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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

The Flip Side of the Boomerang Generation: The Role of Childhood Adversity and Social 

Support on Housing Stress and Independent Living of Millennials in Young Adulthood 

 

by 

 

Susanna Curry 

Doctor of Philosophy in Social Welfare 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2016 

Professor Bridget J. Freisthler, Chair 

 

Background and Aims. There currently is a growing understanding of the physical and mental 

health consequences of childhood adversity, yet much less is known about how childhood 

adversity relates to adult housing outcomes. Some social supports present in the transition to 

adulthood may buffer young people from housing challenges. This study examines the 

relationship between childhood adversity, social support in the transition to adulthood, and 

housing stress and living arrangements in adulthood. 

Methods. This study is based on data from 10,034 individuals from Waves 1, 3, and 4 in-home 

surveys of the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health. Weighted binomial 

and multinomial logistic regressions were used in the analysis. The Holm Bonferroni approach 
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corrected for multiple comparisons.  Lastly, predictive margins were calculated for the full 

moderation models. 

 

Results. Reporting emotional abuse in childhood was significantly associated with higher 

likelihood of experiencing housing stress in adulthood (ages 26 - 32) and lower likelihood of 

living with parents in adulthood, compared to living in one’s own place. Compared to those who 

received less than $200 from parents in a 12-month period in the transition to adulthood, those 

who received $1,000 or more had significantly higher likelihood of living with parents in 

adulthood. Among those who reported moderate childhood emotional abuse, the likelihood of 

experiencing housing stress at ages 26 – 32 was higher among those who received financial 

support from parents at ages 18 – 26. The relationship between reporting childhood emotional 

abuse and likelihood of living with parents in adulthood was also conditional on parental 

financial support at ages 18 – 26 such as those who received parental financial support were 

more likely to live with parents approximately six years later.  

Conclusions. This study suggests that the relationship between childhood emotional abuse and 

housing stress exists above and beyond other forms of childhood adversity. We should consider 

alternative options for housing for those who report childhood emotional abuse. Findings also 

provide further evidence that cultivating any kind of supportive relationship with an adult, even a 

parent, could be a source of resilience for emotionally abused young people in early adulthood. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

Definition and Prevalence of Homelessness 

 While homelessness is very difficult to measure, national Point-in-Time counts based on 

the current federal definition estimate that about 578,424 people experienced homelessness on 

any given night in 2014 (National Alliance to End Homelessness [NAEH], 2015). Throughout 

2013, 1.42 million people used a homeless shelter at some point during the year (HUD, 2013). 

The majority of those experiencing homelessness were single individuals (63%) and the 

remaining people were in families (37%) (NAEH, 2015). Despite household composition, people 

who are homeless are disproportionately low-income, urban, and from racial/ethnic minority 

groups (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], 2013). These statistics are 

likely to be undercounts as definitions of what is to be considered “homeless” differs in both 

research and policy. However, many choose to use a recently expanded federal definition which 

considers homelessness under four primary categories: 1) literally homeless (defined as living in 

a homeless shelter or on the street or another place not meant for human habitation; NAEH; 

2015); 2) at imminent risk of losing housing in 14 days; 3) homeless under other federal laws; or 

4) fleeing/attempting to flee a domestic violence situation (HUD, 2015).  

Definition and Prevalence of Housing Stability 

Those who are “literally homeless” (Toro, 1998), in other words those who are living on 

the streets or in shelters, abandoned buildings, or other places not meant for human habitation, 

have been studied in depth due to the higher visibility of the problem and the high costs to the 

individual and community associated with literal homelessness (Culhane & Metraux, 2008). 

More recently, however, we have acknowledged precursors to homelessness such as unstable 

housing and extreme poverty (Lee et al., 2010). There is a fine line between what is considered 
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“literal” homelessness and the much larger population of people who are precariously housed; 

“doubled up” or “couch surfing” with friends or family (Entner et al., 1998); and/or constantly at 

risk of becoming homeless and often living paycheck to paycheck (Lee. Tyler & Wright, 2010; 

Haber & Toro, 2004). In fact, a recent national report to Congress noted that 75% of those who 

were housed immediately before coming to a homeless shelter were previously living doubled up 

in another person’s home (HUD, 2013). 

Homelessness should therefore not be dichotomized as “homeless” or “non-homeless,” 

and rather appears to fall along a continuum from living in unstable housing (such as frequent 

moves, temporary living situations, or evictions/inability to pay rent) to living on the street (Lee 

et al., 2010; Frederick, Chwalek, Hughes, Karabanow, & Kidd, 2014).  Homelessness is the most 

extreme end on a continuum of resource stability, in which unstable housing serves as the 

“tipping point” toward homelessness (Haber & Toro, 2004). This expands the argument such that 

if homelessness is considered a point on a continuum of poverty, then the focus of research 

should be on the factors that precipitate homelessness (Prante, 2013).   

In 2013, approximately 7.72 million households in the United States experienced severe 

problems accessing secure housing (HUD, 2015). These individuals are defined by the HUD as 

those with “worst case housing needs,” meaning that they 1) have incomes at or below 50 

percent of Area Median Income and pay more than 50 percent of their income on rent or 2) have 

inadequate housing conditions or 3) both (HUD, 2015, p. 1). Burdens of high rent-to-income 

ratios drive most of these worst case housing needs; 97% of people with these high housing 

needs pay more than half of their income on rent (HUD, 2015). When individuals pay a high 

percentage of their income on rent, any crisis such as a medical emergency or loss of a job could 

lead them to homelessness (Culhane et al., 2007). While there have been increases in the 
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availability of housing in recent years, rental units that are affordable at the lowest income levels 

are still scarce: for every 100 very low-income renters there were only 65 affordable units and 

for every 100 very extremely low-income renters there were only 39 affordable units available 

(HUD, 2015). This unavailability of affordable housing for low-income individuals means that 

many are not able to afford housing in the first place, or are at risk of eviction when they do 

attain housing. When at risk of losing housing, some individuals or households will be able to 

access assistance from the government or non-profit sector, others may stay with friends or 

family (“doubled up”), and ultimately those without access to those supports will end up 

homeless (HUD, 2015). Since 2007, the number of individuals living doubled up increased by 

67% and the number of individuals with severe housing cost burden increased by 25% (NAEH, 

2015). 

Housing and Homelessness Among Emerging and Young Adults 

Homeless young adults (approximately ages 18-24) are different in many ways from 

homeless adults or homeless children in families (Toro, 2007). In a report based on 2013 

homeless Point-in-Time estimates, HUD reported that on a single night in January 2013, 

approximately 39,500 unaccompanied (not accompanied by a child) youth ages 18 - 24 were 

homeless and just over half of these youth were unsheltered (HUD, 2014). An additional 19,670 

young adults ages 18 – 24 were homeless with at least one child in their care (HUD, 2014). 

According to 2014 estimates, about 10% of unaccompanied homeless individuals are ages 18 – 

24 (HUD, 2014). While these estimates and definitions of homeless youth versus homeless 

adults may seem clearly categorized in recent HUD reports, the age categories are often 

inconsistent across policies and research studies. For example, the term “homeless youth” or 

“homeless adolescents” is often used to refer to those anywhere between the ages 12 - 24 (Haber 
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& Toro, 2004). While studies on “homeless youth” often include youth both over and under age 

18, the policy and service context is very different for those who are minors versus those who are 

legally adult (Toro, 2007), and research should reflect these distinctions. The present study will 

focus on young people ages 18-32 and will refer to them as young adults or emerging adults. 

Home-Leaving Norms Among Emerging Adults 

An understanding of housing stability and homelessness among young adults is not 

complete without an understanding of changing norms in home-leaving and support in the 

United States. In the past few decades, the concept of “adulthood” has changed dramatically, 

possibly in response to a range of cultural and demographic changes (Goldfarb, 2013). In the 

mid-1900s, early financial independence, early marriage and ability to earn a living wage 

without a college degree were common, but the transition to adulthood has changed dramatically 

in recent decades (Furstenberg, 2005; Goldfarb, 2013). Conceptualizations of “adulthood” have 

changed, with less people considering traditional milestones such as finishing school, finding 

employment, marriage, and parenthood prerequisites for adulthood (Arnett, 2004). These cultural 

changes may be due to such factors as greater need for additional education which delays entry 

into the workforce (Furstenberg, 2005), increased cost of post-secondary education and student 

debt, and housing costs that are prohibitive for individuals with low-wage jobs (Newman, 2012).  

With the economic recession of 2008 came additional stressors on young renters; 

according to the Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard University (2015), over the past ten 

years there has been an increase in the percentage of renters ages 25-34 that spend more than 

30% of their income on rent, the common benchmark for housing cost burden. Thus, it is not 

surprising that more young adults of Generation Y, born between 1980 and 1995 who entered 

adulthood between 1998 and 2013, are more likely to live with their parents well into adulthood. 



5 

 

This generation is also known as the Millennial Generation (“Millennials”) and the “Boomerang 

Generation” due to the common practice of returning home after some time away (Goldfarb, 

2013). Young adults are most likely to live with a biological parent when they are in their early 

twenties. Using the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health) 

researchers at University of Chicago noted that at age 21, 41% of a representative sample of 

sampled Millennials were living with a biological parent, 47% were living on their own, and 

0.4% were living with a spouse or partner (Courtney et al., 2007). By age 23 – 24, 30% were 

living with a biological parent, 63% were living on their own, and 0.7% were living with a 

spouse or partner (Courtney, Lee & Rapp, 2010). At age 26, 17% were living with biological 

parents, 50% were living on their own, and 26% were living with a spouse or partner (Courtney, 

Dworsky, Brown, Cary, Love & Vorhies, 2011).  

However, within the trend of later home-leaving among Millennials, there is not much 

known about the housing situations and stability of young adults based on family backgrounds. 

Young adults with wealthier parents have access to much more support than those without 

affluent parents, which perpetuates class differences (Goldfarb, 2013). Those who are not 

economically self-sufficient and do not have financial support from parents or other sources 

experience significant housing challenges that often persist through the second and third decade 

of life (Courtney et al., 2007). While patterns in living situations change through emerging and 

young adulthood, the prevalence of housing-related economic hardships remains relatively 

consistent. Many of these young adults face significant housing instability as they move through 

their twenties; 8% of 21-year-old youth had difficulty paying rent within the past year, 11% were 

unable to pay a utility bill, and 6% had their gas or electricity shut off (Courtney et al. 2007). At 
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ages 23 -24 and 26, the prevalence of economic hardships related to housing remained consistent 

(Courtney, Lee & Rapp, 2010; Courtney et al., 2011). 

Consequences of Poor Housing Outcomes Among Emerging and Young Adults 

 We still know little about what factors influence living situations and housing-related 

hardships among young people or whether these influences differ at different points in emerging 

and early adulthood. However, we do know that these hardships in general can impact other 

youth outcomes. When one is living in temporary housing or is literally homeless, it may be very 

difficult to hold down a job or attend regular college courses (Center for Public Policy Priorities, 

2001), and some claim that housing stability is the most important variable in job attainment 

because of the need for an address on applications (Geller & Curtis, 2011). Those with unstable 

housing may also experience worsened mental health conditions, particularly among those who 

emancipated from foster care (Fowler, Toro, & Miles, 2009). Further, when one is literally on the 

street or living in temporary housing, they may be at risk of physical and/or sexual victimization 

(Kidd & Scrimente, 2004; Tompsett & Toro, 2010). Overall, it is very difficult to pinpoint the 

specific contribution that various risk factors such as unemployment or health problems have on 

homelessness because it is likely a two-way relationship (Bakos, 2007; Broadbent, 2008; 

Ferguson, Bender, Thompson, Maccio & Pollio, 2012). 

Precipitating Factors for Poor Housing Outcomes 

Homelessness and poor housing outcomes at the population level are generally associated 

with housing affordability (Benjaminsen & Andrade, 2015). However, individuals also vary in 

their risk for poor housing stability due to individual characteristics and experiences (Shinn, 

1992).  One popular analogy described by researchers such as McChesney (1990) equates 

homelessness to the game of musical chairs, in which individuals or households are players in 
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competition for the limited number of “chairs,” which in this case would be housing. Those with 

individual vulnerabilities such as having less stability due to foster care history may be more 

vulnerable to becoming homeless due to the inability to access one of the chairs (affordable 

housing) when the music stops (Shinn, 1992). The often distinct bodies of literature regarding 

risk factors for housing instability or homelessness at times overlap, however there is much more 

understanding of individual characteristics related to literal homelessness than there is for 

housing instability. Individual precipitating factors for unstable housing include loss of housing 

subsidy (Kreindler & Coodin, 2010; Nemiroff, Aubry, & Klodawsky, 2010; Dickson-Gomez et 

al., 2008), drug abuse (Berzin et al., 2011; Bolton, 2005), and lack of informal supports (e.g., 

family and friends) (Dickson-Gomez et al., 2008; Slesnick, Prestopnik, Meyers, & Glassman, 

2007). Lack of access to stable employment with a living wage also impacts housing stability, as 

a reliable income is necessary for paying rent or a mortgage. Low educational attainment is also 

a risk factor for homelessness (Caton et al., 2000), possibly due to associated lower wages. We 

also know that childhood experiences such as foster care placements are related to poor adult 

outcomes such as homelessness. There is a higher prevalence of childhood out-of-home foster 

placement among homeless adults than in the general population (Herman, Susser, Struening, & 

Link, 1997; van den Bree, 2009). According to Berzin and colleagues (2011) a background in 

foster care often places young people in a vulnerable position due to lower educational 

attainment and skill sets, resources, and social capital needed to make a successful transition to 

adulthood. While outcomes vary, as a whole former foster youth have lower income than their 

peers (Macomber et al., 2008).While many peers of the same age might be able to get around 

difficulties of low income and lack of rental history by co-signing a lease with parents or staying 

with their parents for longer periods of time, former foster youth may not have this level of 
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support from biological family members (Berzin et al., 2011). In fact, former foster youth are 

less likely to live with biological family members after aging out of care than their peers of the 

same age (Iglehart, 1995). These additional risks may be contributing to a homelessness rate two 

times higher among young adults with any former foster care involvement, compared to matched 

control groups, and higher frequency of moves (Berzin et al., 2011).  

The Importance of Social Relationships 

According to stress theories such as the stress process model (Pearlin, 1991), stressors 

such as childhood instability can negatively influence well-being across the life course. 

However, stress theory also suggests that positive social resources can “buffer” the impact of 

these stressors and lead to improved outcomes in a range of domains (e.g. Kaniasty & Norris, 

1997; Heller & Rook, 1997). As young people transition to adulthood, they may not be prepared 

to live independently and many still remain financially and emotionally dependent on their 

parents or other family members (Fingerman, Cheng, Wesselmann, Zarit & Briditt, 2012; 

Aquilino, 2006; Shoeni & Ross, 2005). There is also growing support for the notion that parental 

economic support during young adulthood is related to the young person’s decisions regarding 

partnering and educational opportunities (Avery, Golscheider, & Speare, 1992; Goldscheider & 

Goldscheider, 1993). Those who must enter full-time work during the transition to adulthood 

because they lack financial support from family may not pursue further education and may suffer 

economically in the long run (Aquilino, 1999). Thus, social support in the transition to adulthood 

is increasingly important and may protect young people from poor outcomes such as housing 

instability. 

In addition, young adults who remain disconnected from their family of origin in young 

adulthood due to foster care involvement or other family dysfunction will not have family 
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resources available. While approximately 70% of young adults who leave home eventually 

return to live with biological family in early adulthood, this is much less common among former 

foster youth (Berzin et al., 2011). Susser, Moore and Link (1993) suggest that these young adults 

may be at higher risk of homelessness, as kin support is very important when one is at risk of 

becoming homeless (Burt & Cohen, 1989; Herman et al., 1997). Having support from a caregiver 

or parent may allow these youth to engage in the gradual transition to adulthood as experienced 

by their peers without systems involvement (Arnett, 2000; Berzin et al., 2011). However, this 

support is not always positive; when individuals rely on tangible support such as temporary 

housing from network members, they may end up “wearing out their welcome,” thus 

precipitating literal homelessness (Shinn et al., 1991, p. 1181).  

Study Overview and Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to further our understanding of childhood instability, social 

resources in the transition to adulthood, and housing stability in adulthood. In particular, this 

study aims to understand whether there is 1) a relationship between childhood instability and 

housing instability in adulthood, 2) a relationship between social support in the transition to 

adulthood and housing outcomes in adulthood, and 3) a moderating role of social support on the 

relationship between childhood instability and adult housing outcomes. These analyses are 

conducted using Waves I (1994-1995), III (2001-2002) and IV (2007-2008) of the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health). 

By utilizing a longitudinal design, the study captures the often changing and dynamic 

housing situations of young people and capture precursors to these housing outcomes. I highlight 

whether these influences on housing stability operate differently among young people with a 

history of childhood adversity. Additionally, I provide a nuanced understanding of the 
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relationship between childhood experiences and housing outcomes beyond literal homelessness. 

While we have an understanding of the high prevalence of childhood adversity among homeless 

adults, we do not understand how different types of childhood adversity affect housing 

insecurity. This study builds on prior research on the stress process and stress buffering role of 

social support, adding a much-needed understanding of how stressors and different types of 

resources may lead to housing outcomes in particular. Prior to this study, the stress process 

model had not been used to understand the link between childhood adversity, social support, and 

adult housing outcomes. Findings from this study provide a greater understanding of the 

relevance of different childhood experiences for adult housing stability and living arrangements. 

While there is a growing understanding of various adverse childhood experiences their physical 

and psychological health consequences in adulthood, we still know little about their relationship 

to adult housing stability and economic well-being. Findings regarding these relationships, and 

potential buffering effects of social supports, can inform practice and policy in both the child 

welfare and housing sectors. 

Organization of the Current Study 

 Chapter one has provided an overview of the definitions and scope of homelessness and 

housing instability generally and among young adults, as well as the current study purpose. 

Chapter two provides a review of the literature on the relationship between childhood 

experiences and homelessness and the role of social support on this relationship. Chapter three 

introduces stress theories such as the stress process model, the concept of stress proliferation, and 

Conservation of Resources theory, which inform the current study. Chapter four presents the 

research design and analysis. Chapter five presents the results from the three research questions. 
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Finally, Chapter six discusses the findings and implications for practice, policy, and future 

research. 

  



12 

 

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the literature on factors contributing to 

homelessness or housing instability. In particular, the section will review the literature on (a) 

measuring homelessness and housing instability, (b) the relationship between childhood 

experiences and housing outcomes in adulthood, (c) the relationship between social support and 

housing outcomes, (d) the relationship between childhood experiences and adult social support, 

and (e) defining young adulthood in studies of homelessness and housing instability. 

Measuring Homelessness and Housing Stability 

While the dominant line of research on precursors for homelessness measures 

homelessness based on those who enter shelters or those who are living on the street (e.g. Roos 

et al., 2013; Fothergill et al., 2012), we know that there are other housing situations among low-

income individuals that are more common and that often precede literal homelessness (Coulton, 

Theodos, & Turner, 2009). According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), about one-third of individuals who entered a homeless shelter were staying 

temporarily with friends or family or a hotel/motel the night before immediately prior to entering 

the shelter (HUD, 2010).  While housing stability has been measured according to whether or not 

one has housing (with absence of housing or homelessness meaning unstable housing and 

presence of housing meaning stable housing (e.g., North, Eyrich-Garg, Pollio & Thirthalli, 

2010)), the concept of housing stability is multi-dimensional. In their review of measures of 

housing stability, Frederick and colleagues (2014) note that the construct of housing stability 

remains poorly defined, and there is a lack of any standardized method of measuring the 

construct. The most common variables used to measure housing stability are residential status 

and residential stability including number of times moved, reasons for moves, and frequency of 
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moves due to make rent (Tsemberis, McHugo, Williams, Hanrahan, & Stefancic, 2007; Pavao, 

Alvarez, Baumino, Induni, & Kimberling, 2007; Bebout, Drake, Xie, McHugo, & Harris, 1997; 

Drake, Wallach, & Hoffman, 1989). Frederick et al. (2014) argue that single measures fail to 

capture the multidimensional concept of housing stability. Some have used multiple measures of 

housing stability, including one study of young adults formerly in foster care, which included a 

range of factors such as whether one was living with their family, number of moves since age 18, 

and housing type (Berzin, Rhodes, & Curtis, 2011). Another defined housing stability according 

to permanent housing (own apartment, living with caregivers), precarious housing (living with 

family or friends due to inability to pay rent/ “doubling up”), “inadequate or restrictive housing” 

(such as literal homelessness or stay in a correctional or psychiatric facility) (Fowler, Toro, & 

Miles, 2011, p. 339). However, most of the literature on the relationship between childhood 

experiences and housing stability focuses on literal homelessness, with some exceptions (Berzin 

et al., 2011; Courtney et al., 2011). Thus, we have little knowledge of a range of housing 

outcomes based on childhood experiences. 

