1 Model 2
vs. Consistently in nonpoor neighborhood (ref) vs. Consistently in poor neighborhood (ref)
Panel A. Entered Panel B. Exited poor Panel C. Consistentlyin ~ Panel A. Entered  Panel B. Exited poor
poor neighborhood neighborhood a poor neighborhood  poor neighborhood neighborhood
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Transition sets

Singles in the nest (ref)

Fast starters -0.016 0.402 1.361 ** 0.443 0.162 0.352 -0.179 0.564 1.199 ** 0.449

Educated workers 0.139 0.390 0.731 0.514 -0.386 0.445  0.524 0570 1.116 * 0.562

Former partners -0.066 0430 0.799 0.468 -0.128 0.369  0.063 0.547 0.927 0.516

Cohabiting partners 0.935 *t#A 0415  0.856 0.569 0.244 0.436  0.691 0501 0.612 0.648
Age in years 0.290 0.151 -0.380 * 0.163 -0.334 * 0.151  0.624 ***  0.185 -0.046 0.177
Race

Non-Hispanic black 1.298 *** 0.311 1.517 ** 0.508 1.738 *** 0.513 -0.440 0.546  -0.220 0.617

Hispanic -0.347 0.605  0.638 0.535 0.517 0.588 -0.863 0772 0121 0.632

Other race -1.336 0.739 -1.128 0.899 -1.197 1.008 -0.139 1.302 0.069 0.912
Native born -1.667 * 0.734  -1.150 ** 0.378 -1.071 0.550 -0.596 0.958 -0.079 0.546
Primary language

Spanish 0.449 0.980  0.040 0.585 -0.158 0516  0.607 1.103  0.198 0.586

Other language 0.230 1118 -1.142 0.906 0.184 0.905  0.046 1.378 -1.326 1.123
Family structure

Single parent family -0.160 0.284  0.110 0.304 0.555 * 0.252 -0.715 * 0.353  -0.445 0.344

Step family 0.669 * 0.282 -0.048 0.353 -0.006 0.489 0.676 0.427 -0.042 0.511

Other family type -0.241 0.456  0.092 0.434 0.136 0.364 -0.377 0.417 -0.044 0.466
Parental education 0.023 0.094 -0.270 ** 0.088 -0.315 *** 0.093 0.338 * 0.138  0.044 0.120
Income to poverty ratio -0.038 0.062 -0.166 0.103 -0.265 * 0.091 0.227 0.112 0.099 0.094
Years at Wave 1 address -0.005 0.019  0.005 0.022 0.026 0.026 -0.031 0.029 -0.021 0.027
Years at Wave 3 address -0.042 * 0.018 -0.002 0.020 0.013 0.016  -0.056 * 0.022 -0.016 0.018

*p <.05;**p <.01; ***p <.001

+: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to fast starters

1: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to educated workers
A: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to former partners
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Table 6. Multinomial logistic regression models testing income and move distance as explanations for young women's
locational attainment (N = 1,455)

Model 1 Model 2
vs. Consistently in a nonpoor neighborhood vs. Consistently in poor neighborhood
Panel A. Panel B. Panel C. Panel A. Panel B.
Entered poor  Exited poor Consistently in Entered poor Exited poor

neighborhood neighborhood poor neighborhood neighborhood neighborhood

Transition sets
Educated singles (ref)

Fast starters 0.189 0.342 0.098 0.090 0.244

Working partners 0.356 A 0.178 -0.043 0.399 0.221

Singles in the nest -0.661 0.005 -0.335 -0.326 0.340

Family-oriented women 0.072 0.360 0.747 -0.675 -0.387
Individual income quintiles -0.201 -0.059 -0.337 * 0.135 0.277
Move distance between
Wave 1 and Wave 3 (inmiles) ~ 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.002 0.002
Age inyears -0.010 -0.151 -0.100 0.090 -0.051
Race

Non-Hispanic black 1.646 *** 1,770 *** 2.999 *** -1.353 * -1.230 *

Hispanic 0.384 -0.190 1.305 * -0.922 -1.495 *

Other race -0.376 0.188 0.132 -0.508 0.056
Native born -0.487 -0.042 -0.744 0.257 0.701
Primary language

Spanish 0.310 1.072 -0.454 0.764 1.526 *

Other language -2.610 *** 0.288 0.156 -2.765 * 0.132
Family structure

Single parent family 0.471 0.159 0.155 0.316 0.004

Step family -0.520 0.522 0.204 -0.725 0.318

Other family type 0.798 0.868 * 1.079 * -0.281 -0.211
Parental education 0.037 -0.134 * -0.146 0.183 0.012
Income to poverty ratio 0.049 -0.149 * -0.198 0.247 0.048
Years at Wave 1 address -0.014 0.013 0.006 -0.020 0.007
Years at Wave 3 address -0.023 -0.023 0.021 -0.043 * -0.044 **

*p <.05;**p <.01; ***p <.001
A: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to singles in the nest
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Table 7. Multinomial logistic regression models testing income and move distance as explanations for young men's
locational attainment (N = 1,437)

Model 1 Model 2
vs. Consistently in a nonpoor neighborhood vs. Consistently in poor neighborhood
Panel A. Panel B. Panel C. Panel A. Panel B.
Entered poor  Exited poor Consistently in Entered poor Exited poor

neighborhood neighborhood poor neighborhood neighborhood neighborhood

Transition sets
Singles in the nest (ref)

Fast starters 0.106 1.483 *** 0.438 -0.332 1.045 *

Educated workers 0.220 0.825 -0.135 0.355 0.960

Former partners 0.047 0.867 -0.031 0.078 0.898

Cohabiting partners 0.983 *tiA 0.937 0.363 0.620 0.575
Individual income quintiles -0.193 ** -0.081 -0.253 * 0.060 0.171
Move distance between
Wave 1 and Wave 3 (inmiles)  0.000 0.000 -0.003 0.003 0.002
Age inyears 0.270 -0.399 * -0.394 * 0.664 *** -0.005
Race

Non-Hispanic black 1.232 *** 1.501 ** 1.669 ** -0.437 -0.169

Hispanic -0.314 0.686 0.547 -0.861 0.139

Other race -1.312 -1.201 -1.078 -0.234 -0.123
Native born -1.654 * -1.134 ** -1.063 -0.591 -0.071
Primary language

Spanish 0.399 0.070 -0.155 0.554 0.224

Other language 0.344 -0.930 0.335 0.009 -1.264
Family structure

Single parent family -0.185 0.099 0.565 * -0.750 * -0.466

Step family 0.709 * -0.046 -0.091 0.800 0.044

Other family type -0.214 0.109 0.179 -0.394 -0.071
Parental education -0.013 -0.252 * -0.324 ** 0.312 * 0.072
Income to poverty ratio -0.031 -0.179 -0.236 ** 0.204 * 0.056
Years at Wave 1 address -0.003 0.010 0.028 -0.031 -0.019
Years at Wave 3 address -0.042 * -0.004 0.007 -0.049 * -0.011

*p <.05;**p <.01; ***p <.001

+: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to fast starters

1: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to educated workers
A: Log odds are significantly (p < .05) greater compared to former partners