Relationship between Childhood Experiences and Housing Outcomes in Adulthood 

A history of negative childhood experiences is common among those who experience 

homelessness in adulthood (Herman, Susser, Struening, & Link, 1997; van den Bree, 2009). In 

particular, experiences such as out-of-home care (Park et al., 2005; Berzin, Rhodes, & Curtis, 

2011) and childhood maltreatment (Sundin & Baguley, 2014; Fowler, Toro, & Miles, 2009; 

Tyler, Hoyt, & Whitbeck, 2000; Unger, Kipke, Simon, Montgomery & Johnson, 1997; Shelton et 

al., 2009) are more commonly reported in surveys of homeless adults. For example, among 

individuals living in homeless shelters, 37% report childhood physical abuse compared to 4 – 6% 

in the general population (Sundin & Baugley, 2014). Further, prospective longitudinal research is 
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beginning to document that these family-related experiences are significant risk factors for 

homelessness (van den Bree et al., 2009), though there are limitations to these findings.  

While there has been growing interest in the association between aging out of or 

emancipating from foster care and risk of homelessness (e.g., Berzin, Rhodes, & Curtis, 2011; 

Curry & Abrams, 2014; Dworsky, Napoliano, & Courtney, 2013), both retrospective and 

prospective studies indicate a link between any foster care involvement in childhood and 

homelessness and housing instability in adulthood (Berzin, Rhodes, & Curtis, 2011; Park, 

Metraux, & Culhane, 2004; Shelton et al., 2009). In adult samples, those with childhood foster 

care experience are also more likely to experience homelessness, with estimates ranging from 

9% to 39% (Park et al., 2004; Bassuk et al., 1997; Koegel, Melamid & Burnam, 1995; Zlotnick, 

Robertson & Wright, 1999). Using administrative data from both the child welfare and homeless 

services systems in New York City, Park and colleagues (2005) found that those with foster care 

history were two times more likely to enter a shelter in young adulthood than those who received 

in-home preventative services. Similar rates have been seen in nationally representative surveys. 

In a study comparing youth with any foster care involvement against a matched comparison 

group (based on demographics), Berzin and colleagues (2011) also found that those with foster 

care history were two times more likely to experience homelessness and housing instability in 

young adulthood than those without foster care history. Of those with foster care history, 15% 

experienced homelessness in young adulthood, compared with 8.7% in the matched and 6.5% in 

the unmatched samples respectively. Former foster youth also reported a higher average number 

of moves after age 18 and a lower likelihood of returning home after leaving than matched youth 

(Berzin et al., 2011). The authors concluded that foster care history contributes to housing 

outcomes even when controlling for other risk factors. While most studies on housing outcomes 
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of former foster youth focus primarily on incidence of homelessness, findings from the Midwest 

Evaluation of the Adult Functioning of Former Foster Youth (“Midwest Study”) document 

housing instability among emancipated foster youth who had been in foster care at age 17. At 

age 23-24, most were living in their “own place” and were less likely than a representative 

sample of their peers without a history of foster care to be living with biological parents 

(Courtney, Dworsky, Lee, & Rapp, 2010). While few reported current homelessness, 24% had 

been homeless, 28% had couch-surfed since emancipation and 37% had been homeless or couch-

surfed since emancipating from care. In addition, many faced challenges maintaining safe and 

stable housing; compared to a representative sample of peers who did not have a foster care 

history, these emancipated foster youth were more likely to report being evicted in the past 12 

months and/or difficulty paying rent or utilities (Courtney et al., 2010). 

Experiences other than foster care involvement are also linked to risk of poor housing 

outcomes. Adverse childhood experiences (ACEs), including childhood maltreatment (abuse and 

neglect), domestic violence or discord in the child’s home, and parental psychopathology 

including incarceration, hospitalization for mental illness, attempt/committing suicide, or 

substance abuse, are related to poorer well-being in adulthood, including a higher risk for 

homelessness (Dube, Felitti, Dong, Chapman, Giles & Anda, 2003). In a study using data from a 

nationwide random-digit-dial telephone survey of households in the U.S. in the 1990s, adults 

with a history of any adverse childhood experiences were eight times more likely to report adult 

homelessness (Herman et al., 1997). Among those who had experienced physical and/or sexual 

abuse and feeling that they were not cared for (“lack of care”) were 26 times more likely to 

experience homelessness in adulthood. A study using the National Epidemiologic Survey of 
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Alcohol and Related Conditions (NESARC) found that those with any type of ACE were 

significantly more likely to report ever being homeless (Roos et al., 2013).  

The association between maltreatment history and adult homelessness has been primarily 

based on retrospective surveys of people in homeless shelters. As noted above, average 

prevalence rates for childhood physical abuse in homeless samples is 37%, compared to 4 - 6% 

in the general population (Sundin & Baugley, 2014). Average prevalence rates for childhood 

sexual abuse are 32% for women and 10% for men, compared with 10% and 5% for women and 

men in the general population, respectively (Sundin & Baugley, 2014). While one study found 

non-significant relationships in regards to sexual abuse and homelessness (Herman et al., 1997), 

overall the evidence for this positive relationship is strong (Fowler, Toro, & Miles, 2011; Tyler, 

Hoyt, & Whitbeck, 2000; Unger, Kipke, Simon, Montgomery, & Johnson, 1997), particularly for 

women (Koegel et al., 1995; Sundin & Baguley, 2014). In a meta-analysis of studies analyzing 

prevalence of past abuse among homeless adults, those with lower average age had a higher 

prevalence of childhood physical abuse, though specific ages were not specified (Sundin & 

Baugley, 2014). Though less evidence is available regarding the relationship between childhood 

neglect and adult homelessness, Shelton and colleagues (2009) found that those who reported 

neglect from childhood were almost 1.5 times more likely to report ever experiencing 

homelessness. However, in Shelton et al.’s (2009) study, because we don’t know the timing of 

neglect or homelessness, we do not know whether reported neglect occurred before, after or 

during spells of homelessness.  

In a prospective study of childhood precursors to homelessness in a community 

population of African Americans in a neighborhood in Chicago, Fothergill and colleagues (2012) 

reported that running away from home prior to age 15 was a strong predictor for any 
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homelessness between the ages of 15 and 42. However, the authors note that further research is 

needed to determine whether running away during adolescence puts one at risk for later 

homelessness beyond merely serving as a proxy for homelessness. We also do not know whether 

running away in adolescence is related to other poor housing outcomes in adulthood, such as 

doubling up or difficulties paying rent. Indicators of family stress such as having a parent with 

work limitations due to health problems, has also been found to predict risk of homelessness in 

the transition to adulthood (Brakenhoff, Jang, Slesnick, & Snyder, 2015). 

Despite growing interest in longitudinal studies of precursors to homelessness, major 

methodological problems in this line of research exist. Many of these methodological problems 

are not limited to the exploration of childhood experiences and housing outcomes, but are rather 

problems that exist throughout the literature on precursors to homelessness. First, most research 

in this area relies on homeless individuals’ retrospective reports of their childhoods, which may 

introduce recall bias (Shinn, 1992). Second, many studies are based on samples from homeless 

shelters and these individuals may be different from other homeless individuals in important 

ways, including the possibility that they are more chronically homeless than other homeless 

individuals (Roos et al., 2013). Third, another concern remains regarding the common practice of 

exploring childhood risks for homelessness using self-reports of lifetime homelessness (van den 

Bree et al., 2009; Shelton et al., 2009; Roos et al., 2013), rather than homelessness in adulthood. 

This concern in particular necessitates further research using longitudinal surveys that include 

measures of housing outcomes other than lifetime homelessness. The few studies that have 

explored housing outcomes and childhood experiences using nationally representative and 

longitudinal surveys, such as the National Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health) or 

the National Epidemiologic Survey of Alcohol and Related Conditions (NESARC), have used a 
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measure of lifetime homelessness, which includes homelessness in childhood and/or in 

adulthood. By operationalizing homelessness as “ever homeless,” we fail to consider the 

possibility that the homelessness occurred prior to or at the same time as any other factor under 

exploration, such as childhood experiences. For example, one may be placed in foster care in part 

because his or her family has been homeless, and many families experience significant distress 

and breakdown while homeless. Fourth, many studies use stricter criteria for homelessness than 

does recent policy; many studies ask if one is currently or has ever lived in a shelter, on the 

street, in a car, or another place not meant for human habitation (Berzin et al., 2011; Shelton et 

al., 2009; Dworksy & Courtney, 2009), whereas recent policy change in 2012 allows individuals 

and families to be considered homeless if they are at imminent risk of homelessness, including 

staying with relatives or friends temporarily (“couch-surfing” or “sofa-surfing”) (U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013). Lastly, few studies disaggregate 

homelessness experiences by age to allow for analysis of effects of different childhood 

experiences on homelessness in young adulthood or later in life. 

Influence of Social Support on Housing Outcomes 

In the classic articles by Cassel (1974) and Cobb (1976), the term “social support” was 

introduced and has since become an important construct in social research. Social support refers 

to one’s social integration and relationships within groups (Turner & Brown, 2010). The 

construct is multi-dimensional, including such constructs as of emotional support (i.e., empathy 

or love), and instrumental support (i.e. tangible resources)(Langford et al., 1997; House, 

1981).While we do not know how support in the transition to adulthood influences housing 

outcomes in young adulthood, we do know that support from various sources during this period 

of life influences educational and economic outcomes (Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1993), 
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which are themselves related to later housing stability (Caton et al., 2000). Young adults from 

families who are able to make long-term investments in their children, including during the 

transition to adulthood, may have better economic outcomes later on in life (Avery, 

Goldscheider, & Speare, 1992).  As young people transition to adulthood, they may not be 

prepared to live independently and many still remain financially and emotionally dependent on 

their parents or other family members (Fingerman, Cheng, Wesselmann, Zarit & Briditt, 2012; 

Aquilino, 2006; Shoeni & Ross, 2005). In fact, parents provide an average of $2,200 per year to 

adult children ages 18-34 (Schoeni & Ross, 2005). Level of economic support from parents in 

the transition to adulthood in particular may inform a young person’s choices regarding further 

education, which could later impact their economic outcomes (Avery, Goldscheider, & Speare, 

1992; Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1993) and housing stability in later years. For example, 

those who lack financial support from family may opt to enter full-time work rather than pursue 

post-secondary education (Aquilino, 1999), and this could affect socioeconomic status (Caton et 

al., 2000) and/or risk of poor housing outcomes in the long run. There are many reasons why 

parents may not support a young adult child economically, including beliefs about self-

sufficiency, insufficient resources of their own, or poor relationship quality. Young adults who 

do not have an emotional connection with their biological parents due to family dysfunction or 

foster care involvement in childhood will also likely not receive other kinds of support from their 

biological parents. While some young people may have a relationship with biological parents 

after leaving foster care (Shin & Poertner, 2002 in Gomez, 2012), we do not know how many 

live with or receive assistance from their biological parents in young adulthood. This is 

important to know because there is limited evidence that financial support or emotional closeness 

to family member in the transition to adulthood may influence housing outcomes. In the Midwest 
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Study, the odds of experiencing homelessness in the transition to adulthood (age 19) were lower 

among those who reported feeling close to at least one family member at a prior survey at age 17 

or 18 (Dworsky & Courtney, 2009). A follow up survey yielded insignificant results for risk of 

homelessness by age 26 based on social support or closeness to a family member at age 17 or 18 

(Dworsky, Napolitano, & Courtney, 2013).  

While we do not know whether social support in the transition to adulthood is related to 

later housing outcomes, we do know that there is a relationship between social support and 

family homelessness. Homeless mothers often have smaller networks of support than housed 

mothers (Meadows-Oliver, 2005; Letiecq, Anderson, & Koblinsky, 1998; Bassuk et al., 1996), 

though there is some disagreement as to whether this is due to less social ties to begin with or the 

fact that they “wore out their welcome” with others as they relied on these relationships for 

support before entering a shelter (Goodman, 1991; Shinn, Knickman, & Weitzman, 1991). 

Instrumental support from family in particular may be related to risk of homelessness; Letiecq, 

Anderson & Koblinsky (1998) found that homeless mothers had significantly less family support 

in the prior six months compared to housed mothers, though there was no difference between the 

two groups in terms of support from friends or professional service providers. 

In Fertig & Reingold’s (2008) study they found that if structural factors are held constant, 

the probability of a family experiencing homelessness is related to factors such as housing 

subsidy receipt, living in public housing, or having relatives who can provide instrumental 

support such as temporary housing or lending money. Other have also found that among 900 

homeless single adults, those who were homeless for a longer period of time have a smaller 

number of family members they can rely on for support (Eyrich, Pollio & North, 2003). 

Similarly, Bassuk & Rosenberg (1988) found that 25% of homeless individuals reported no 
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friends that could provide support to them. Among homeless individuals with serious mental 

illness, individuals with history of childhood abuse were among those with the least amount of 

social support (Lam & Rosenheck, 1999). 

It is possible that there is a relationship between support from a mentor and housing 

outcomes. While we do not know how presence of a supportive mentor in the transition to 

adulthood influences housing outcomes in particular for those from unstable childhood 

backgrounds, there is some evidence that when former foster youth have a mentor in the 

transition to adulthood, they have better outcomes across a range of domains (Ahrens et al., 

2008; Salazar et al., 2011; Collins, Paris & Ward, 2010), and many of these outcomes such as 

mental health and educational attainment are related to housing outcomes and homelessness 

(Caton et al., 2000; Dworsky, Napolitano, & Courtney, 2013). In a study using the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health), young adults with prior foster care 

experience who indicated developing a relationship in adolescence with a non-parental adult 

mentor that lasted at least 2 years had better outcomes in higher education (borderline 

significance) (Ahrens et al., 2008). In a 2011 study using the cohort of Midwest Study former 

foster youth, Salazar et al. found that social support had direct effects on depression, and 

moderating and partial mediation effects on the relationship between childhood maltreatment and 

depression as the youth were aging out of the foster care system. In bivariate analyses, Collins, 

Paris & Ward (2010) found that former foster youth who reported having a mentor had 

significantly higher rates of high school or GED completion and lower reports of experiencing an 

episode of homelessness since age 18. To date, we do not know how the presence of or level of 

closeness to a mentor might buffer young people with a history of childhood instability (e.g. 

foster care) from poor housing outcomes. 
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Childhood Experiences and Adult Social Support 

Few studies have explored whether those who were maltreated in childhood have less 

social support in adulthood. There is some evidence of lower social support among adults 

maltreated as children (McLewin & Muller, 2006; Runtz & Shallow, 1997; Schumm, Briggs-

Phillips, & Hobfoll, 2006; Sperry & Widom, 2013; Vranceanu, Hobfoll, & Johnson, 2007) than 

those not maltreated as children, though one study found no differences between the two groups 

(Bradley, Schwartz, & Kaslow, 2005). One retrospective study of women who were maltreated 

as children showed that multi-type maltreatment in childhood was directly predictive of lower 

levels of social support in adulthood, which the authors hypothesized could be partially due to 

less support by family members who could have been the perpetrators (parents) or fellow 

survivors (siblings) of child maltreatment (Vranceanu, Hobfoll, & Johnson, 2007). Others have 

found that those who were maltreated in childhood have smaller networks of supportive 

individuals (Gibson & Hartshorne, 1996; Harmer, Sanderson & Mertin, 1999 in Vranceneau, 

2007). We are beginning to understand what less social support means for those with a history of 

maltreatment; social support has been explored as a mediator and a moderator of the relationship 

between child maltreatment and mental health in particular. Cross-sectional studies indicate that 

social support mediates the relationship between child maltreatment and adult outcomes 

including psychological adjustment and self-esteem (Runtz & Shallow, 1997), posttraumatic 

stress disorder (Vranceanu et al., 2007), intimacy and trust (Pepin & Banyard, 2006). One of the 

few studies using longitudinal data has suggested that social support, measured by a scale that 

included perceived availability of others for emotional support, advice, or tangible support, 

mediates the relationship between childhood maltreatment and anxiety and depression in 
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adulthood after adjustment for sex, age, race and prior psychiatric diagnosis (Sperry & Widom, 

2013). In addition, the “buffering hypothesis” (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983, p.99) suggests that 

social support moderates the relationship between stress or trauma and later pathology, in part by 

providing tangible or emotional resources to help deal with the stressful circumstances. To date, 

research on social support among adults maltreated as children has used composite scores of 

emotional and tangible supports (Salazar et al., 2011; Sperry & Widom, 2013) and none have 

separately examined whether financial or tangible supports might buffer individuals from poor 

adult outcomes such as housing instability.  

Children and youth in foster care often have challenges developing supportive 

connections due to high instability, placement in nonfamily settings such as group homes, 

frequent changes in schools and placements, and removal from biological family (James, 

Landsverk & Slymen, 2004). Qualitative studies have pointed to intense pressure for these youth 

to be self-reliant, which can at times keep them from developing or maintaining supportive 

connections (Propp et al., 2003; Samuels & Pryce, 2008). This may be a particularly strong 

message for those who are aging out of foster care (Cunningham & Diversi, 2012). Sources of 

support may differ among former foster youth in comparison to their peers; one study found that 

while 69% of former foster youth indicated at least one supportive adult in their life, most 

indicated that this individual was a staff member from the child welfare system (Collins, Paris, & 

Ward, 2010). Many former foster youth maintain close relationships to biological family in the 

transition to adulthood, with approximately 17 – 54% of former foster youth returning to live 

with relatives after aging out of care (Collins, Paris, & Ward, 2008). However, these family 

connections don’t always provide the support that youth need, and at times when youth rekindle 

these connections they get pulled back into dysfunctional family dynamics that can be harmful 
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(Samuels & Pryce, 2008). These situations will likely vary greatly from family to family. Some 

foster care alumni may opt to rely on peers rather than family when they face difficult 

circumstances, as illustrated by Perez and Toro’s (2011) study of former foster youth. They 

found that former foster youth strongly relied on peers for social capital, and in particular utilized 

peer networks to find temporary places to stay if they were homeless. Others have also found 

that these youth often rely on their peers for instrumental and emotional support, though at times 

these peers are facing difficult socioeconomic circumstances themselves (Garret et al., 2008; 

Ammerman et al., 2004). In addition, natural mentoring relationships may be an important 

source of social support (Ahrens, DuBois, Richardson, Fan, & Lozano, 2008). 

Defining Young Adulthood in Studies of Homelessness and Housing Instability 

Homelessness appears to be a reflection of vulnerabilities and social environments at 

different periods in one’s life (Haber & Toro, 2004). However, the literatures on specific “sub-

populations” including homeless adolescents, families, and single adults have primarily evolved 

separately, largely ignoring the relationship between risk factors and different developmental 

periods (Haber & Toro, 2004). The ability to clearly understand influences across adolescence to 

adulthood has been complicated by fuzzy definitions of age ranges considered to be adolescence 

and adulthood. In research on homelessness, studies exploring “homeless adolescents” or 

“homeless youth” are inconsistent, sometimes referring to youth who are both under and over 

age 18 (e.g., Auerswald, Sugano, Ellen & Klausner, 2006) and sometimes including those up to 

age 25 or older (e.g., Kipke, Montgomery, & MacKenzie, 1993). Studies of homeless adults 

typically consider any single person 18 and over a single adult and rarely differentiate by age 

categories that are considered to be developmentally distinct across adulthood. For many youth 

entering adulthood, finding a place to live is of utmost importance (Perez & Romo, 2010), and 



25 

 

thus there is growing interest in the experience of emerging adults who face homelessness 

(Wenzel, Holloway, Golinelli, Ewing, Bowman, & Tucker, 2012). The role of social context and 

resources on housing outcomes during this time is of special interest in part due to growing 

understanding of the distinct developmental stage between 18-26 referred to as “emerging 

adulthood” (Arnett, 2001; Wenzel et al., 2012). This developmental period is characterized by 

instability and central tasks involve developing relationships with intimate partners, pursuing 

educational or employment goals, and taking greater responsibility for one’s own needs (Arnett, 

2011). Those without support may experience difficulty navigating the tasks associated with this 

developmental phase (Hagan & McCarthy, 2005) and this may impact later outcomes including 

risk of poor housing outcomes or homelessness. This may be particularly challenging for young 

adults of the Millennial generation who were born in 1980 and 1995 and who entered adulthood 

between 1998 and 2013. These young adults have come of age at a time when there is increased 

need to attain a post-secondary education (Furstenberg, 2005) and in which housing costs are 

often too high for individuals working in low-wage jobs (Newman, 2012). 

Summary  

 For the past two decades there has been building evidence from homeless shelter samples 

that those who experience homelessness in adulthood report high rates of former foster care 

involvement (e.g. Park et al., 2005) and child maltreatment (e.g. Sundin & Baugley, 2014). 

However, conclusions in these retrospective studies are limited by potential recall bias (Shinn, 

1992) and the possibility that those sampled in homeless shelters are different from those 

experiencing homelessness who do not enter shelters (Roos et al., 2013). Studies by van den 

Bree et al. (2009) and Shelton et al. (2009) used a population-based sample to assess childhood 

experiences and reports of homelessness among young adults, however because they measured 
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homelessness based on lifetime homeless rather than homelessness in adulthood, we are unable 

to conclude that the childhood experiences proceeded the homelessness. Thus, further research 

on the direct relationship between childhood experiences and experiences of housing instability 

or homelessness from a population-based sample is warranted. 

 The role of social support on homelessness is also unclear, particularly regarding whether 

level, type or source of social support moderates the relationship between childhood experiences 

and housing outcomes. There is evidence that type and source of social support may differ 

among adults with childhood instability such as maltreatment or foster care involvement. In 

particular, many former foster youth rely primarily on former social workers (Collins, Paris, & 

Ward, 2010) or peers (Perez & Toro, 2011), and while many reconnect or maintain relationships 

with biological family, they are less likely to live with biological family in young adulthood than 

their peers (Berzin et al., 2011). Given that adults with these childhood backgrounds may have 

differing levels or types of social relationships or support and are also more likely to report 

homelessness, it is important that we also understand whether social support might serve as a 

buffer against poor housing outcomes or homelessness. There is evidence that those who are 

facing homelessness have less social support (Meadows-Oliver, 2005; Letiecq, Anderson, & 

Koblinsky, 1998; Bassuk et al., 1996; Fertig & Reingold, 2008), though in many of these studies 

we do not know if lower social support contributed to poor housing outcomes or whether they 

had lower social support as a result of difficult housing circumstances.  

The longitudinal design of this study allows for a better understanding of the relationship 

between childhood family background, social relationships in the transition to adulthood, and the 

housing stability of young people as they move through early adulthood. Most studies looking at 

housing stability and homelessness use cross-sectional data, which may fail to capture the 
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cyclical or temporary nature of housing situations in the often unstable transition to adulthood. In 

particular, there is very little known about influences on young adults, as most research on risks 

for housing stability or homelessness fails to consider these risks according to age. Most studies 

simply consider risks among “youth” (typically ranging from ages 13-24) or “adults” (typically 

ranging from ages 18-60), which fail to consider the range of developmental periods throughout 

adulthood. This study examines an array of indicators of housing instability, addressing the 

multi-dimensional nature of the construct. As noted above, the concept of housing stability 

remains poorly defined, and single-item measures of the construct may fail to account for the 

varying symptoms of housing instability and homelessness (Frederick et al., 2014). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



28 

 

CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK & CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

Stress theory informs the current study hypotheses about the relationship between 

childhood instability and housing outcomes in adulthood, including the influence of access to 

social resources on this relationship. The stress process model, which posits that stressors such as 

childhood instability can negatively influence well-being across the life course, suggests that 

these supports moderate the impact of these stressors. Others have tested the stress process 

model and the moderating role of social coping resources on stress and mental health and health 

(Kaniasty & Norris, 1997; Heller & Rook, 1997), however in the present study the model will be 

used to test the protective role of social support resources in the transition to adulthood on the 

relationship between childhood adversity and housing outcomes in adulthood. As described 

below, stress theories suggest that life stressors, such as childhood events, can lead to further loss 

or stress (Hobfoll, 1989; Pearlin, 1999). This study hypothesizes that supportive resources may 

change the likelihood that those living under stressful circumstances due to childhood 

experiences face poor housing stability in adulthood, in a sense disrupting the stress process that 

can lead to homelessness (Milburn & D’Ecole, 1991).  

Stress Process Model, Stress Proliferation, and Conservation of Resources Theory 

Stressful childhood experiences can serve as precursors to housing instability and 

homelessness, in part because these stressful experiences can weaken personal or social 

resources that may be needed to attain stable housing (Milburn & D’Ercole, 1991). Stress has 

been described as an event or series of events that exert internal demands, environmental 

demands (or both), which exceed the resources of an individual or system (Monat & Lazarus, 

1991; Monat, Lazarus & Reevy, 2007). Generally, the term stress refers to a physiological alert 

in reaction to the presence of stressors, which are defined as external challenging influences on 
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an individual that impact functioning (Wheaton, Young, Montazar, & Stuart-Lahman, 2013). 

Stressors can be understood as demands, challenges, structural conditions, or threats that “by the 

very fact of their occurrence or existence, call into question the operating integrity of the 

organism” (Wheaton et al., 2013, p.300).  Only those stressors that actually threaten or are 

perceived as threats to one’s social locations, identity, role, or physical health can be stressful 

(Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). According to Pearlin & Schooler (1978), sources of stress can be a 

discrete event such as a divorce or accident, or may result from chronic stressors, such as long-

term unemployment, that may be more subtle because they aren’t always as acute as discrete life 

events. However, chronic stressors are more persistent. They may be associated with chronic 

deprivation (e.g. poverty) or may be associated with social roles such as caregiving for a 

terminally ill spouse (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). In line with previous research, the present study 

conceptualizes childhood adversity such as child maltreatment as a significant life stressor 

(Evans & Hill, 2013; Hill et al., 2010) that leads to adverse outcomes, in this case poor housing 

outcomes. This conceptualization is in part informed by Milburn & D’Ercole’s (1991) suggestion 

that acute and chronic events should be considered “stressors” that serve as precursors to 

homelessness or poor housing. Thus, the present study is informed by stress theories such as the 

stress process model (Pearlin et al., 1981), stress proliferation (Pearlin et al., 1990), and 

Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989). Overall, these theories inform study 

hypotheses that social support in the transition to adulthood will be compromised by childhood 

stressors, which in turn will create a stressful transition to adulthood in part due to little support, 

and in turn create further stressors in young adulthood including housing instability. 

The stress process model was first published by Pearlin and colleagues (1981).  The 

model provides a conceptual framework for understanding the effects of multiple and cumulative 
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sources of stress such as childhood adversity and low social support, which are often not 

independent of one another. They suggest that the effects of stressors on particular outcomes can 

be mediated or moderated by resources such as social support, self-concept, or coping resources. 

They explain that stressors may impact access to resources which can in turn have damaging 

consequences for well-being. These resources can also alter the effect of stressors such as 

financial strain on outcomes such as mental health. The mediating or moderating effects of 

resources may explain why some people, such as those without social support, are more 

negatively impacted by existing stressors than others (Aneshensel, 2015). This conceptual model 

of the “stress process” was derived from an examination of the influence of involuntary job loss 

on depression (Pearlin et al., 1981). Pearlin and colleagues (1981) found that the relationship 

between job loss and increased depression was largely mediated by financial and marital strain, 

which resulted from the job loss itself. However, the effects of these secondary stressors on 

depression were moderated by personal and social resources, and when the resources were 

reduced as a result of the stressors, depression would increase. They conclude that resources can 

both mediate and moderate the impact of job loss on depression. The three primary components 

of the stress process model include the stressors, the mediators and/or moderators of those 

stressors, and the consequences of those stressors (Pearlin, Lieberman, Menaghan, & Mullan, 

1981).  

Single or chronic stressors are not isolated but in fact may influence one another and 

accumulate. We know that there is a graded relationship of stressful childhood experiences to 

negative childhood and adult outcomes in a range of domains, such that the more adverse events 

a child experiences, the higher likelihood of poor outcomes (Anda et al., 2006). Further, having 

experienced multiple forms of child maltreatment is associated with lower social support and 
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lower social support influences the relationship between these childhood experiences and 

outcomes such as mental health (Vranceanu, Hobfoll, & Johnson, 2007).  In the present study, 

single-episode or chronic childhood events may serve as a stressor that, without appropriate 

resources, may place one at further risk of poor housing outcomes. For example, a teenager may 

be sexually abused and run away from home due to the abuse. Each of these events compounds 

the original event of sexual abuse. Many youth run away from home due to abuse in their home 

of origin but may then experience negative events such as further victimization while away from 

home (Whitbeck, Hoyt, Yoder, Cauce, & Paradise, 2001). Running away, if even for a short 

period of time, may remove one from original social networks and place one on a trajectory of 

negative experiences. Further, these significant forms of childhood adversity can “push” some 

children into early transitions into adulthood such as early entrance into the workforce and 

weaken the development of social resources that can promote successful transitions to adulthood 

(Luecken & Gress, 2010). In turn, youth are less prepared to face the often stressful transition to 

adult roles and responsibilities (Lueken & Lemery, 2004). 

 This process of accumulation of stressors is referred to as stress proliferation (Pearlin et 

al., 1990; Pearlin et al., 2007). The stress proliferation model was derived from investigations of 

the stress process (Pearlin et al., 1997) and describes how one stressor might create another 

source of stress which compounds the first stressor (Pearlin et al., 1997). As noted by Orleanna 

(2009), secondary stressors are not necessarily smaller in scale or effect, but are rather termed 

“secondary” because they were caused by an original stressor.  Due to disrupted child-parent 

relationships in part caused by entry into foster care, for example, these relationships may be 

limited or nonexistent as the young person enters adulthood, which in itself can be a major 

stressor.  According to life span attachment theory, the bond children create with their primary 
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caregivers and family members serve a basis for the child’s relationship with family in 

adulthood, and stronger attachments in childhood (or less disruption in the relationship) may 

influence stronger social resources in early adulthood that can serve as a protection from other 

stressors (Afifi & Nussbaum, 2006). When families lack the normative prescription to help one 

another, those members who are facing stressors will have to cope alone (Afifi & Nussbaum, 

2006). However, in the present study, those who are able to find resources elsewhere, such as 

through another non-parental adult or mentor, are hypothesized to have better outcomes due to 

the “buffering” effect of social resources. 

Generally, the stress process model describes how different stressors in one’s life might 

“spill over” into other domains of one’s life to contribute to an accumulation of stressors in 

different domains. This “web of interconnections” between various factors in one’s life operates 

such that an effect on one domain of one’s life can create a chain of consequences (Pearlin, 

1999). Inherent in this conceptual model is the notion that the stress process unfolds sequentially 

in time, instead of simultaneously. For example, those in disadvantaged social positions may be 

less likely to develop economic and social resources that they can use to cope with future 

stressors, which can in turn weaken future well-being (Lippert & Lee, 2015; Pearlin et al., 1981). 

This can inform an understanding of the impact of childhood stressors on adult housing 

instability and homelessness. Childhood stressors may weaken resources that they may need to 

successfully transition to adulthood, and this may set one on a challenging path. Without 

resources in the transition to adulthood, a young adult may struggle to make ends meet and lack 

direction (Avery & Freundlich, 2009). We would expect that this would lead to poor housing 

outcomes in particular because housing is so closely aligned with other outcomes such as 

socioeconomic status and emotional well-being, which are influenced by access to resources in 
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the transition to adulthood (Furstenberg, 2005). On the other hand, the presence of social 

resources in the transition to adulthood may weaken the likelihood that those under stress due to 

childhood instability face adverse housing outcomes. 

Some have argued that the stress process model can help us understand how stressors can 

lead to risk of homelessness (Milburn & D’Ecole, 1991), though housing or homelessness 

research from the stress perspective is limited, and no date no studies have applied the stress 

process model to risk of poor housing outcomes. However, a number of studies conceptualize 

homelessness or poor housing as a result of stressors. While not directly informed by the stress 

process model, Shinn and colleagues (2007) conceptualize homelessness and housing outcomes 

as a result of stressful life events such as disruptive childhood experiences and difficult adult 

experiences such as unemployment. Lippert and Lee (2015) draw on stress process theory to 

explore the role of early life and current stressors on mental health disparities among people 

experiencing chronic versus temporary homelessness. They find that accumulation of stress from 

childhood and weakened resources contribute to higher likelihood of mental illness in 

chronically homeless adults, whereas those who are newly homeless have less mental health 

challenges. Wong & Pilavian (2001) also applied the stress process model to examine the 

relationship between life stressors such as childhood adverse events, social resources, and 

psychological distress in a sample of sheltered homeless individuals. They used structural 

equation modeling to test the mediating role of contact with relatives or friends and perceived 

availability of support on distress on various stressors and psychological distress. They found 

that perceived social support mediates the effect of adverse childhood experiences on 

psychological distress of sheltered homeless individuals, but did not find the same effect for 

actual contact with friends or relatives. They claim that this lack of effect of contacts may have 
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been due to lack of differentiation between positive and negative contacts with individuals in 

their network. However, the authors did find that those who had frequent contact with friends or 

family were also more likely to exit homelessness and obtain conventional housing. 

As suggested above, the stress process model specifies the intervening role of social or 

psychological resources in the stress process. However, the stress process model also specifies 

that individuals can utilize social resources to moderate stressful circumstances or events. These 

coping resources can include individual resources (such as self-efficacy) or, in the case of the 

present study, social coping resources in the transition to adulthood, which can be weakened by 

previous experiences (Pearlin et al., 1981) such as childhood adversity. Social coping resources 

can partially protect those with difficult childhood experiences against poor outcomes (Afifi & 

Nussbaum, 2006). This protective effect is referred to as the “stress buffering hypothesis” of 

social support. The buffering role of social support has been demonstrated in the relationship 

between stress and mental and physical health (Kaniasty & Norris, 1997), and in work on the 

role of family in minimizing stressors associated with illness (Heller & Rook, 1997). In the 

present study, instrumental (e.g. tangible resources such as financial assistance) and emotional 

support in the transition to adulthood will be hypothesized to “buffer,” or moderate, the risk of 

poor housing outcomes for those with and without a history of childhood instability.  

 The Conservation of Resources (COR) theory has built on stress theories to explain the 

impact of a threat of or actual loss of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). COR is an integrated model that 

encompasses multiple stress theories. According to COR, individuals seek to maintain resources 

such as energies (e.g. money), conditions (e.g. financial security), personal characteristics (e.g. 

self-esteem), and objects (e.g. housing) (Thompson, 2001). COR complements the stress process 

model by illustrating how a loss or lack of social resources can itself be stressful and lead to 
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future resource loss (Hill et al., 2010). Stevan Hobfoll, who originally conceptualized COR, and 

colleagues (2003) explain that when individuals are already experiencing poverty, further loss of 

resources can be particularly devastating because there are few other resources that can be drawn 

on to replace the loss. Unlike in the concept of stress proliferation, there is no distinction 

between the causes and consequences of resource loss. Resource loss is a sequential process in 

which a resource loss such as poverty is seen as precipitating further loss and accumulation of 

stressors (Haber & Toro, 2004). This conceptualization has been applied in understanding the 

impact of childhood sexual abuse on risk for HIV exposure such that resources to cope are 

reduced as a result of the original childhood abuse, which in turn creates further distress and risk 

behavior (Lamoureux, Palmieri, Jackson, & Hobfoll, 2012). As mentioned previously, when a 

child has an unhealthy attachment to caretakers he or she may have difficulty developing social 

support later on in life, and this can impact the ability to get through future stressful 

circumstances (Gringeri & Vogel-Ferguson, 2012; Hobfoll, 1989). This is particularly salient in 

adult survivors of childhood maltreatment; many survivors experience challenges in their social 

relationships in adulthood (Collins et al., 2010; Vranceauni et al., 2007). From a COR 

perspective, these early stressful experiences may lead to a loss of resources needed in the 

transition to adulthood, that, without intervention through new resources, could lead to future 

loss including unstable housing or homelessness. In contrast, those who have lost resources due 

to early stressful experiences but are able to acquire resources during the transition to adulthood 

may be able to reduce risks for poor outcomes such as housing instability. Thus, the causes and 

consequences of resource loss associated with COR theory will inform the moderating role of 

social support in the present study. Lack of access to social resources in the transition to 

adulthood will be hypothesized to lead to loss of stable housing resources. Diverging from COR, 
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however, the present study will hypothesize a sequential process across time, such that the 

relationship between a stressor due to childhood instability and adult housing outcomes can be 

vary by access to social support in the transition to adulthood. 

Social support can be accessed through one’s social network. The term refers to one’s 

social integration, social bonds and relationships within groups (Turner & Brown, 2010). Social 

support is multi-dimensional, involving emotional support (i.e., empathy or love), informational 

support (i.e. advice), instrumental support (i.e. tangible resources), and appraisal support 

(feedback by one person that can be used as self-evaluation) (Langford et al., 1997). Social 

support has been explored among diverse populations including returning offenders (Martinez & 

Abrams, 2013); long-term welfare recipients (Sansone, 1998), and those with mental health or 

health challenges (Estroff & Zimmer, 1994). Support can be either formal or informal; informal 

support refers to the resources exchanged between family members, friends or neighbors without 

regulations (Martinez & Abrams, 2013), and formal support would be that received by 

institutions or organizations such as social service organizations, schools, or welfare offices.  

There is some evidence that individuals facing homelessness may have less informal 

social support than those not experiencing homelessness (Meadows-Oliver, 2005; Letiecq, 

Anderson, & Koblinsky, 1998; Bassuk et al., 1996; Fertig & Reingold, 2008), though we don’t 

know if social support contributed to homelessness or rather that they lost social connections or 

access to resources as a result of housing challenges. In a review of twelve studies on the social 

support of homeless versus housed mothers, Meadows-Oliver (2005) found that housed mothers 

are more likely to name their parents or other family as sources of support than homeless 

mothers, and this finding was consistent across studies that asked this question (Bassuk & 

Rosenberg, 1988; Letiecq et al., 1996; Wood et al., 1990). However, the frequency of contact 
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with these supports was inconsistent across studies. While some found that housed mothers had 

more frequent contacts than homeless mothers (Bassuk & Rosenberg, 1988; Letiecq et al., 1998), 

others found that homeless mothers had more contact with supports, particularly family 

members, than housed mothers (Shinn et al., 1991). Still others found no significant differences 

in the two groups (Goodman, 1991). Meadows-Oliver (2005) concludes that inconsistencies may 

be in part due to differential measurement of social support and definition of homelessness. 

Conceptual Framework for the Current Study 

The present study is informed by stress theory, including the stress process model, the 

concept of stress proliferation, and Conservation of Resources theory. The stress process model 

posits that the impact of life stressors can be moderated by coping resources such as social 

support. Others have tested the stress process model through an exploration of the moderating 

role of social coping resources on stress and mental and physical health (Kaniasty & Norris, 

1997), and in work on the role of family in minimizing stressors associated with illness (Heller & 

Rook, 1997). To date, however, we know little about the protective role of social support 

resources in the transition to adulthood on the relationship between childhood instability and 

housing outcomes in adulthood.  

The concept of stress proliferation (Pearlin, 1999) and the Conservation of Resources 

(COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989) are related in that they both describe paths in which one loss or 

stressor leads to further loss or stress. Thus, stressful childhood experiences such as entry into 

foster care may, in line with COR theory, facilitate loss of social resources that may be needed in 

the transition to adulthood. Prior work among former foster youth suggests that these young 

adults generally have less social support (Singer, Berzin, & Hokanson, 2011), but it is still 

unclear whether access to social support may change the relationship between childhood 
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instability and poor housing outcomes (Berzin, Rhodes, & Curtis, 2011; Dworsky, Napoliano, & 

Courtney, 2013).  

The present study’s conceptual framework, displayed in Figure 1 below, illustrates that 

the hypothesized primary stressor for poor housing outcomes in adulthood originates from 

childhood family instability, including experiences of childhood maltreatment, foster care 

involvement, running away from home, and being kicked out of home.  

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 

 

The relationship between childhood family instability and poor housing outcomes was 

hypothesized to be moderated by the quality (e.g. level of closeness to a mentor) and type 

(instrumental or emotional) social support, in the transition to adulthood. In line with the stress 

process model, stress proliferation, and COR, stressors and loss of resources are modeled over 

time. This allows a better understanding of how each stressor builds on the prior stressor to lead 

to the outcome of poor housing stability. The lack of social support in the transition to adulthood 

is conceptualized as a stressor in itself and a loss of resources in part due to indicators of an 
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unstable childhood. These measures of social support have the potential to moderate the 

relationship between unstable childhood and poor housing outcomes in adulthood.   

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 

1. Does history of foster care involvement, running away in adolescence, being kicked out of 

home, or frequency of incidents of child maltreatment (physical, emotional, or sexual abuse) 

directly relate to housing stress and independent living in adulthood (ages 26-32) 

H1a: Those who indicate any foster care experience in childhood will have a greater 

likelihood of housing stress in Wave 4. 

H1b: Those who indicate having running away from home in adolescence will have a 

greater likelihood a greater likelihood of housing stress in Wave 4. 

H1c: Those who indicate having been kicked out of home will have a greater likelihood a 

greater likelihood of housing stress in Wave 4. 

H1d: Those who indicate higher frequency of physical abuse in childhood will have a 

greater likelihood of housing stress in Wave 4. 

H1e: Those who indicate higher frequency of emotional abuse in childhood will have a 

greater likelihood a greater likelihood of housing stress in Wave 4. 

H1f: Those who indicate higher frequency of sexual abuse in childhood will have a a 

greater likelihood of housing stress in Wave 4. 
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2. Is social support (measured by closeness to a parent or mentor and financial support from a 

parent) in the transition to adulthood related to housing stress and living situation in 

adulthood?  

H2a: Those who receive more financial support from a parent in the past 12 months in the 

transition to adulthood will be less likely to report housing stress and more likely to attain 

independent housing in adulthood. 

H2b: Those who indicate being closer with at least one parent in the transition to 

adulthood will be less likely to report housing stress in adulthood and more likely to 

attain independent housing in adulthood. 

H2c: Those who indicate being closer with a mentor in the transition to adulthood will be 

less likely to report housing stress in adulthood and more likely to attain independent 

housing in adulthood. 

3. Does social support in the transition to adulthood moderate the relationship between 

childhood adversity and housing stress and living situation in adulthood? 

H3a: The differences in housing stress in adulthood between those with and without 

childhood adversity will be less with the presence of any type or source of social support 

in the transition to adulthood than the differences observed without the presence of social 

support. 

H3b: The differences in living situation in adulthood between those with and without a 

history of childhood adversity will be less with the presence of any type or source of 

social support in the transition to adulthood than the differences observed without the 

presence of social support. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

Add Health Study Design 

This study uses the National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add 

Health), housed at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. Add Health was developed due 

to a mandate by the U.S. Congress to fund a study of adolescent health and health behavior under 

multiple contexts (Harris, 2013).  The longitudinal survey has been primarily funded by the 

National Institute of Child Health and Development. To date, four waves of data include 

longitudinal data on the health, social, economic and psychological status of adolescents as they 

move through the life course. Geographic data, such as information about respondents’ 

neighborhoods from sources such as the U.S. Census, were also merged with survey data to 

allow for a greater understanding of the effects of context on individuals as they age. 

The primary sampling frame for Add Health was derived from the Quality Education 

Database, regarded as the most comprehensive list of high schools in the United States 

(Tourangeau & Shin, 1999), from which a stratified sample of 80 high schools were selected 

with unequal probability selection so as to ensure representation according to school type 

(public, private, parochial), school size, grade span, curriculum (e.g. general, special education, 

alternative, vocational), urbanization, Census region, Census division, percent white and percent 

black (Harris, Halpern, Whitsel, Hussey, Entzel, & Udry, 2009; Tourangeau & Shin, 1999). 

Fifty-two feeder schools (such as middle schools or junior highs) for each high school were also 

identified according to student contribution to the high school so that the ultimate school sample 

included one pair of schools for each of the 80 communities (Harris, 2013).  

From September 1994 until April 1995, Add Health collected Wave I data from 

approximately 90,000 adolescents in 7th through 12th grade (ages 11-21). From these 90,000 
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students, 20,745 were selected through stratified sampling by gender and grade to participate in 

an in-home survey, which lasted approximately two hours. This in-home sample included 1) a 

core sample 12,105 individuals selected by stratifying students in each participating school by 

sex and grade level and randomly selecting 17 from each stratum, and 2) selected oversamples 

from special populations including black adolescents with a parent with a college degree; 

disabled adolescents; adolescents living together in the same home; Cuban, Puerto Rican, and 

Chinese adolescents; and those from 16 schools from which all students were included in the in-

home sample (Chen & Chantala, 2014). Wave II of data collection occurred from April through 

August 1996 with 14,738 of the same adolescents who had participated in the in-school survey in 

Wave I (88.6% response rate), excluding teens in 12th grade at Wave I and not part of the genetic 

sample. Wave II also collected data from a small number who did not take part in Wave I. 

Between August 2001 and April 2002, Wave III included follow-up in-home interviews 

with 15,170 Wave I respondents (76% response rate), who were ages 18-26 (Chantala, Kalsbeek, 

& Adraca, 2005). Questions in Wave III were broadened to capture experiences in the transition 

to adulthood, including relationships, post-secondary education, labor market experiences, and 

community involvement (Harris, 2013). The in-home interviews in Wave III took an average of 

134 minutes to complete (Harris, 2013).  In 2008, Wave IV of the study followed up with 15,701 

of the original Wave I respondents, representing a response rate of 80.2%. Whites and females 

were more likely to respond in Wave IV than males and other racial/ethnic groups (Brownstein, 

Kalsbeek, Tabor, Entzel, Daza & Harris, 2010). Most interviews in Wave IV were conducted in 

respondents’ homes and included a 90-minute questionnaire with more sensitive questions 

administered through computer assisted self-interview (CASI). Following the interview at Wave 
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IV, interviewers took an additional 30 minutes to collect biological specimens, a medication log, 

and physical measurements (Harris, 2013).  

Sample 

 The sample for this study includes individuals who participated in Add Health Waves I, 

III, and IV in-home surveys and excludes those who were did not participate in all three waves. 

Wave 2 was excluded because many Wave 2 participants were, by design not included in 

subsequent waves. Of the total 20,745 participants included in the in-home sample at Wave I, 

5,578 were not included in Wave III of data collection. Another 2,135 who participated in both 

Waves I and III did not participate in Wave IV. In addition, 571 did not have sample weights for 

Wave IV and will be excluded. An additional 1,043 were missing responses to key study 

variables and were thus excluded from the analytic sample. The total sample for this study was 

10,034. A schematic of the sample selection can be seen in Figure 2, below. Sample 

demographics can be found in Table 1. 
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Figure 2: Study sample 

 

  
 

 
 

 

 

Measures 

Dependent Variables 

Housing stress 

 Housing stress in young adulthood (ages 26 – 32) was measured in Wave IV. 

Respondents were asked a series of questions about whether in the past 12 months there was a 

• Total in-home sample in Wave I

Wave 1

N = 20,745

• 5,578 respondents lost to follow up at Wave III
Wave III

N =  15,167

• 2,135 respondents lost to follow up at Wave IV
Wave IV

N = 13,032

• 1,043 missing on one or more study variablesN =  10,607

• 2 dropped because of no race identifierN = 10,605

• 571 missing valid weights at Wave IVN= 10,034

• Analytic sampleN = 10,034

Wave 4 Sample Demographics (Weighted n = 10,034) 

 Unweighted Weighted 

Variables Mean(SD)/% n Mean (LSE)/% 

Age 28.48(1.78) 11,241 28.24(0.12) 

Race     

     White, Non-Hispanic 56.51 6,352 70.39 

     Black, Non-Hispanic 20.16 2,266 13.87 

     Asian, Non-Hispanic 6.46 726 3.30 

     Other, Non-Hispanic 1.65 185 1.45 

     Hispanic, All Races 15.23 1,712 10.98 

Sex    

     Male 45.13 5,073 48.42 

     Female 54.87 6,168 51.58 
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time when they (or their household): (1) “didn’t pay the full amount of the rent or mortgage 

because you didn’t have enough money?”, (2) “were evicted from your house or apartment for 

not paying the rent or mortgage?”, (3) “didn’t pay the full amount of a gas, electricity, or oil bill 

because you didn’t have enough money?” or (4) “had the service turned off by the gas or electric 

company, or the oil company wouldn’t deliver, because payments were not made?” In this study, 

a dichotomous variable will represent housing stress. Those who indicated “yes” on any of these 

questions were coded “1” on this variable and those who answered “no” on all of these questions 

were coded “0.” Eviction was combined with other housing strain because of the small number 

of individuals in the analytic sample who experienced eviction (n = 169). 

Living Situation 

Respondents were also asked “Where do you live now? That is, where do you stay most 

often?” Options included your (1) parent’s home; (2) another person’s home; (3) your own place 

(apartment, house, trailer, etc.); (4) group quarters (dormitory, barracks, group home, hospital, 

communal home, prison or penitentiary, etc.); (5) homeless - that is, you have no regular place to 

stay; or (6) other. This variable was recoded to measure living in parents’ home, in another 

person’s home, or own place. Other living situations were not included due to the small number 

of individuals in this category (n = 211). 

 

Independent Variables 

Informal social support  

 Three variables reflecting 1) parental financial support, 2) closeness to a parent, and 3) 

closeness to a mentor in the transition to adulthood was created using responses from Wave III. 

Social support from Wave III was used to measure the effect of social support in the transition to 
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adulthood, as this is a time when many young adults need continued support to prosper 

(Furstenberg, Rumbaut, & Settersten, 2005).  

 Parental financial support in the transition to adulthood was measured by a series of 

questions in Wave III about financial assistance from one’s residential or non-residential father 

and mother. Respondents were asked the following regarding up to six parental figures: current 

residential mother, current residential father, previous residential mother, previous residential 

father, nonresidential biological mother, and/or nonresidential biological father:  “Has this 

person given you any money or paid for anything significant for you during the past 12 months? 

Don’t include regular birthday or holiday gifts.” Next, respondents who answered this question 

with “yes” were asked “Has {HE/SHE} given you any money or paid for anything significant for 

you during the past 12 months? Don’t include regular birthday or holiday gifts?” Responses were 

categorical and included “less than $200,” “$200 to $499,” “$500 to $999” and “$1000 or more.” 

It is not clear whether amounts from multiple sources can be combined because it is not clear 

that, for example, one’s biological mother is not also his or her current residential mother 

(Johnson, 2013). Therefore, in line with previous research using these measures (Johnson, 2013), 

the highest amount received from any parental figure was used. Those who indicated “no” to the 

first question about receiving any financial support from all parents (residential or non-

residential) will be coded “0” in the new variable.  

Closeness to a parent in the transition to adulthood was measured in Wave III and 

captured relationships with eight parental figures (current residential mother, current residential 

father, previous residential mother, previous residential father, biological mother, biological 

father, previously unreported stepmother, and previously unreported stepfather). Respondents 

were asked the following about both their current or previous mother and father, as applicable: 
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““How close do you feel to {HIM/HER} these days?”,” with scales ranging from “not close at 

all,” “only a little close,” “somewhat close,” “quite close,” and “very close.” A new variable was 

created to reflect the highest score from any parent. For example, if a respondent strongly agrees 

that she is very close to her mother but neither agrees nor disagrees that she is close to her father, 

she will be scored as “strongly agree.” This variable was recoded so that responses “not close at 

all” or “only a little close” were combined. 

Closeness to a mentor was measured with the question “Other than your parents or step-

parents, has an adult made an important positive difference in your life at any time since you 

were 14 years old?” Respondents who answered “yes” were also asked “Is {HE/ SHE/ THIS 

PERSON} still living?” and “How close do you feel to {HIM/HER} these days?” Responses 

ranged from “not close at all,” “only a little close,” “somewhat close,” “quite close,” and “very 

close.” The variable was recoded and those who indicate that they have no mentor, that their 

mentor is no longer living, or that they are “not at all close” with their mentor will be coded 0. 

The variable indicating closeness to a mentor was recoded so that “not close at all” or “only a 

little close” were combined. 

Childhood Adversity 

Child maltreatment was measured retrospectively in Wave IV. Respondents were asked a 

series of questions about mistreatment by adults prior to their 18th birthday. To measure physical 

abuse, they were asked “How often did a parent or adult caregiver hit you with a fist, kick you, 

or throw you down on the floor, into a wall, or down the stairs?” ?” For each of these questions, 

item response categories included: “one time,” “two times,” “three to five times,” “six to ten 

times,” “more than ten times,” or “this never happened.” To measure emotional abuse, 

respondents were also asked, “How often did a parent or other adult caregiver say things that 
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really hurt your feelings or made you feel like you were not wanted or loved?” Item response 

categories were the same as those for physical abuse. Lastly, to measure sexual abuse 

respondents were asked “How often did a parent or adult caregiver touch you in a sexual way, 

force you to touch him or her in a sexual way, or force you to have sexual relations.” Item 

responses were the same as those for physical and emotional abuse, however the responses for 

“one time” and “two times” were combined, as were “three to five times,” “six to ten times” and 

“more than ten times” were combined because of low numbers of responses in many of the 

categories. 

 Foster care placement was measured retrospectively in Wave III. Respondents were 

asked “Did you ever live in a foster home.” Responses were simply “yes” or “no.” 

 Ran away was measured retrospectively in Wave III. Respondents were asked “Have you 

[did you] ever run away from home?” and “Have your [did your] parents ever ordered you to 

move out of their house?” Those who answered “yes” to this variable were coded 1 and those 

who answered “no” were coded 0.  

  Kicked out of home was also measured retrospectively in Wave III. Respondents were 

asked “Have your [did your] parents ever ordered you to move out of their house?” Those who 

answered “yes” to this variable were coded 1 and those who answered “no” were coded 0.  

 Control Variables 

 Covariates included gender; race/ethnicity; age; parental educational attainment in Wave 

1; substance abuse; depression; socioeconomic status in Wave III; relationship status; receipt of 

housing assistance, welfare benefits, or food stamps as an adult; and respondent’s number of 

children. 
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 Race/ethnicity was constructed from responses in Wave I to the questions: “Are you of 

Hispanic or Latino origin” and “What is your race.” The variable was re-coded as dummy 

variables for White, Black, Asian, and Other. Additionally, there was a dummy variable for 

Hispanic ethnicity. This allowed an individual who is both black and Hispanic, for example, to 

be coded as both. 

Gender was reported in Wave 1. The variable was coded female = 1 and male = 0. 

 Age was measured in Wave IV. The variable was calculated by subtracting birth year and 

month from interview date. 

 Parental educational attainment was measured using respondent’s responses to Wave 1 

in-home surveys asking about the highest level of education they had completed. For each parent 

respondents were asked, “How far did in school did {this person} go?” For those living in homes 

headed by a single parent, the education level for that parent was used. For those in two-parent 

households, the highest education level from either parent was used.   

Substance use in Wave IV was captured in binary questions inquiring how many times in 

the past 12 months they had used alcohol, marijuana, or another “favorite drug.” Problematic 

substance use has been associated with housing instability among youth (Berzin et al., 2011). 

Alcohol use was measured in terms of frequency and duration, as well as binge drinking 

behaviors. A measure capturing the estimated frequency and duration of alcohol consumed in the 

past 12 months was a product of these two questions. First, respondents were asked “During the 

past 12 months, on how many days did you drink alcohol?” Response categories included 

“none,” “1 or 2 days in the past 12 months,” “once a month or less (3 to 12 days in the past 12 

months)” “2 or 3 days a month,” “1 or 2 days a week,” “3 to 5 days a week,” or “every day or 

almost every day.” These categories were recoded to an estimate of number of drinks in the past 
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12 months using the midpoint number of days. For those indicating drinking alcohol “1 or 2 days 

in the past 12 months,” the response was recoded to the midpoint of 1 to 2 days, which was 1.5 

days in the past 12 months. For those selecting the category “once a month or less (3 to 12 days 

in the past 12 months),” the response was recoded to the midpoint between 3 and 12 days, or 7.5. 

Those indicating “2 or 3 days a month,” were recoded to the midpoint of 2.5 and this was 

multiplied by 12 months to equal 30. For those selecting “1 or 2 days a week,” this was recoded 

to 1.5 days per week and multiplied by 52 weeks to equal 78. Those indicating “3 to 5 days” was 

recoded to 4 days and multiplied by 52 weeks to equal 208. Lastly, those who indicated “every 

day or almost every day” were recoded to 365. 

Next, to measure quantity of alcohol drinking, respondents were asked on a continuous 

scale “Think of all of the times you have had a drink during the past 12 months. How many 

drinks did you usually have each time? A ‘drink’ is a glass of wine, a can or bottle of beer, a 

wine cooler, a shot glass of liquor, or a mixed drink.” Reponses ranged from 1 drink to 18 drinks. 

This measure was truncated at 10 drinks per drinking session because of an overly skewed 

distribution. 

A measure of the total estimated number of drinks in the past 12 months, the variable 

indicating number of days drinking and the variable measuring average number of drinks each 

time were multiplied together. The range of the product of the frequency measure and quantity of 

alcohol included a range from 0 to 3,650 estimated drinks in the past 12 months (weighted mean 

= 214.78, linearized standard error = 8.38). Given that the quantity measure was truncated at 10 

drinks per drinking session, the quantity multiplied by the frequency measure was also truncated 

at 10 times 365 days per year, which equals a maximum value of 3,650 drinks per year.  
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To measure binge drinking, respondents were asked “During the past 12 months, on how 

many days did you drink [5 or more/4 or more] drinks in a row?” Male respondents were asked 

on how many days they had 5 or more drinks in a row and female respondents were asked on 

how many days they had 4 or more drinks in a row. Response categories included “none,” “1 or 

2 days in the past 12 months,” “once a month or less (3 to 12 days in the past 12 months)” “2 or 

3 days a month,” “1 or 2 days a week,” “3 to 5 days a week,” or “every day or almost every day.” 

The categories were re-coded to “none,” “once a month or less (“1 or 2 days in past 12 months” 

or “once a month or less”), “2 – 3 days per month,” “weekly” (“1 -2 days a week” or “3 – 5 days 

a week”) or “ every day or almost every day.” 

Marijuana use was measured in the question, “During the past 12 months, on how many 

days did you use marijuana?” Response categories included “none,” “1 or 2 days in the past 12 

months,” “once a month or less,” “2 or 3 days a month,” “1 or 2 days a week,” “3 to 5 days a 

week,” or “every day or almost every day.” The categories were re-coded to “none,” “once a 

month or less (“1 or 2 days in past 12 months” or “once a month or less”), “2 – 3 days per 

month,” “weekly” (“1 -2 days a week” or “3 – 5 days a week”) or “ every day or almost every 

day.” 

“Other” drug use. If respondents responded in the affirmative to the question “Have you 

ever used any of the following drugs: steroids; cocaine; crystal meth; other types of illegal drugs, 

such as LSD, PCP, ecstasy, heroin, mushrooms, or inhalants” they were subsequently asked, 

“Which one type have you used most frequently in your lifetime?” They were then asked 

“During the past 12 months, on how many days did you use {favorite drug}?”  Response 

categories included “none,” “1 or 2 days in the past 12 months,” “once a month or less,” “2 or 3 

days a month,” “1 or 2 days a week,” “3 to 5 days a week,” or “every day or almost every day.” 
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The categories were re-coded to a binary variable indicating “none” or “at least one time in the 

past 12 months.” 

 Depression 

Depression is considered a risk factor for homelessness, and was thus included as a 

covariate in the present study. Respondents were asked five questions in Wave 4 from the 

original twenty questions in the Center for Epidemiologic Series Depression Scale (CES-

D)(Goodman, 1999).  Previous research has indicated that the 5-item CES-D is valid (Perreira, 

Deeb-Sossa, Harris, & Bollen, 2005).  Respondents were asked how often in the past seven days 

they 1) were bothered by things that usually don’t bother them, 2) could not shake off the blues, 

even with the help from your family or friends, 3) felt depressed, 4) had trouble keeping their 

mind on what they were doing and 5) felt sad. Item response options ranged from 1 - “never” to 

4 - “very often.” The scale thus ranged from 0 to 20 points. 

 Socioeconomic status  

Household income in Wave 4 was measured in the question “Thinking about your 

income and the income of everyone who lives in your household and contributes to the 

household budget, what was the total household income before taxes and deductions in 

{2006/2007/2008}? Include all sources of income, including non-legal sources?” Respondents 

could choose from categories “less than $5,000,” “$5,000 to $9,999,” “$10,000 to $14, 999,” 

“15,000 to $19,999,” “$20,000 to $24,999,” “$25,000 to $29,999,” “$30,000 to $39,999,” 

“$40,000 to $49,999,” “$50,000 to $74,999,” “$75,000 to 99,999,” “$100,000 to 150,000,” and 

“151,000 or more.” These categories were collapsed into five categories, including “less than 

$15,000,” “$15,001 to $30,000,” “$30,000 to $45,000,” “$45,000 to $150,000,” and $150,000 or 

more.” 
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 Household debt was measured using the question, “Now, think about your debts besides 

any mortgage on your home. How much do you and others in your household still owe 

altogether? Include all debts, including all types of loans, credit card debt, medical or legal bills, 

etc.” Categories included “Less than $1,000,” “$1,000 to $4,999,” “$5,000 to $9,999,” “$10,000 

to $24,999,” “$25,000 to $49,999,” “$50,000 to $99,999,” “$100,000 to $249,999,” or $250,000 

or more.” The categories for “$100,000 to $249,999” and “$250,000 or more” were combined 

because of the small cell size for $250,000 or more (1.8%). 

 Household assets were measured using the question, “What is the best estimate of the 

total value of your assets and the assets of everyone who lives in your household and contributes 

to the household budget? Include all assets, such as bank accounts, retirement plans and stocks. 

Do not include equity in your home.” Response categories included “Less than $5,000,” “$5,000 

to $9,999,” “$10,000 to $24,999,” “$25,000 to 49,999,” “$50,000 to $99,999,” “$100,000 to 

$249,999,” “$250,000 to $499,999,” “$500,000 to $999,999,” and “$1,000,000 or more.” The 

last two categories were combined into a category called “$250,000 or more” because of small 

cell sizes. 

 Married and cohabitation status were measured in Wave IV. Those who answered the 

question “Do you live alone or with others” as “with others” were asked “What is their 

relationship to you.” Those who answered “husband/wife” were coded “yes” for “married” and 

those who answered “yes” for “partner/boyfriend/girlfriend” were coded “yes” for 

“cohabitating.”   

 Receipt of housing assistance, public assistance, and food stamps in adulthood was 

measured using a question asked in Wave 4.  Respondents were asked “Between 2002 and 
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{2006/2007/2008}, did you or others in your household receive any public assistance, welfare 

payments, or food stamps?” Respondents answered “yes” or “no” to this question.  

 Number of children was measured using a final question asked about their own or a 

partner’s pregnancies and live births. Respondents were asked “How many of these children are 

still living?” A new variable to measure number of living children was created and those who 

legitimately skipped the question regarding how many were still living were coded “0.” 

Descriptive measures can be found in Table 2, below. 

 

Table 2 
Weighted Descriptive Statistics (n = 10,034) 

 n Mean (LSE)/% 

Dependent Variables   

 Living Situation   

     Parent’s home 1,353 12.51 

     Another person’s home 491 4.61 

     Own place 8,190 82.89 

 Housing-related financial strain   

     Yes 1,819 18.41 

     No 8,215 81.59 

Childhood Adversity   

Foster care   

    Yes 216 1.46 

    No 9,818 98.54 

Physical abuse   

     Never happened 8,240 82.81 

     1 time 507 4.80 

     2 times 325 3.18 

     3-5 times 323 3.19 

     6-10 times 171 1.51 

     > 10 times 468 4.52 

Emotional abuse   

     Never happened 5,298 52.61 

     1 time 1,030 10.19 

     2 times 1,002 9.46 

     3-5 times 1,056 11.11 

     6-10 times 470 4.79 

     > 10 times 1,178 11.85 

Sexual abuse   

     Never happened 9,563 95.35 

     1-2 times 229 2.38 

     3 or more times 242 2.27 
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Table 2 
Weighted Descriptive Statistics (n = 10,034) 

 n Mean (LSE)/% 

Ran away   

     Yes 770 7.36 

     No 9,264 92.64 

Ordered out   

    Yes 1,035       10.70 

     No 8,999 89.30 

Social Support   

Financial support from parents   

   Less than $200 3,714 37.17 

   $200 - $499 1,703 16.97 

   $500 - $999 1,328 13.05 

   $1,000 or more 3,289 31.86 

Closeness to a parent   

   Not close at all/Only a little  261 2.52 

   Somewhat close 711 6.94 

   Quite close 2,389 24.92 

   Very close 6,673 65.62 

Closeness to a mentor   

   Not close at all/Only a little  4,178 41.99 

   Somewhat close 1,590 16.02 

   Quite close 2,000 20.09 

   Very close 2,266 21.90 

Control variables   

Age at Wave 4 10,034 28.22(0.12) 

Race   

    White, Non-Hispanic 5,745 70.39 

    Black, Non-Hispanic 1,981 13.87 

    Asian, Non-Hispanic 628 3.33 

    Other, Non-Hispanic 164 1.45 

    Hispanic, All Races 1,516 10.98 

Gender   

    Female 5,486 51.58 

    Male 4,548 48.42 

Parental educational attainment   

    Less than high school 1,153 11.11 

     High school/GED  2,948 31.46 

     Vocational education or some college 2,141 21.69 

     Graduated college 2,415 23.53 

     More than college education 1,377 12.21 

Income in Wave 4   

     $0 - $15,000 2,347 23.76 

     $15,001 - $30,000 2,514 25.95 

     $30,001 - $45,000 2,403 23.43 

     $45,001 - $150,000 24.45 23.73 

     $150,001 or more 325 3.12 

Educational attainment by W4   

      High school grad or less 2,050 22.54 

      Some college/vocational education 4,398 42.84 
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Table 2 
Weighted Descriptive Statistics (n = 10,034) 

 n Mean (LSE)/% 

      College graduate/some graduate school 2,589 25.65 

      Completed graduate school 997 8.97 

Welfare, public assistance or food stamp receipt 
between W3 and W4 

  

     Yes 2,058 21.54 

     No 79.76 78.47 

Debt    

  Less than $1,000 1,150 12.56 

  $1,000 to $4,999 1,454 14.01 

  $5,000 to $9,999 14,64 14.86 

  $10,000 to $24,999 2,527 25.44 

  $25,000 to $49,999 1,818 18.46 

  $50,000 to $99,999 1,025 9.43 

  $100,000 or more 596 5.24 

Assets    

   Less than $5,000 1,668 16.93 

   $5,000 to $9,999 1,137 10.94 

   $10,000 to $24,999 1,814 18.61 

   $25,000 to $49,999 1,757 17.34 

   $50,000 to $99,999 1,655 16.80 

   $100,000 to $249,000 1,190 11.88 

   $250,000 or more 813 7.51 

Quantity of drinking * Frequency of drinking in past 
12 months 

10,034 214.78(8.38) 

Binge drinking past 12 months    

   No binge drinking past 12 months 5,212 47.87 

   Once a month or less 2,885 30.27 

   2 or 3 days a month 865 9.77 

   Weekly 994 11.35 

   Every day  78 7.4 

Marijuana use past 12 months   

   No marijuana use past 12 months 7,811 76.17 

   Once a month or less 966 9.90 

   2 or 3 days a month 231 2.52 

   Weekly 517 5.65 

   Every day  509 5.76 

Other drug use past 12 months   

   Yes 952 10.78 

   No 9,082 89.22 

Depression (CESD score) 10,034 2.50(0.04) 

Cohabiting but not married   

   Yes 1,726 17.96 

   No 8,308 82.04 

Married 179 1.85 

   Yes 4,320 43.39 

   No 5,714 56.61 

Number of children 10,034 0.89(0.03) 

Married   

    Yes 9,367 82.49 
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Table 2 
Weighted Descriptive Statistics (n = 10,034) 

 n Mean (LSE)/% 

    No 1,878 17.51 

 

 

 

Statistical Analysis 

Analysis Weights 

Due to the unequal selection probabilities for schools and students of the original schools 

in Wave I, sampling weights were developed to adjust for over-sampling of particular 

populations so that the data represent the entire population of youth in the U.S. For example, 

because black teens whose parents have a college education were over-sampled, family income 

for black respondents will be biased unless statistical methods adjust for this over-sampling 

(Chen & Chantala, 2014). Add Health includes cross-section weights for schools, weights for 

special sub-populations in Wave III, longitudinal weights, and multilevel weights. In addition, 

adjustments must be made for the stratification and clustered data collected from schools and 

students within schools because the observations are not independent and equally distributed, 

heightening the risk of Type I error (Chen & Chantala, 2014). Using sampling weights allows 

analysts to achieve unbiased estimates of standard errors and population parameters. As 

suggested by Add Health documentation, in longitudinal data analysis weights for the most 

recent wave of data should be used (Chen & Chantala, 2014). Weights are constructed from 

Wave I, so respondents must have valid weights at both the most recent wave and at Wave I. In 

the present study, weights for those included in all three waves were used.  
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Assessment of Attrition and Missing Data 

 Assessment of Attrition 

 Individual respondents with and without complete data were compared on independent 

and dependent variables. In particular, an attrition analysis was conducted to assess differences 

due to attrition. A new variable was created to capture those who were lost to attrition between 

Waves 3 and 4. Then, a logistic regression was conducted to assess differences in key predictor 

variables from Wave 1 that could be associated with attrition between waves. Table 3 shows that 

older respondents had slightly higher odds of dropping out between Waves 3 and 4 than younger 

respondents. In addition, compared to White Non-Hispanic respondents, those who identified as 

any other race or ethnicity had higher odds of leaving the study before Wave 4. Female 

respondents had a lower rate of attrition than males. Parental educational attainment, a proxy for 

parental socioeconomic status, was not significantly related to odds of leaving the study between 

Waves 3 and 4. 

Table 3 
Logistic Regression Results for Exclusion from Analytic Sample 
due to Attrition at Wave 4 (N = 14,310) 

Wave 1 Demographic Variables OR 95% CI 

Age 1.04*** 1.27, 1.68 

Race a    

     Black, Non-Hispanic 1.33*** 1.17, 1.51 

     Asian, Non-Hispanic 2.12*** 1.79, 2.51 

     Other, Non-Hispanic 1.77** 1.27, 2.46 

     Hispanic, All Races 1.47*** 1.28, 1.68 

Female 0.68*** 0.58, 0.71 
Parental education b    
   High school diploma/GED 0.88 0.75, 1.04 
   Some college 0.86 0.73, 1.02 
   College graduate 0.89 0.75, 1.05 
   Graduate school 0.82 0.67, 1.00 
a Reference category: White Non-Hispanic 
b Reference category: Less than high school 

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

 

Assessment of Missing Data 
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An additional analysis was conducted to assess differences based on being dropped from 

the analytic sample due to missing responses on one of the study variables. This analysis only 

included those who responded to Waves 1, 3, and 4. The analysis tested the effect of being 

dropped from the analysis by demographic characteristics as well as focal study variables. As 

shown in Table 4, individuals who were female had higher odds of being dropped due to 

incomplete responses to key variables than males. Those who reported housing stress at Wave 4 

had lower odds of being excluded from the study sample than those who did not experience 

housing stress. Those who were living in their own place at Wave 4 were less likely to be 

excluded due to incomplete responses than those who were living with parents. Those who had 

high levels of childhood physical abuse (more than 10 times), and those who experienced 

emotional abuse 1 time, 3 – 5 times, 6-10 times, or more than 10 times were also less likely to be 

excluded from the sample than those who experienced no childhood physical or no emotional 

abuse, respectively. Lastly, those who reported being somewhat close, quite close, or very close 

to a mentor in Wave 3 were less likely to be excluded due to nonresponse to key variables than 

those who reported not being close at all to a mentor. 

Table 4 
Logistic Regression Results for Exclusion from Analytic Sample 
due to Missing Responses (N = 11,938) 

 OR 95% CI 

Age 0.98 0.95, 1.02 

Race a    

     Black, Non-Hispanic 1.04 0.89, 1.21 

     Asian, Non-Hispanic 1.07 0.84, 1.36 

     Other, Non-Hispanic 0.86 0.53, 1.39 

     Hispanic, All Races 0.92 0.76, 1.10 

Female 1.25*** 1.11, 1.42 

Parental education b    

   High school diploma/GED 1.01 0.83, 1.24 

   Some college 0.95 0.76, 1.18 

   College graduate 0.95 0.75, 1.16 

   Graduate school 0.83 0.64, 1.06 
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Table 4 
Logistic Regression Results for Exclusion from Analytic Sample 
due to Missing Responses (N = 11,938) 

 OR 95% CI 

Housing stress at Wave 4 0.83* 0.70, 0.99 

Living situation at Wave 4   

    Living in someone else’s home 0.89 0.73, 1.08 

   Living in own place 0.18*** 0.15, 0.21 

Foster care 0.73 0.46, 1.23 

Any physical abuse (ref = none)   

     1 time 0.98 0.75, 1.29 

     2 times 0.84 0.57, 1.23 

     3-5 times 0.97 0.68, 1.39 

     6-10 times 0.86 0.52, 1.47 

     10 or more times 0.58** 0.39, 0.87 

Emotional abuse (ref = none)   

     Never happened 0.91 0.75, 1.11 

     1 time 0.56*** 0.44, 0.71 

     2 times 0.89 0.73, 1.11 

     3-5 times 0.63** 0.45, 0.88 

     6-10 times 0.63** 0.45, 0.88 

     10 or more times 0.86* 0.67, 1.09 

Sexual abuse   

     1-2 times 1.25 0.86, 1.82 

     3 or more times 0.86 0.54, 1.38 

Ran away 1.21 0.97, 1.52 

Kicked out of home 1.15 0.94, 1.41 

Financial support from parents   

   $200 - $499 1.09 0.93, 1.31 

   $500 - $999 1.04 0.86, 1.26 

   $1,000 or more 0.87 0.75, 1.02 

Closeness to a parent   

   Somewhat close 0.94 0.59, 1.49 

   Quite close 0.97 0.64, 1.47 

   Very close 1.03 0.68, 1.54 

Closeness to a mentor   

   Somewhat close 0.79* 0.65, 0.95 

   Quite close 0.81* 0.68, 0.96 

   Very close 0.97 0.83, 1.13 

 
a Reference category: White Non-Hispanic 
b Reference category: Less than high school 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Analyses to Test Hypotheses 

The primary purpose of the current study was to test 1) the relationship between 

childhood adversity and housing stress in adulthood 2) the relationship between social support in 

the transition to adulthood and housing stress and independent living in adulthood, and 3) 

whether social support in the transition to adulthood moderates the relationship between 

childhood adversity and housing instability in adulthood. To test the main effects of childhood 

adversity on housing stability in adulthood and conditional effects of social support on this 

relationship, logistic regression was used. To account for the complex sample design, all 

analyses were conducted in Stata 14 using the survey procedures command (svy). Without these 

weights, parameter estimates may be biased and standard errors may be underestimated, leading 

to chance of Type I error (Aneshensel, 2013).  

Models were tested using logistic regression. To test the relationship between childhood 

adversity and housing instability in adulthood, all key variables and covariates were regressed on 

the outcome variables for housing stress and living situation at Wave 4. To test the relationship 

between social support in the transition to adulthood (Wave 3) and housing instability in 

adulthood (Wave 4), all three measures of social support, along with covariates, were included in 

one model. Ultimately, the models involved testing the relationship between the dependent 

variables for “housing instability” as a linear function of a set of independent variables. The logit 

equation was be the following: 

(EQ1)  ln ôY+ = a + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3 …biXi   

Where ln ôY+ is the natural log of the odds of housing instability (Aneshensel, 2013). The 

intercept a is the estimated value of the logit when all of the independent variables are equal to 0 
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(i.e. when the childhood instability is 0 and all control variables equal 0) ; b1 is the expected 

change in the log odds of being unstably housed in adulthood when foster care history is coded 1 

for “yes”, when all of the other independent variables are held constant. This logic continues, 

with b2 indicating the expected change in the log odds of being unstably housed in adulthood 

when history of childhood neglect is coded 1 for “yes”, when all of the other independent 

variables are held constant, and so on. We can then take the exponent of the logit equation, 

below, to determine the odds of housing instability (Y): 

(EQ2)  ln ôY+= ea+b
1
X

1
+b

2
X

2+… b
i
X

i 

 According to Aneschensel (2013), here ln ôY+ is the estimated odds of a positive 

dependent variable, ea is the estimated odds of the intercept and eb
1

X
1 is the estimated odds of 

being positive on Y when the other independent variables are controlled for. In the present study, 

when the coefficient for foster care (X1) is exactly 1, this suggests that there is no relationship 

between the odds of housing instability in adulthood and history of foster care. A coefficient of 

more than 1 suggests a positive relationship such that that the odds of housing instability in 

adulthood increases with higher levels of childhood instability, controlling for covariates. A 

coefficient between 0 and 1 will suggest a negative relationship, such that the odds of housing 

instability in adulthood decreases with the presence of foster care history.  

 Due to the use of weights in this study, the method of estimation will change. In a 

weighted logistic regression, the contribution of each individual observation to the residual sum 

of squares is proportional to its population weight (Aneschensel, 2013), and we draw inferences 

about the probable true population from the standard errors from the following equation: 

(EQ3)  Y = α + β1X1 + β2X2…. βj Xj+ εj 
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In the above equation, the subscript j refers to the jth observation. The symbols α, β1 and  

β2 are population parameters and εj  refers to other unobserved systematic effects on Y and 

measurement error.  

  To test moderating effects of social support in the transition to adulthood, groups of 

interaction variables were created: (1) measure of emotional abuse X level of parental financial 

support and (2) measure of emotional abuse X closeness to a mentor.  

The Holm Bonferroni sequential approach were used to correct for multiple comparisons 

and risk of Type I error (Abdi, 2010). In Holm’s version of the Bonferroni correction, hypotheses 

are rejected sequentially. The p-values for all comparisons are ordered from lowest to highest. 

Next, one starts at the top of the list using a corrected alpha, which is determined by dividing the 

original alpha of 0.05 by the number of comparisons in the column, n. If this first comparison is 

rejected, one moves to the next comparison and uses a correction of 0.05 divided by n – 1. This 

procedure is repeated for each comparison until no additional rejection can be done, at which 

point all remaining null hypotheses are accepted (Holm, 1979). 

 

Research Question 1 

The first research question asks “Do history of foster care involvement, running away in 

adolescence, being kicked out of home, or frequency of incidents of child maltreatment 

(physical, emotional, or sexual abuse) directly relate to housing outcomes in adulthood (ages 26-

32)?” Logistic regressions were used to test the direct relationship between each indicator of 

childhood adversity (foster care, physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse, kicked out of 

home and/or running away) on two separate indicators of housing in adulthood: 1) housing-

related financial strain and 2) living situation.  To test Hypothesis 1, bivariate relationships 
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between each indicator of childhood adversity and 1) housing related-instability and 2) living 

situation and were tested first. Next, housing-related strain and living situation were regressed on 

all five measures of childhood adversity and control variables. Lastly, the Holm Bonferroni 

sequential approach was used to correct for multiple comparisons and risk of Type I error. 

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 asks if social support (measured by closeness to a parent or mentor 

and financial support from a parent) in the transition to adulthood is related to housing stress in 

adulthood. Hypothesis 2a posits that those who receive more financial support from a parent in 

the past 12 months in the transition to adulthood will be less likely to report housing stress and 

more likely to attain independent housing in adulthood. Hypothesis 2b posits that those who 

indicate being closer with at least one parent in the transition to adulthood will be less likely to 

report housing stress in adulthood and more likely to attain independent housing in adulthood. 

Hypothesis 2c suggests that those who indicate being closer with a mentor in the transition to 

adulthood will be less likely to report housing stress in adulthood and more likely to attain 

independent housing in adulthood. To test these relationships, bivariate relationships were tested 

first. Housing stress and living situation were each regressed on all three social support variables 

and controls. The Holm Bonferroni sequential approach was used correct for multiple 

comparisons and risk of Type I error. 

Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 asks if social support in the transition to adulthood moderates the 

relationship between childhood instability and housing instability in adulthood. Hypothesis 3a 

posits that the differences in housing stress in adulthood between those with and without 

childhood adversity will be less with the presence of any type or source of social support in the 
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transition to adulthood than the differences observed without the presence of social support. 

Hypothesis 3b posits that the differences in living situation in adulthood between those with and 

without a history of childhood adversity will be less with the presence of any type or source of 

social support in the transition to adulthood than the differences observed without the presence of 

social support. 

 Only those measures of childhood adversity and measures of social support that were 

significant in Research Questions 1 and 2 were included in the moderation analysis. These 

separate conditional models therefore tested the interaction effects of emotional abuse and 

parental financial support on adult housing stress first, followed by the interaction effects of 

emotional abuse and closeness to a mentor on adult housing stress next, then the interaction 

effects of emotional abuse and financial support on adult living situation, and finally the 

interaction effects of emotional abuse and closeness to a mentor on adult living situation.  

Next, a Holm Bonferroni approach corrected for multiple comparisons. Lastly, predictive 

margins were calculated for the full models. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

Research Question 1: Childhood Adversity and Housing Outcomes  

Bivariate Analyses 

Table 5 shows the unadjusted binomial and multinomial logistic regressions for each 

independent variable representing childhood adversity regressed on the two dependent variables 

for housing-related stress and living situation in Wave 4 without control variables included. We 

see that all the measures of childhood adversity are significantly associated with housing-related 

stress in Wave 4. In addition, having experienced physical abuse 1 time or 10 or more times is 

significantly associated with odds of living with parents, having experienced emotional abuse 1 

times, 3 -5 times, or 10 or more times is significantly associated with odds of living with parents, 

and running away from home and being kicked out of one’s home is significantly associated with 

the odds of living in another person’s home, compared to living in one’s own place.  

 

Table 5 
Weighted Unadjusted Logistic Regression Models for Main Childhood Adversity Independent Variables 
(n = 10,034)  

 Housing-Related 
Stress 

Living Situation  
(Compared to Living in One’s Own Place) 

  Living With Parents Living in Another (Non-
Parental) Person’s Home 

 OR 95% CI RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 

Foster care 2.80*** 1.90, 4.12 1.05 0.52, 2.14 1.89 0.99, 3.60 
Physical abuse  
(ref = none) 

      

   1 time 1.50** 1.17, 1.93 1.32* 1.02, 1.70 1.09 0.64, 1.86 
   2 times 1.95*** 1.48, 2.54 0.69 0.45, 1.07 1.20 0.71, 2.02 
   3-5 times 1.99*** 1.49, 2.64 0.86 0.57, 1.32 1.66 0.99, 2.76 
   6-10 times 1.78*** 1.18, 2.67 0.54 0.27, 1.10 1.39 0.78, 2.48 
   10 or more times 2.41*** 1.81, 3.22 0.62* 0.43, 0.89 0.86 0.51, 1.45 
Sexual abuse  
(ref = none) 

      

   1-2 times 1.94** 1.28, 2.97 0.92 0.57, 1.48 0.89 0.46, 1.75 
   3 or more times 2.65*** 1.91, 3.69 0.52 0.37, 1.05 0.97 0.51, 1.87 
Emotional abuse  
(ref = none) 

      

   1 time 1.24* 1.00, 1.53 1.33** 1.07, 1.64 1.44 0.95, 2.17 
   2 times 1.81*** 1.48, 3.31 1.00 0.81, 1.25 1.00 0.67, 1.49 
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Table 5 
Weighted Unadjusted Logistic Regression Models for Main Childhood Adversity Independent Variables 
(n = 10,034)  

 Housing-Related 
Stress 

Living Situation  
(Compared to Living in One’s Own Place) 

  Living With Parents Living in Another (Non-
Parental) Person’s Home 

 OR 95% CI RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 
   3-5 times 1.72*** 1.41, 2.11 0.65** 0.49, 0.85 0.96 0.64, 1.46 
   6-10 times 1.58** 1.20, 2.09 0.83 0.58, 1.19 0.88 0.57, 1.36 
   10 or more times 2.29*** 1.89, 2.77 0.59*** 0.46, 0.76 0.81 0.56, 1.15 
Kicked out of home 2.07*** 1.76, 2.43 0.91 0.72, 1.15 1.65** 1.21, 2.24 
Ran away 2.30*** 1.86, 2.85 1.01 0.75, 1.36 1.65** 1.19, 2.29 
       

 

Childhood Adversity and Housing Stress in Wave 4 

Table 6 displays the results for the logistic regression of housing-related financial strain 

in Wave 4 on childhood adversity. Unlike in Table 5, Table 6 includes control variables. Results 

indicate that when control variables are included, many fewer variables are significantly 

associated with housing stress. However, reporting childhood emotional abuse is associated with 

increased odds of housing-related financial strain in young adulthood. Compared with those who 

experienced no emotional abuse in childhood, those who reported that they experienced 

emotional abuse two times in their childhood had approximately 60% higher odds (OR = 1.60, p 

< .001) of experiencing housing-related financial strain. In addition, those who reported that they 

experienced emotional abuse 3 – 5 times in their childhood had almost 50% higher odds (OR = 

1.44, p < .05) of housing strain compared to those who did not report emotional abuse. Further, 

those who reported that emotional abuse occurred more than ten times in childhood also 

experienced 42% higher odds (OR = 1.42, p < .05) of housing strain in young adulthood.   

No other measures of childhood adversity were significantly associated with housing-

related financial strain in the full model. However, other covariates were significantly related to 

housing strain. In particular, measures of race, number of children, socioeconomic status, 
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marijuana use and depression were related to odds of housing strain. Compared to White Non-

Hispanic respondents, those who identified as Black Non-Hispanic had higher odds of 

experiencing housing-related financial strain in Wave 4. For each additional child one had in 

Wave 4, individuals experienced a higher odds of housing strain.  

Measures of socioeconomic status were also related to odds of housing strain. Compared 

to those who had a household income of $0 - $15,000 in the past year, those who made $45,001 - 

$150,000 had lower odds of housing strain. Personal educational attainment was also related to 

housing strain. Compared to those who had a high school diploma or less, college graduates and 

those who completed graduate school had lower odds of housing strain. Higher debt was also 

associated with much higher odds of housing strain. Substance use was related to housing strain; 

those who used no marijuana in the past 12 months, those who used once a month or less, 

weekly, or every day had higher odds of housing strain. Lastly, for each additional higher point 

on the CESD measure of depression, individuals had higher odds of housing strain. 

Table 6 
Weighted Logistic Regression for Housing-Related Stress at Wave 4 on 
Childhood Adversity (n = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI Wald test 
statistic 

Foster care 1.01 0.60, 1.69 0.97 
Physical abuse (ref = none)   0.36 
   1 time 0.97 0.67, 1.40  
   2 times 1.42 0.97, 2.06  
   3-5 times 1.08 0.75, 1.56  
   6-10 times 1.03 0.61, 1.74  
   > 10 times 1.38 0.93, 2.05  
Sexual abuse (ref = none)   0.57 
   1-2 times 1.02 0.63, 1.67  
   3 or more times 1.27 0.81, 1.99  
Emotional abuse (ref = none)   <0.001 
   1 time 0.99 0.75, 1.31  
   2 times 1.60*** 1.26, 2.04  
   3-5 times 1.44* 1.01, 2.06  
   6-10 times 0.96 0.65, 1.40  
   > 10 times 1.45* 1.07, 1.96  
Kicked out of home 1.05 0.86, 1.28 0.62 
Ran away 1.21 0.89, 1.64 0.21 
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Table 6 
Weighted Logistic Regression for Housing-Related Stress at Wave 4 on 
Childhood Adversity (n = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI Wald test 
statistic 

Control Variables    

Age W4 1.04 0.99, 1.09  
Race/ethnicity a    
   Hispanic 0.95 0.71, 1.26  
   Black NH 1.36** 1.12, 1.66  
   Asian NH 0.56* 0.36, 0.87  
   Other NH 1.28 0.78, 2.12  
Female b 1.08 0.87, 1.23  
Parental education c     
   High school diploma/GED 1.04 0.83, 1.32  
   Some college 0.99 0.77, 1.28  
   College graduate 0.89 0.68, 1.18  
   Some graduate school or 
more 

1.37 0.96, 1.96  

Household income W4 d    
   $15,001 - $30,000 1.09 0.88, 1.35  
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.82 0.63, 1.06  

   $45,001 - $150,000 0.37*** 0.26, 0.51  
   $150,001 or more 1.39 0.88, 2.19  
Education W4 e    
    Voc ed/ some college 1.00 0.83, 1.21  
    College graduate 0.48*** 0.36, 0.63  
    Completed grad school 0.41*** 0.26, 0.63  
Welfare, public assistance or 
food stamps in W3 or W4 

1.90**** 1.56, 2.31  

Household debt W4 f    
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.82** 1.24, 2.69  
  $5,000 to $9,999 2.04** 1.41, 2.95  
  $10,000 to $24,999 2.25*** 1.62, 3.15  
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.25*** 1.54, 3.28  
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.74*** 1.79, 4.18  
  $100,000 or more 3.02*** 1.86, 4.91  
Household assets W4 g    
   $5,000 to $9,999 0.55*** 0.43, 0.73  
   $10,000 to $24,999 0.54*** 0.42, 0.69  
   $25,000 to $49,999 0.39*** 0.28, 0.55  
   $50,000 to $99,999 0.29*** 0.23, 0.37  
   $100,000 to $249,000 0.31*** 0.21, 0.44  
   $250,000 or more 0.09*** 0.06, 0.15  
Quantity * frequency of drinking 
in past 12 months 

1.00 0.99, 1.01  

Binge drinking past 12 months h    
   Once a month or less 1.07 0.86, 1.34  
   2 or 3 days a month 1.00 0.74, 1.35  
   Weekly 1.15 0.80, 1.66  
   Every day  0.65 0.21, 1.99  
Marijuana use past 12 months i    
   Once a month or less 1.45** 1.18, 2.51  
   2 or 3 days a month 1.42 0.83, 2.44  



70 

 

Table 6 
Weighted Logistic Regression for Housing-Related Stress at Wave 4 on 
Childhood Adversity (n = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI Wald test 
statistic 

   Weekly 1.50* 1.04, 2.17  
   Every day  1.98*** 1.45, 2.73  
Other drug use past 12 months  1.15 0.88, 1.49  
Depression (CESD score) 1.09*** 1.06, 1.13  
Cohabiting but not married 1.21 0.93, 1.58  
Married 1.02 0.82, 1.25  
Number of children 1.23*** 1.12, 1.32  
Constant 0.03*** 0.01, 0.15  
a Reference category: White NH 
b Reference category: Male 
c Reference category: Less than high school 
d Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
e Reference category: High school or less 
f Reference category: Less than $1,000 
h Reference category: Less than $5,000 
i Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
j Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 

 

 

 

Table 7 shows the pairwise comparisons for childhood adversity and housing stress in 

Wave 4 and corrected p values from the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni approach (Abdi, 2010). 

This is a more stringent test of the relationship that controls for the risk of false positives. We see 

that after correcting for multiple comparisons, the relationships between experiencing emotional 

abuse 3 -5 times or more than 10 times in childhood and housing strain in adulthood is no longer 

significant, suggesting that these results were false positives. However, the effect of experiencing 

emotional abuse 2 times remained significant.  

Table 7 
Pairwise Comparisons of Child Adversity and Housing Stress in Wave 4 

Comparisons* OR p Holm’s p 

Foster care  1.01 0.97 ns 
Physical abuse (ref = none)    
   1 time 0.98 0.89 ns 
   2 times 1.42 0.67 ns 
   3-5 times 1.08 0.66 ns 
   6-10 times 1.03 0.92 ns 
  > 10 times 1.38 0.11 ns 
Sexual abuse (ref = none)    
   1-2 times 1.02 0.93 ns 
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Table 7 
Pairwise Comparisons of Child Adversity and Housing Stress in Wave 4 

Comparisons* OR p Holm’s p 
   3 or more times 1.28 0.29 ns 
Emotional abuse (ref = none)    
   1 time 0.99 0.97 ns 
   2 times 1.60 < 0.001 <0.001 
   3-5 times 1.44 0.04 ns 
   6-10 times 0.96 0.83 ns 
   > 10 times 1.45 0.01 ns 
Kicked out of home  1.05 0.62 ns 
Ran away  1.21 0.21 ns 

*Controlling for demographics, personal socioeconomic status, substance 
use and mental health at Wave 4  

 

Living Situation in Wave 4 

Living with Parents   

Table 8 shows the results for living situation in Wave 4. We see that of the measures of 

childhood adversity, foster care, physical abuse, emotional abuse, and being kicked out of the 

home were significantly related to the odds of living with parents in Wave 4 rather living in one’s 

own place.  Compared to those who indicated no physical abuse in childhood, those who indicated 

that this occurred 6 – 10 times had 64% lower odds (RRR = 0.34, p < .05) of living with parents 

compared to living in their own place. Further, compared to those who indicated no emotional 

abuse, those who indicated 3 – 5 times had 50% lower odds (RRR = 0.50, p < .01), and those who 

indicated 10 or more times had 47% lower odds (RRR = 0.57, p < .01) of living with parents in 

adulthood.  Those who indicated that they were kicked out of the home also had 33% lower odds 

(RRR = 0.67, p < .05) of living with parents. 

None of the other measures of childhood adversity were significantly associated with odds 

of living with parents in Wave 4. However, other covariates including race/ethnicity, number of 

children, parental education, measures of socioeconomic status, binge drinking, and marriage or 

cohabitation were significantly related to odds of living with parents compared to living in one’s 
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own place. Compared to White Non-Hispanic respondents, those who identified as Hispanic, Black 

Non-Hispanic, or Asian Non-Hispanic had higher odds of living with parents. Female respondents 

also had lower odds of living with parents compared to males. Respondents whose parents’ highest 

level of education was some graduate school or higher had lower odds of living with parents than 

those whose parents’ highest level of education was less than high school. Those indicating that 

they were cohabitating but not married and those who indicated being married had significantly 

lower odds of living with parents. Higher number of children of respondents was also related to 

lower odds of living with parents.  

 Measures of personal socioeconomic status in Wave 4 were also related to odds of living 

with parents. Household income was important; those with any income category higher than 

$15,000 had lower odds of living with parents than those who had a household income of $15,000 

or less. In addition, higher level of educational attainment by Wave 4 was associated with lower 

odds of living with parents. Debt was also associated with living with parents; the higher the level 

of debt (compared to less than $1,000), the higher odds of living with parents. Household assets 

were also significantly related to living with parents. Those with higher household assets had lower 

odds of living with parents in Wave 4.  

 Frequency of binge drinking in the past year was also related to odds of living with parents. 

Compared to those who indicated no binge drinking in the past 12 months, those who indicated 

binge drinking 2 or 3 days a month or weekly had significantly lower odds of living with parents. 

Living in Another Person’s Home 

Table 8 also shows the results for living in another (non-parental) person’s home 

compared to living in one’s own place. We see that the only measure of childhood adversity that 

was significantly associated with odds of living in another person’s home was emotional abuse. 
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Compared to those who experienced no emotional abuse, those who indicated that this occurred 

more than 10 times in their childhood had 32% lower odds (RRR = 0.57, p < .01) of living in 

another person’s home.  

No other measures of childhood adversity significantly predicted odds of living in 

someone else’s home, however other covariates were significant predictors. In particular, 

measures of race/ethnicity; parental education; marriage or cohabitation; and personal 

socioeconomic status were related to odds of living in someone else’s home in Wave 4 compared 

to living in one’s own place. Compared to those who identified as White Non-Hispanic, those 

who indicated being Asian Non-Hispanic or Other Non-Hispanic had significantly higher odds of 

living in someone else’s home. In addition, compared to those whose parents’ highest level of 

education was less than high school, those whose parents’ highest level was some college or 

some graduate school or more had significantly lower odds of living in someone else’s home. 

Those who were married and those who were cohabitating but not married also had significantly 

lower odds of living in someone else’s home compared to living in their own place. 

Personal socioeconomic status was also significantly related to odds of living in someone 

else’s home. Compared to those whose household income was less than $15,000 in Wave 4, 

those whose income was higher had lower odds of living in someone else’s home. Personal 

educational attainment was also significantly related to odds of living in someone else’s home. 

Compared to those whose highest level of education was high school or less, those who indicated 

having some college, being a college graduate, or having completed graduate school had 

significantly lower odds of living in someone else’s home. Personal debt was also a predictor; 

compared to those with less than $1,000 in debt, higher debt was significantly related to higher 

odds of living in someone else’s home compared to living in one’s own place.  
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Table 8 
Models testing living situation compared to living in own place,  regressed on 
childhood adversity (N =10,034) 

 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 

Person’s Home a 

Wald test 
statistic 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI  

Childhood adversity      

Foster care 0.51 0.24, 1.09 1.75 0.72, 3.37 0.11 
Physical abuse (ref = none)     0.28 
   1 time 1.50 0.96, 2.01 0.80 0.43, 1.49  
   2 times 0.91 0.49, 1.54 0.84 0.36, 1.82  
   3-5 times 1.01 0.60, 1.97 0.73 0.34, 1.59  
   6-10 times 0.34* 0.11, 0.81 1.68 0.84, 3.58  
   10 or more times 1.16 0.67, 2.06 1.15 0.61, 2.11  
Sexual abuse (ref = none)     0.77 
   1-2 times 0.72 0.37, 1.60 1.17 0.54, 2.70  
   3 or more times 0.99 0.52, 2.14 1.45 0.72, 3.05  
Emotional abuse (ref = none)     0.04 
   1 time 1.02 0.78, 1.39 1.21 0.73, 2.09  
   2 times 0.89 0.64, 1.21 1.03 0.65, 1.59  
   3-5 times 0.50** 0.34, 0.76 0.91 0.58, 1.51  
   6-10 times 0.88 0.53, 1.68 0.95 0.57, 1.72  
   10 or more times 0.57** 0.42, 0.84 0.68* 0.46, 0.99  
Kicked out of home 0.67* 0.46, 0.92 1.12 0.71, 1.72 0.03 
Ran away 1.07 0.71, 1.62 1.09 0.69, 1.79 0.71 

Control Variables      

Age W4 0.96 0.89, 1.03 0.99 0.91, 1.07  
Race/ethnicity b      
   Hispanic 2.23*** 1.55, 3.38 0.88 0.56, 1.37  
   Black NH 1.37* 1.04, 1.88 1.06 0.74, 1.53  
   Asian NH 3.30*** 1.92, 5.65 2.74*** 1.60, 4.27  
   Other NH 1.66 0.76, 3.61 2.42* 1.21, 5.22  
Female c 0.74 0.53, 1.00 0.74 0.54, 1.01  
Parental education d       
  High school/GED 1.02 0.74, 1.41 0.73 0.49, 1.07  
  Some college 0.97 0.67, 1.41 0.71 0.45, 1.13  
  College graduate 0.77 0.54, 1.08 0.54* 0.31, 0.94  
  Some graduate school or 
more 

0.43* 0.27, 0.68 0.48* 0.25, 0.91  

Household income in W4 e      
   $15,001 - $30,000 0.55*** 0.43, 0.71 0.56** 0.38, 0.84  
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.30*** 0.23, 0.40 0.60** 0.42, 0.86  
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.11*** 0.07, 0.15 0.42*** 0.28, 0.63  
   $150,001 or more 0.42** 0.24, 0.72 0.24** 0.09, 0.70  
Education W4 f      
    Voc ed/ some college 0.71** 0.57, 0.87 0.56*** 0.41, 0.75  
    College graduate 0.33*** 0.24, 0.44 0.60** 0.42, 0.87  
    Completed grad school 0.16*** 0.11, 0.29 0.42*** 0.28, 0.63  
Welfare, public assistance or 
food stamps in W3 or W4 

1.05 0.81, 1.34 0.25** 0.09, 0.70  

Debt g      
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Table 8 
Models testing living situation compared to living in own place,  regressed on 
childhood adversity (N =10,034) 

 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 

Person’s Home a 

Wald test 
statistic 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI  
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.42 0.95, 2.14 2.41** 1.29, 4.52  
  $5,000 to $9,999 1.55* 1.07, 2.24 3.38** 1.70, 6.73  
  $10,000 to $24,999 1.45* 1.01, 2.06 1.77 0.99, 3.14  
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.25*** 1.59, 3.17 2.77** 1.45, 5.29  
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.34*** 1.52, 3.59 2.75** 1.40, 5.42  
  $100,000 or more 2.50*** 1.65, 3.78 3.93*** 1.93, 7.94  
Assets h      
   $5,000 to $9,999 1.43 0.93, 2.20 1.04 0.62, 1.78  
   $10,000 to $24,999 1.22 0.82, 1.82 1.00 0.58, 1.72  
   $25,000 to $49,999 1.83** 1.28, 2.59 1.31 0.82, 2.09  
   $50,000 to $99,999 4.16*** 2.65, 6.53 1.28 0.76, 2.14  
   $100,000 to $249,000 6.22*** 4.07, 9.51 2.86*** 1.82, 4.52  
   $250,000 or more 14.64*** 9.19, 23.32 2.96** 1.58, 5.57  
Quantity*Frequency of 
drinking in past 12 months 

0.99 0.99, 1.01 0.99 0.99, 1.01  

Binge drinking past 12 
months i 

     

   Once a month or less 0.87 0.69, 1.08 1.03 0.74, 1.42  
   2 or 3 days a month 0.61* 0.40, 0.92 1.07 0.67, 1.70  
   Weekly 0.62* 0.41, 0.93 1.52 0.89, 2.58  
   Every day  1.77 0.65, 3.84 2.46 0.59, 10.13  
Marijuana use past 12 
months j 

     

   Once a month or less 0.93 0.65, 1.31 1.18 0.75, 1.86  
   2 or 3 days a month 0.93 0.43, 1.99 0.87 0.37, 2.08  
   Weekly 0.88 0.58, 1.34 0.92 0.49, 1.74  
   Every day  1.05 0.67, 1.65 1.07 0.63, 1.82  
Other drug use past 12 
months 

1.11 0.77, 1.60 1.31 0.89, 1.93  

Depression (CESD score) 1.02 0.98, 1.06 1.05 0.99, 1.11  
Cohabiting but not married 0.07*** 0.05, 0.09 0.62** 0.44, 0.86  
Married 0.06*** 0.05, 0.09 0.18*** 0.13, 0.29  
Number of children 0.81*** 0.73, 0.90 0.90 0.76, 1.06  
Constant 2.05 0.27, 15.43 0.22 0.01, 2.41  
a Reference category: Living in own place 
b Reference category: White NH 
c Reference category: Male 

d Reference category: Less than high school 
e Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
f Reference category: High school or less 
g Reference category: Less than $1,000 
h Reference category: Less than $5,000 
i Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
j Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 
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Table 9 shows the pairwise comparisons for childhood adversity and living situation and 

corrected p values from the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni approach (Abdi, 2010). We see that 

after correcting for multiple comparisons, only one relationship remained significant. After the 

correction, the relationship between experiencing emotional abuse 3 – 5 times in childhood 

remained significantly related to lower odds of living with parents in Wave 4. Lastly, the 

relationship between experiencing emotional abuse more than 10 times in childhood also 

remained significantly associated with lower odds of living with parents in Wave 4. 

 

Table 9 
Pairwise Comparisons of Child Adversity and Living Situation in Wave 4 

 Living With Parents a Living in Someone Else’s Home a 

Comparisons b RRR p Holm’s p RRR p Holm’s p 

Foster care 0.51 0.08 ns 1.71 0.14 ns 
Physical abuse  
(ref = none) 

      

   1 time 1.50 0.02 ns 0.80 0.49 ns 
   2 times 0.91 0.77 ns 0.84 0.67 ns 
   3-5 times 1.01 0.72 ns 0.73 0.44 ns 
   6-10 times 0.34 0.03 ns 1.68 0.15 ns 
  > 10 times 1.16 0.57 ns 1.15 0.66 ns 
Sexual abuse  
(ref = none) 

      

   1-2 times 0.72 0.32 ns 1.17 0.69 ns 
   3 or more times 0.99 0.99 ns 1.45 0.33 ns 
Emotional abuse 
(ref = none) 

      

   1 time 1.02 0.87 ns 1.21 0.47 ns 
   2 times 0.89 0.44 ns 1.03 0.94 ns 
   3-5 times 0.50 0.001 0.015 0.91 0.71 ns 
   6-10 times 0.88 0.86 ns 0.95 0.85 ns 
   > 10 times 0.57 0.002 0.03 0.68 0.04 ns 
Kicked out of home 0.67 0.02 ns 1.12 0.61 ns 
Ran away 1.07 0.72 ns 1.09 0.73 ns 
a Reference category: living in own place 
b Controlling for demographics, personal socioeconomic status, substance use and mental 
health at Wave 4  
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Research Question 2: Social Support and Housing Outcomes 

Bivariate Analyses 

Table 10 shows the unadjusted binomial and multinomial logistic regressions for each 

independent variable representing social support received in Wave 3 regressed on the two 

dependent variables of housing-related stress and living situation in Wave 4. We see that 

compared to receiving no financial support from parents in Wave 3, those who received $200 - 

$499 have significantly different odds of housing-related stress in Wave 4. There is also a 

significant relationship between receiving $1,000 or more from parents and odds of housing-

related stress, compared to receiving no financial support from parents. Further, compared to not 

being close at all to a parent in Wave 3, there is a significant difference in odds of housing-

related stress among those who indicate being “quite close” and “very close” to a parent in Wave 

3. Receipt of social support in Wave 3 is also significantly related to living situation in Wave 4. 

In particular, receipt of $200 - $499 in Wave 3, being “somewhat close” to a mentor, and being 

“very close” to a mentor are significantly associated with odds of living with parents instead of 

one’s own place in Wave 4. Lastly, being “very close” to a parent in Wave 3 is significantly 

associated with odds of living in another person’s home rather than one’s own place in Wave 4. 
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Table 10 
Weighted Unadjusted Logistic Regression Models for Main Independent Social Support Variables  
(n = 10,034) 

 Housing-Related 
Stress 

Living Situation  
(Compared to Living in One’s Own Place) 

  Living With 
Parents 

Living in Another (Non-
Parental) Person’s Home 

 OR 95% CI RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 

Financial support from 
parents a 

      

   $200 - $499 1.21* 1.02, 1.43 1.21* 1.01, 1.45 1.03 0.74, 1.44 
   $500 - $999 0.94 0.76, 1.17 1.16 0.89, 1.53 1.01 0.69, 1.47 
   $1,000 or more 0.57*** 0.49, 0.68 1.15 0.95, 1.38 0.80 0.61, 1.05 
Closeness to a parent b       
   Somewhat close  0.79 0.52, 1.23 1.53 0.80, 2.89 0.69 0.35, 1.35 
   Quite close 0.55** 0.37, 0.79 1.65 0.92, 2.97 0.65 0.36, 1.20 
   Very close 0.55** 0.38, 0.80 1.67 0.94, 2.95 0.50* 0.28, 0.90 
Closeness to a mentor b       
   Somewhat close  0.92 0.76, 1.11 0.70** 0.55, 0.89 0.85 0.56, 1.28 
   Quite close 0.89 0.74, 1.09 0.83 0.69, 1.01 0.93 0.67, 1.29 
   Very close 0.98 0.82, 1.18 0.75** 0.63, 0.90 1.05 0.77, 1.43 
a Reference category: No parental financial support 
b Reference category: Not close at all 
c Reference category: Not close at all 
       

 

Housing-Related Stress in Wave 4 

Table 11 shows results of the full model testing the relationship between social support in 

Wave 3 and housing-related stress in Wave 4. We see that parental financial support and 

closeness to a mentor in Wave 3 are significantly related to housing-related stress in Wave 4. In 

particular, compared to those receiving no parental financial support in Wave 3, those who 

received $200-499 had 37% higher odds of housing-related stress in Wave 4. In addition, 

compared to those indicating that they were not at all close to a mentor, those who indicated 

being somewhat close had 29% higher odds of housing-related strain.  

No other measures of social support in Wave 3 were related to odds of housing-related 

stress in Wave 4. However, other covariates were related to odds of housing stress. In particular, 

race/ethnicity, number of children, measures of socioeconomic status, receipt of welfare in 
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Waves 3 or 4, marijuana use and depression were related to odds of housing stress. Compared to 

those who identified as White Non-Hispanic, those who identified as Black Non-Hispanic had 

significantly higher odds of housing stress, which those who identified as Asian Non-Hispanic 

had lower odds of housing stress. The more children one had, the higher odds of housing stress. 

Personal educational attainment was also related; compared to those whose highest level of 

education was high school or less, those who had finished college or graduate school had 

significantly lower odds of housing stress. Compared to those who had a household income of 

less than $15,000, those who had an income of $30,000 - $44,999 or $45,000 - $150,000 had 

significantly lower odds of housing stress. Receipt of welfare, food stamps or public assistance in 

Waves 3 or 4 was significantly related to higher odds of housing stress in Wave 4. Those with 

higher debt had significantly higher odds of housing stress. 

Finally measures of substance use and mental health were significantly associated with 

odds of housing stress. Compared to those who indicated no marijuana use in the past 12 months, 

those who indicated using marijuana once per month or less, weekly, or every day had 

significantly higher odds of housing stress. Lastly, higher scores on the depression scale were 

associated with higher odds of housing stress. 

 

Table 11 
Weighted Logistic Regression for Housing-Related Stress at 
Wave 4 on Social Support (N = 10,034) 

 

 OR 95% CI Wald test 
statistic 

Social Support    

Financial support from parents W3 a   0.05 
   $200 - $499 1.37* 1.09, 1.72  
   $500 - $999 1.14 0.85, 1.51  
   $1,000 or more 1.01 0.83, 1.22  
Closeness to a parent b   0.42 
   Somewhat close  1.29 0.72, 2.35  
   Quite close 1.01 0.60, 1.66  
   Very close 1.02 0.63, 1.65  
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Table 11 
Weighted Logistic Regression for Housing-Related Stress at 
Wave 4 on Social Support (N = 10,034) 

 

 OR 95% CI Wald test 
statistic 

Closeness to a mentor c   0.05 
   Somewhat close  1.29* 1.04, 1.59  
   Quite close 1.15 0.94, 1.42  
   Very close 0.96 0.78, 1.19  

Control Variables    

Age W4 1.04 0.98, 1.09  
Race/ethnicity d    
   Hispanic 0.98 0.74, 1.30  
   Black NH 1.30* 1.06, 1.59  
   Asian NH 0.67 0.42, 1.04  
   Other NH 1.37 0.80, 2.35  
Female e 1.09 0.92, 1.29  
Parental education f     
  High school/GED 1.03 0.82, 1.28  
  Some college 0.98 0.76, 1.27  
  College graduate 0.89 0.68, 1.18  
  Some graduate school or more 1.33 0.93, 1.90  
Household income W4 g    
   $15,001 - $30,000 1.08 0.88, 1.33  
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.83 0.64, 1.07  
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.49*** 0.35, 0.69  
   $150,001 or more 1.37 0.87, 2.15  
Education W4 h    
    Voc ed/ some college 1.02 0.84, 1.23  
    College graduate 0.45*** 0.33, 0.59  
    Completed grad sch 0.38*** 0.24, 0.59  
Welfare, public assistance or food 
stamps in W3 or W4 

1.93*** 1.60, 2.34  

Household debt i    
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.83** 1.25, 2.69  
  $5,000 to $9,999 2.05*** 1.44, 2.92  
  $10,000 to $24,999 2.33*** 1.68, 3.22  
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.28*** 1.55, 3.37  
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.89*** 1.92, 4.36  
  $100,000 or more 3.11*** 1.95, 4.96  
Household assets j    
   $5,000 to $9,999 0.56*** 0.42, 0.73  
   $10,000 to $24,999 0.55**** 0.43, 0.71  
   $25,000 to $49,999 0.39*** 0.28, 0.55  
   $50,000 to $99,999 0.29*** 0.23, 0.37  
   $100,000 to $249,000 0.32*** 0.22, 0.45  
   $250,000 or more 0.09*** 0.06, 0.15  
Quantity of drinking * Frequency of 
drinking in past 12 months 

1.00 0.99, 1.01  

Binge drinking past 12 months k    
   Once a month or less 1.08 0.86, 1.36  
   2 or 3 days a month 1.01 0.76, 1.33  
   Weekly 1.17 0.82, 1.68  
   Every day  0.75 0.25, 2.19  
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Table 11 
Weighted Logistic Regression for Housing-Related Stress at 
Wave 4 on Social Support (N = 10,034) 

 

 OR 95% CI Wald test 
statistic 

Marijuana use past 12 months l    
   Once a month or less 1.49** 0.17, 1.90  
   2 or 3 days a month 1.53 0.92, 2.53  
   Weekly 1.58* 1.09, 2.27  
   Every day  2.01*** 1.50, 2.70  
Other drug use past 12 months 1.18 0.91, 1.53  
Depression (CESD score) 1.11*** 1.08, 1.14  
Cohabiting but not married 1.22 0.93, 1.58  
Married 1.02 0.83, 1.26  
Number of children 1.24*** 1.14, 1.34  
Constant 0.03*** 0.01, 0.15  
a Reference category: Less than $200 
b Reference category: Not at all close to a parent 
c Reference category: Not at all close to a mentor 
d Reference category: White NH 
e Reference category: Male 

f Reference category: Less than high school 
g Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
h Reference category: High school or less 
i  Reference category: Less than $1,000 
j Reference category: Less than $5,000 
k Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
l Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 

 

Table 12 shows the pairwise comparisons for social support and housing-related stress 

and corrected p values from the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni approach (Abdi, 2010). We see 

that when we correct for multiple comparisons, none of the variables measuring social support 

remain significantly related to housing stress in Wave 4. 

Table 12 
Pairwise Comparisons of Social Support and Housing Stress in Wave 4 

Comparisons* OR p Holm’s p 

Less than $200 from parents in 
Wave 3 compared to: 

   

   $200 - $499 1.37* 0.01 ns 
   $500 - $999 1.14 0.28 ns 
   $1,000 or more 1.01 0.84 ns 
Not at all close to a parent in 
Wave 3 compared to: 

   

   Somewhat close 1.29 0.42 ns 
   Quite close 1.01 0.73 ns 
   Very close 1.02 0.82 ns 
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Table 12 
Pairwise Comparisons of Social Support and Housing Stress in Wave 4 

Comparisons* OR p Holm’s p 
Not at all close to a mentor in 
Wave 3 compared to: 

   

   Somewhat close 1.29* 0.04 ns 
   Quite close 1.15 0.20 ns  
   Very close 0.96 0.37 ns 

 

 

Living Situation in Wave 4 

Living with Parents 

Table 13 shows the results of the full model testing the relationship between social 

support received in Wave 3 and living situation in Wave 4. We see that financial support from 

parents and closeness to a mentor are significantly related to odds of living with parents, 

compared to one’s own home, in Wave 4. In particular, compared to those who received no 

financial support from parents in Wave 3, those who received $1,000 or more had 52% higher 

odds of living with parents in Wave 4, compared to living in their own place. In addition, 

compared to those who reported not being close to a mentor, those who indicated being very 

close to a mentor had about 32% lower odds of living with parents compared to living in their 

own place.  

 No other measures of social support were significantly associated with odds of living 

with parents compared to living in one’s own place. However, a number of covariates were 

significantly related. In particular, race/ethnicity, parental education, number of children, 

marriage/cohabitation, personal socioeconomic status, and binge drinking were related to odds of 

living with parents. 

 Compared to White Non-Hispanics, those who identified as Hispanic (all races), Black 

Non-Hispanic or Asian Non-Hispanic had significantly higher odds of living with parents 



83 

 

compared to living in one’s own place. Parent’s education in Wave 1 was also important; 

compared to those whose parents’ highest level of education was less than high school, those 

whose parents had graduate degree had significantly lower odds of living with parents in Wave 

4. The higher the respondent’s number of children, the lower the odds of living with parents. 

Being married or cohabitating (but not married) were also significantly associated with lower 

odds of living with parents.  

 Personal socioeconomic status also mattered for odds of living with parents. In particular, 

level of education mattered such that compared to those with the highest level of education as 

high school or less, those with any further education had significantly lower odds of living with 

parents. Income in Wave 4 also mattered such that compared to those who made less than 

$15,000 in the past year, those with any higher income categories had significantly lower odds of 

living with parents. Compared to those with debt less than $1,000, those with higher debt had 

higher odds of living with parents. 

 Compared to those who engaged in no binge drinking in the past year, those who binged 

2 or 3 days per month or weekly had significantly lower odds of living with parents. 

 

Living in Another Person’s Home 

 Also in Table 13 we see that there are no significant relationships between receipt of 

social support in Wave 3 and the odds of living in another person’s home instead of one’s own 

place in Wave 4. However, several covariates were significantly related to odds of living in 

someone else’s home. In particular, race/ethnicity, gender, parental education, 

marriage/cohabitation and personal socioeconomic status were significantly related to odds of 

living in someone else’s home. Compared to White Non-Hispanic respondents, those who 
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indicated that they were Asian Non-Hispanic or “Other” Non-Hispanic had significantly higher 

odds of living in someone else’s home. Female respondents had lower odds of living in someone 

else’s home. Compared to those whose parents’ highest level of education was less than high 

school, those whose parents had a college degree or graduate degree had lower odds of living in 

someone else’s home.  

 Measures of personal socioeconomic status were also significantly associated with odds 

of living in someone else’s home. Compared to those whose highest education was high school 

or less, any higher education was associated with lower odds of living in someone else’s home. 

Household income was also important; compared to those whose income was less than $15,000, 

all other higher income categories were associated with lower odds of living in someone else’s 

home. Compared to those with less than $1,000 in debt, those with higher debt had higher odds 

of living in someone else’s home. 

 

Table 13 
Models testing living situation compared to living in own place,  regressed on social support 
(N =10,034) 

 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another (Non-
Parental) Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI Wald 
Test 
Statistic 

Social Support      

Financial support from parents b      
   $200 - $499 1.11 0.87, 1.41 0.84 0.55, 1.29 0.07 
   $500 - $999 1.16 0.85, 1.59 1.08 0.70, 1.66  
   $1,000 or more 1.52*** 1.18, 1.96 1.00 0.69, 1.48  
Closeness to a parent c     0.41 
   Somewhat close  1.25 0.58, 2.65 0.59 0.27, 1.36  
   Quite close 1.64 0.80, 3.39 0.74 0.33, 1.63  
   Very close 1.63 0.78, 3.37 0.67 0.31, 1.43  
Closeness to a mentor d     0.01 
   Somewhat close  0.76 0.57, 1.03 0.98 0.63, 1.51  
   Quite close 0.89 0.67, 1.15 1.34 0.93, 1.94  
   Very close 0.68** 0.55, 0.85 1.39 0.95, 1.94  

Control Variables      

Age W4 0.97 0.91, 1.04 0.99 0.92, 1.08  
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Table 13 
Models testing living situation compared to living in own place,  regressed on social support 
(N =10,034) 

 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another (Non-
Parental) Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI Wald 
Test 
Statistic 

Race/ethnicity (ref=NH White)      
   Hispanic 2.32*** 1.58, 3.41 0.89 0.57, 1.36  
   Black NH 1.61** 1.22, 2.13 1.04 0.72, 1.48  
   Asian NH 2.57** 1.51, 4.39 2.73*** 1.67, 4.45  

   Other NH 1.24 0.60, 2.55 2.36* 1.11, 5.03  
Female (ref = male) 0.74* 0.58, 0.95 0.71* 0.52, 0.97  
Parental education e       
  High school/GED 0.97 0.71, 1.36 0.71 0.47, 1.07  
  Some college 0.95 0.66, 1.36 0.69 0.43, 1.12  

  College graduate 0.75 0.53, 1.06 0.51* 0.29, 0.90  

  Some graduate school or more 0.42*** 0.26, 0.66 0.47* 0.24, 0.89  
Household income W4 f      
   $15,001 - $30,000 0.56*** 0.44, 0.73 0.55** 0.37, 0.82  
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.31*** 0.23, 0.42 0.57** 0.40, 0.83  
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.11*** 0.07, 0.16 0.40*** 0.27, 0.59  
   $150,001 or more 0.45** 0.26, 0.76 0.25** 0.09, 0.69  
Education W4 g      

    Voc ed/ some college 0.66*** 0.54, 0.82 0.54*** 0.40, 0.72  
    College graduate 0.29*** 0.22, 0.39 0.36*** 0.23, 0.57  
    Completed grad school 0.15*** 0.09, 0.25 0.26*** 0.14, 0.52  
Welfare, public assistance or food 
stamps in W3 or W4 

1.08 0.83, 1.41 0.94 0.67, 1.34  

Debt      
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.37 0.93, 2.02 2.34* 1.23, 4.43  
  $5,000 to $9,999 1.46* 1.02, 2.10 3.40** 1.72, 6.74  
  $10,000 to $24,999 1.46* 1.00, 2.03 1.79* 1.00, 3.23  
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.08*** 1.48, 2.91 2.79** 1.45, 5.42  
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.32*** 1.51, 3.58 2.68** 1.34, 5.34  
  $100,000 or more 2.51*** 1.66, 3.77 3.97*** 1.96, 8.05  
Assets      
   $5,000 to $9,999 1.39 0.91, 2.11 1.03 0.61, 1.75  
   $10,000 to $24,999 1.22 0.82, 1.82 0.97 0.58, 1.63  
   $25,000 to $49,999 1.86*** 1.32, 2.63 1.25 0.78, 2.02  
   $50,000 to $99,999 4.13*** 2.59, 6.57 1.26 0.75, 2.09  
   $100,000 to $249,000 6.46*** 4.26, 9.78 2.74*** 1.75, 4.30  
   $250,000 or more 14.37*** 0.90, 22.85 2.92** 1.57, 5.42  
Quantity of drinking * Frequency of 
drinking in past 12 months 

1.08 0.84, 1.41 0.99 0.99, 1.01  

Binge drinking past 12 months       
   Once a month or less 0.78 0.62, 1.00 1.01 0.73, 1.41  
   2 or 3 days a month 0.63* 0.42, 0.95 1.10 0.69, 1.75  
   Weekly 0.53** 0.34, 0.83 1.50 0.89, 2.54  
   Every day  1.06 0.36, 3.06 2.29 0.58, 9.09  
Marijuana use past 12 months      
   Once a month or less 0.85 0.60, 1.18 1.19 0.75, 1.87  
   2 or 3 days a month 0.88 0.42, 1.86 0.93 0.38, 2.23  
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Table 13 
Models testing living situation compared to living in own place,  regressed on social support 
(N =10,034) 

 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another (Non-
Parental) Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI Wald 
Test 
Statistic 

   Weekly 0.87 0.58, 1.31 0.91 0.48, 1.68  
   Every day  1.03 0.68, 1.56 1.09 0.65, 1.85  
Other drug use past 12 months 1.06 0.73, 1.52 1.28 0.88, 1.88  
Depression (CESD score) 1.02 0.98, 1.05 1.04 0.99, 1.10  
Cohabiting but not married 0.06*** 0.05, 0.09 0.59** 0.43, 0.83  
Married 0.05*** 0.03, 0.06 0.16*** 0.09, 0.26  
Number of children 0.82*** 0.84, 0.91 0.89 0.76, 1.06  
Constant 0.86 0.11, 6.75 0.25 0.02, 3.10  
a Reference category: White NH 
b Reference category: Male 

c Reference category: Less than high school 
d Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
e Reference category: High school or less 
f Reference category: Less than $1,000 
h Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
i Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 
j Reference category: No other drug use past 12 months 
 

 

 

Table 14 shows the pairwise comparisons for social support in Wave 3 and living 

situation in Wave 4 and corrected p values from the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni approach 

(Abdi, 2010). We see that when we correct for multiple comparisons, financial support and 

closeness to a mentor remain significantly associated with odds of living with parents in Wave 4. 

In particular, compared to those receiving no financial support from parents in Wave 3, those 

who received $1,000 or more have 62% higher odds of living with parents in Wave 4, compared 

to living in their own place. In addition, those who report having a very close relationship with a 

mentor have 28% lower odds of living with parents in Wave 4.  
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Table 14 
Pairwise Comparisons of Social Support and Living Situation in Wave 4 

 Living With Parents Living in Someone Else’s 
Home 

Comparisons RRR p Holm’s 
p 

RRR p Holm’s p 

No financial support from 
parents compared to: 

      

   $200 - $499 1.11 0.24 ns  0.84 0.44 ns 
   $500 - $999 1.16 0.42 ns 1.08 0.71 ns 
   $1,000 or more 1.52 0.001 0.009 1.00 0.98 ns 
Not close at all to a 
parent compared to: 

      

   Somewhat close  1.25 0.82 ns 0.59 0.19 ns 
   Quite close 1.64 0.22 ns 0.74 0.45 ns 
   Very close 1.63 0.24 ns 0.67 0.29 ns 
Not close at all to a 
mentor compared to: 

      

   Somewhat close  0.76 0.19 ns 0.98 0.93 ns 
   Quite close 0.89 0.49 ns 1.34 0.12 ns  
   Very close 0.68 0.004 0.03 1.39 0.09 ns 

 

Research Question 3: Childhood Adversity, Social Support, and Housing Outcomes 

An analysis of the moderating effects of social support on the relationship between 

measures of childhood adversity and housing outcomes in Wave 4 was conducted. Only those 

measures of childhood adversity or social support that were significantly associated to housing-

related stress or living situation in Wave 4 were included in the interaction models. Therefore, 

below we see the results for 1) housing stress on emotional abuse*parental financial support, 2) 

living situation on emotional abuse*parental financial support, 3) housing stress on emotional 

abuse*closeness to a mentor, and 4) living situation on emotional abuse*closeness to a mentor. 

Findings for the latter two relationships, which found non-significant results, can be found in 

Appendix A due to non-significant results. 

Housing-Related Stress on Emotional Abuse * Parental Financial Support 

Table 15 shows results of the full model for housing-related stress in Wave 4 on the 

interaction between emotional abuse in childhood and social support in Wave 3.  Among those 
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who received $200-$499 from parents at age 18 – 26 and experienced no emotional abuse, the 

odds of housing stress are higher than those who received no financial support and were not 

emotionally abused.  We also see that among those who experienced emotional abuse 1 -2 times, 

the chances of housing stress differ by receipt of financial assistance from parents at ages 18 – 

26, with those receiving $200 - $499 or $500 - $999 having much lower likelihood of housing 

stress by ages 26 – 32 compared with those who received no money from parents. Finally, 

among those who had high emotional abuse (3 or more times) and received no financial support 

from parents, odds of housing stress were 50% higher than those who experienced no emotional 

abuse.  

 

Table 15 
Housing-Related Stress in Wave 4 Regressed on the 
Interaction Between Childhood Emotional Abuse and Financial 
Support from Parents in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI 

Financial support from parents a   
   $200 - $499 1.59** 1.37, 2.24 
   $500 - $999 1.38 0.93, 2.06 
   $1,000 or more 1.15 0.89, 1.49 
Emotional abuse b   
   1-2 times  1.95*** 1.38, 2.76 
   3 or more times 1.51** 1.14, 1.99 
Emotional abuse x financial support      
   1-2 times abused * $200-499 0.34*** 0.19, 0.59 
   3 or more times * $200-499 1.36 0.80, 2.04 
   1-2 times abused * $500-999 0.49* 0.26, 0.94 
   3 or more times * $500-999 0.88 0.50, 1.54 
   1-2 times abused * $1,000 or more 0.67 0.42, 1.08 
   3 or more times * $1,000 or more 0.87 0.58, 1.30 

Control Variables   

Age W4 1.04 0.99, 1.09 
Race/ethnicity c   
   Hispanic 0.94 0.71, 1.23 
   Black NH 1.29* 1.06, 1.58 
   Asian NH 0.67 0.43, 1.05 

   Other NH 1.31 0.77, 2.22 
Female d 1.05 0.88, 1.25 
Parental education e   
  High school/GED 0.99 0.79, 1.25 
  Some college 0.94 0.73, 1.23 
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Table 15 
Housing-Related Stress in Wave 4 Regressed on the 
Interaction Between Childhood Emotional Abuse and Financial 
Support from Parents in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI 
  College graduate 0.86 0.65, 1.14 

  Some graduate school or more 1.28 0.89, 1.83 
Household income Wave 4 f   
   $15,001 - $30,000 1.07 0.87, 1.32 
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.84 0.64, 1.08 
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.49*** 0.35, 0.69 
   $150,001 or more 1.38 0.86, 2.21 
Education W4 g   

    Voc ed/ some college 1.01 0.84, 1.22 
    College graduate 0.45*** 0.34, 0.60 
    Completed grad school 0.37*** 0.24, 0.59 
Welfare, public assistance or food 
stamps in W3 or W4 

1.92*** 1.58, 2.33 

Household debt W4 h   
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.81** 1.23, 2.66 
  $5,000 to $9,999 2.00*** 1.40, 2.85 
  $10,000 to $24,999 2.29*** 1.65, 2.85 
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.27*** 1.55, 3.33 
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.85*** 1.89, 4.28 
  $100,000 or more 3.08*** 1.93, 4.91 
Household assets i   
   $5,000 to $9,999 0.54*** 0.41, 0.72 
   $10,000 to $24,999 0.54*** 0.43, 0.71 
   $25,000 to $49,999 0.38*** 0.27, 0.54 
   $50,000 to $99,999 0.28*** 0.22, 0.26 
   $100,000 to $249,000 0.32*** 0.22, 0.45 
   $250,000 or more 0.09*** 0.05, 0.14 
Quantity * frequency of drinking in 
past 12 months 

1.00 0.99, 1.00 

Binge drinking past 12 months j   
   Once a month or less 1.07 0.86, 1.34 
   2 or 3 days a month 1.00 0.76, 1.33 
   Weekly 1.16 0.80, 1.67 
   Every day  0.69 0.24, 2.02 
Marijuana use past 12 months k   
   Once a month or less 1.51** 1.18, 1.92 
   2 or 3 days a month 1.00 0.76, 1.33 
   Weekly 1.16 0.80, 1.67 
   Every day  0.69 0.24, 2.03 
Other drug use past 12 months l 1.16 0.89, 1.51 
Depression (CESD score) 1.09*** 1.06, 1.13 
Cohabiting but not married 1.21 0.93, 1.57 
Married 1.01 0.81, 1.26 
Number of children 1.23*** 1.14, 1.34 
Constant 0.03*** 0.01, 1.11 
a Reference category: Less than $200 
b Reference category: No childhood emotional abuse 
c Reference category: White NH 
d Reference category: Male 
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Table 15 
Housing-Related Stress in Wave 4 Regressed on the 
Interaction Between Childhood Emotional Abuse and Financial 
Support from Parents in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI 
e Reference category: Less than high school 
f Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
g Reference category: High school or less 
h Reference category: Less than $1,000 
i Reference category: Less than $5,000 
j Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
k Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 
l Reference category: No other drug use past 12 months 

 

Table 16 shows the results of the correction for multiple comparisons between different 

levels of emotional abuse and financial support using the Holm Bonferonni approach. Those who 

experienced moderate emotional abuse (1 – 2 times) and received $200 - $499 from parents in 

Wave 3 have about 66% lower odds of experiencing housing stress compared to those who 

experienced no emotional abuse and received less than $200. Those who experienced no 

emotional abuse and received $200 - $499 experienced almost 3 times higher odds of housing 

stress in Wave 4 compared to those who experienced moderate emotional abuse and received 

less than $200 in Wave 3. Those who experienced high emotional abuse (3 or more times) and 

received $200 - $499 from parents in Wave 3 experienced four times higher odds of housing 

stress compared with those who experienced moderate emotional abuse and received less than 

$200 in Wave 3. Finally, those who experienced moderate emotional abuse and received $200 - 

$499 have 75% lower odds of housing stress compared to those who experienced high emotional 

abuse and received less than $200 from parents in Wave 3. 
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Table 16 
Pairwise Comparisons of Interaction Effects of Financial Support and Emotional Abuse 
and Housing Stress in Wave 4 

Comparisons* OR p Holm’s p 

No emotional abuse x Less than $200 
compared to    

   

   1-2 times abused * $200-499 0.34 <.001 <.006 
   3 or more times * $200-499 1.36 0.18 ns 
   1-2 times abused * $500-999 0.49 0.031 ns 
   3 or more times * $500-999 0.88 0.664 ns 
   1-2 times abused * $1,000 or more 0.67 0.097 ns 
   3 or more times * $1,000 or more 0.87 0.503 ns 
Moderate emotional abuse x Less than $200 
compared to 

   

    No emotional abuse x $200-499 2.95 <.001 <.006 
    3 or more times x $200-$499 4.04 <.001 <.005 
    No emotional abuse x $500-$999 2.02 0.031 ns 
    3 or more times x $500-$999 1.77 0.121 ns 
    No emotional abuse x $1,000 or more 1.48 0.097 ns  
    3 or more times x $1,000 or more 1.29 0.325 ns 
High emotional abuse x Less than $200    
    No emotional abuse x $200-499 0.73 0.178 ns 
    1-2 times abused x $200-$499 0.25 <.001 <.006 
    No emotional abuse x $500-$999 1.13 0.664 ns 
    1-2 times abused x $500-$999 0.56 0.121 ns 
    No emotional abuse x $1,000 or more 1.15 0.503 ns 
    1-2 times abused x $1,000 or more 0.77 0.325 ns 

*Controlling for demographics, personal socioeconomic status, substance use and 
mental health at Wave 4  

 

Figure 3 presents the predictive probabilities for housing stress in a graph in order to 

visually depict the interaction effects of emotional abuse and parental financial support. Among 

those who were not emotionally abused, the predicted probability of housing stress with less than 

$200 in parental financial support is 0.14 (95% CI = [0.12, 0.16]), but the probability increases to 

0.19 (95% CI = [0.16, 0.22]) among those who received $200 - $499. However, among those 

who were moderately emotionally abused (1 – 2 times), the probability of housing stress among 

those who received no parental financial support is 0.22 (95% CI = [0.19, 0.26]), while the 

probability decreases with $200 - $499 to 0.15 (95% CI = [0.11, 0.18]).  Among those who 
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experienced high emotional abuse, there were no statistically significant differences in predictive 

margins between different levels of parental financial support. 

 

Figure 3. Predictive Margins of Parental Financial Support*Emotional Abuse and Housing 

Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



93 

 

Living Situation on Emotional Abuse * Parental Financial Support 

Table 17 shows results of the full model for living situation in Wave 4 on the interaction 

between emotional abuse in childhood and parental financial support in Wave 3.  We see that 

among those who experienced emotional abuse three or more times, the chances of living with 

parents compared to living in one’s own place increase with receipt of financial assistance from 

parents at ages 18 – 26.  However, when those who were highly emotionally abused receive $500 

- $999 from a parent at ages 18 – 26, they are more likely to live with parents at ages 26 – 32 

than those who received $500 - $999 but had no emotional abuse.  

 

Table 17 
Living Situation in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between Childhood Emotional 
Abuse and Parental Financial Support in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 
Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 

Social Support     

Financial support from parents b     
   $200 - $499 0.98 0.72, 1.35 0.79 0.42, 1.51 
   $500 - $999 0.91 0.55, 1.50 0.97 0.51, 1.86 
   $1,000 or more 1.23 0.87, 1.73 1.13 0.64, 2.01 
Emotional abuse c     
   1-2 times  0.96 0.67, 1.39 0.94 0.44, 1.99 
   3 or more times 0.35*** 0.22, 0.58 1.08 0.70, 1.67 
Emotional abuse x financial support       
   1-2 times abused * $200-499 0.87 0.42, 1.82 1.79 0.60, 5.35 
   3 or more times * $200-499 1.95 0.92, 4.14 0.59 0.19, 1.82 
   1-2 times abused * $500-999 0.64 0.29, 1.41 1.94 0.65, 5.81 
   3 or more times * $500-999 3.84** 1.54, 9.53 0.68 0.27, 1.69 
   1-2 times abused * $1,000 or more 1.42 0.75, 2.69 0.74 0.22, 2.48 
   3 or more times * $1,000 or more 1.73 0.89, 3.35 0.74 0.35, 1.62 

Control Variables     

Age W4 0.97 0.91, 1.04 0.98 0.91, 1.07 
Race/ethnicity d     
   Hispanic 2.34*** 1.62, 3.46 0.89 0.57, 1.37 
   Black NH 1.53** 1.16, 2.02 1.05 0.74, 1.49 
   Asian NH 2.72** 1.55, 4.76 2.59*** 1.57, 4.30 

   Other NH 1.39 0.63, 3.08 2.18* 1.07, 4.44 
Female e 0.74* 0.58, 0.94   
Parental education f     
  High school/GED 0.97 0.70, 1.35 0.74 0.49, 1.11 
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Table 17 
Living Situation in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between Childhood Emotional 
Abuse and Parental Financial Support in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 
Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 
  Some college 0.94 0.65, 1.37 0.72 0.45, 1.15 

  College graduate 0.73 0.51, 1.05 0.53* 0.30, 0.93 

  Some graduate school or more 0.39*** 0.25, 0.63 0.50* 0.26, 0.95 
Household income in W4 g     
   $15,001 - $30,000 0.55*** 0.43, 0.71 0.56** 0.37, 0.84 
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.30*** 0.23,0.39 0.58** 0.41, 0.84 
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.11*** 0.07, 0.15 0.41*** 0.27, 0.61 
   $150,001 or more 0.45** 0.26, 0.78 0.24** 0.08, 0.68 
Education W4 h     

    Voc ed/ some college 0.69** 0.56, 0.87 0.54*** 0.41, 0.73 
    College graduate 0.31*** 0.22, 0.41 0.37*** 0.23, 0.58 
    Completed grad school 0.16*** 0.09, 0.27 0.27*** 0.14, 0.53 
Welfare, public assistance or food 
stamps in W3 or W4 

1.06 0.82, 1.37 0.96 0.68, 1.37 

Household debt W4 i     
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.48 0.99, 2.19 2.31** 1.35, 4.26 
  $5,000 to $9,999 1.56* 1.08, 2.27 3.35*** 1.72, 6.54 
  $10,000 to $24,999 1.51* 1.06, 2.15 1.74 0.98, 3.08 
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.22*** 1.58, 3.12 2.72** 1.42, 5.23 
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.41*** 1.56, 3.72 2.60** 1.32, 5.15 
  $100,000 or more 2.82*** 1.89, 4.18 3.75*** 1.86, 7.55 
Household assets W4 j     
   $5,000 to $9,999 1.43 0.94, 2.19 1.02 0.59, 1.73 
   $10,000 to $24,999 1.24 0.82, 1.86 0.99 0.58, 1.67 
   $25,000 to $49,999 1.90*** 1.34, 2.70 1.27 0.79, 2.05 
   $50,000 to $99,999 4.26*** 2.72, 6.69 1.27 0.76, 2.12 
   $100,000 to $249,000 6.35*** 4.19, 9.61 2.75*** 1.76, 4.32 
   $250,000 or more 14.30 8.97, 22.78 3.00** 1.61, 5.62 
Quantity * frequency of drinking in past 
12 months 

0.99 0.99, 1.00 0.99 0.99, 1.00 

Binge drinking past 12 months k     
   Once a month or less 0.79* 0.63, 0.99 1.01 0.73, 1.41 
   2 or 3 days a month 0.65* 0.43, 0.97 1.08 0.69, 1.69 
   Weekly 0.55* 0.35, 0.86 1.51 0.89, 2.56 
   Every day  1.22 0.42, 3.56 2.44 0.62, 9.57 
Marijuana use past 12 months l     
   Once a month or less 0.87 0.62, 1.23 1.19 0.76, 1.87 
   2 or 3 days a month 0.91 0.42, 1.97 0.89 0.37, 2.16 
   Weekly 0.92 0.62, 1.39 0.86 0.48, 1.63 
   Every day  1.02 0.67, 1.57 1.05 0.62, 1.81 
Other drug use past 12 months m 1.07 0.74, 1.54 1.31 0.89, 1.91 
Depression (CESD score) 1.03 0.98, 1.07 1.05 0.99, 1.11 
Cohabiting but not married 0.06*** 0.05, 0.09 0.61** 0.44, 0.85 
Married 0.05*** 0.03, 0.06 0.16*** 0.10, 0.27 
Number of children 0.81*** 0.73, 0.90 0.91 0.77, 1.06 
Constant 1.45 0.20, 10.33 0.22 0.02, 2.51 
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Table 17 
Living Situation in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between Childhood Emotional 
Abuse and Parental Financial Support in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 
Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 
a Reference category: Living in own place 
b Reference category: Less than $200 
c Reference category: No childhood emotional abuse 
d Reference category: White NH 
e Reference category: Male 

f Reference category: Less than high school 
g Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
h Reference category: High school or less 
i Reference category: Less than $1,000 
j Reference category: Less than $5,000 
k Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
l Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 
m Reference category: No other drug use past 12 months 

 

Table 18 shows the results of the correction for multiple comparisons between different 

levels of emotional abuse and financial support using the Holm Bonferonni approach and 

likelihood of living with parents compared to living in one’s own place. We see that those who 

experienced high emotional abuse (3 or more times) and received $500 to $999 from parents at 

age 18 – 26 had 3.84 higher odds of living with parents than those who experienced no emotional 

abuse and received less than $200. In addition, those who experienced high emotional abuse and 

received $500 to $999 from parents had 6 times higher odds of living with parents compared to 

those who experienced moderate emotional abuse and received less than $200 in parental 

financial support. Those who experienced no emotional abuse and received $500 - $999 from 

parents had 74% lower odds of living with parents compared to those who experienced high 

emotional abuse and received less than $200. Lastly, those who experienced emotional abuse 1 – 

2 times in childhood and received $500 - $999 in parental financial support had 84% lower odds 
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of living with parents compared to those who experienced high emotional abuse and less than 

$200 in parental financial support. 

Table 18 
Comparisons of Significant Interaction Effects of Financial Support and Emotional 
Abuse and Living With Parents (Compared to in Own Place) in Wave 4  

Comparisons* RRR p Holm’s p 

No emotional abuse x Less than $200 
compared to    

   

   1-2 times abused * $200-499 0.87 0.712 ns 
   3 or more times * $200-499 1.95 0.079 ns 
   1-2 times abused * $500-999 0.64 0.264 ns 
   3 or more times * $500-999 3.84 0.004 0.024 
   1-2 times abused * $1,000 or more 1.42 0.281 ns 
   3 or more times * $1,000 or more 1.73 0.101 ns 
Moderate emotional abuse x Less than $200 
compared to 

   

    No emotional abuse x $200-499 1.14 0.712 ns 
    3 or more times x $200-$499 2.24 0.081 ns 
    No emotional abuse x $500-$999 1.56 0.264 ns 
    3 or more times x $500-$999 6.00 <.001 <.006 
    No emotional abuse x $1,000 or more 0.70 0.281 ns 
    3 or more times x $1,000 or more 1.22 0.588 ns 
High emotional abuse x Less than $200    
    No emotional abuse x $200-499 0.51 0.079 ns 
    1-2 times abused x $200-$499 0.45 0.081 ns 
    No emotional abuse x $500-$999 0.26 0.004 0.020 
    1-2 times abused x $500-$999 0.16 <.001 <.006 
    No emotional abuse x $1,000 or more 0.57 0.101 ns 
    1-2 times abused x $1,000 or more 0.82 0.588 ns 

*Controlling for demographics, personal socioeconomic status, substance use and 
mental health at Wave 4  

 

Figure 4 presents the predictive probabilities for living with parents (compared to living 

in one’s own place) in a graph in order to visually depict the interaction effects of emotional 

abuse and parental financial support. Among those who experienced emotional abuse 3 or more 

times in childhood, the predicted probability of living with parents at ages 26 – 32 is 0.06 (95% 

CI = [0.05, 0.09]) with no receipt of parental financial support at ages 18 – 26. However, for 

those who experienced emotional abuse 3 or more times the probability of living with parents 

increases to 0.10 (95% CI = [0.07, 0.14]) with receipt of $200 - $499 at ages 18 – 26 and to 0.15 

(95% CI = [0.10, 0.20]) with receipt of $500 - $999.  



97 

 

Figure 4. Predictive Margins for Living with Parents (Compared to in Own Place) on the 

Interaction of Childhood Emotional Abuse* Parental Financial Support 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 This study examined the relationship between childhood adversity, social support 

received in the transition to adulthood, and housing stress and living arrangements in adulthood. 

This study hypothesized that childhood adversity (including foster care involvement; childhood 

physical, sexual and emotional abuse; running away, or being kicked out of home) may lead to 

higher housing stress (trouble paying rent/utilities or recent eviction) or lower likelihood of 

independent housing. The study also hypothesized that higher social support received in the 

transition to adulthood (measured by parental financial support, closeness to a parent, and 

closeness to a mentor) would be related to lower levels of housing stress and higher levels of 

housing independence. This study also assessed whether the relationship between measures of 

childhood adversity and odds of housing stress and housing independence in adulthood would 

differ by type and level of social support received in the transition to adulthood.  

 

Major findings 

1. Reporting emotional abuse in childhood was significantly associated with higher 

likelihood of experiencing housing stress (as indicated by trouble paying rent/utilities or 

recent eviction) in adulthood (ages 26-32). 

2. Reporting emotional abuse in childhood was associated with being significantly less 

likely to live with parents in adulthood, compared to living in one’s own place. 

3. After correcting for multiple comparisons, there were no significant associations between 

social support received in the transition to adulthood (ages 18 – 26) and housing stress (as 

indicated by trouble paying rent/utilities or recent eviction) in adulthood. 
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4. Compared to those who received less than $200 from parents in a 12-month period in the 

transition to adulthood, those who received $1,000 or more had significantly higher 

likelihood of living with parents in adulthood (ages 26 – 32) versus living in one’s own 

place.  

5. Among those who reported moderate emotional abuse in childhood, the likelihood of 

experiencing housing stress at ages 26 – 32 were conditional on financial support from 

parents at ages 18 – 26. Those who experienced emotional abuse 1 – 2 times and received 

$200 - $499 from parents had significantly lower odds of housing stress by ages 26 – 32 

compared with those who experienced abuse 1 – 2 times and received no money from 

parents. 

6. The relationship between childhood emotional abuse and likelihood of living with parents 

at ages 26 – 32 (compared to living in one’s own place) was conditional on parental 

financial support in the transition to adulthood (ages 18 – 26). Those who experienced a 

high amount of childhood emotional abuse and received $500 - $999 from parents at ages 

18 - 26 had a higher likelihood of living with parents six years later, compared to those 

who experienced a high amount of emotional abuse and did not receive any parental 

financial support. 

 

Research Question 1: Does history of foster care involvement, running away in adolescence, 

being kicked out of home, or frequency of incidents of child maltreatment (physical, 

emotional, or sexual abuse) directly relate to housing outcomes in adulthood (ages 26-32)? 

The results from the first research question partially support the hypothesis that forms of 

childhood adversity relate to housing outcomes in adulthood. In particular, after correcting for 
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multiple comparisons, reporting childhood emotional abuse was related to higher likelihood of 

experiencing housing stress and independent living in adulthood. Emotional abuse is the most 

under-reported and least studied form of childhood abuse (Barnet, Miller-Perrin, & Perrin, 2005). 

Thus this type of abuse may have important influences on adult outcomes in isolation of other 

forms of maltreatment, but these effects remain largely unknown.  In the case of this study, 

emotional abuse may increase housing instability, as measured by difficulty paying 

rent/mortgage/utilities or eviction within the past 12 months. 

Specifically, reporting childhood emotional abuse was related to being more likely to 

experience housing stress in adulthood. Although emotional abuse has not been directly studied 

in relation to housing outcomes, childhood emotional abuse can affect children’s development of 

positive social skills and emotion regulation (Charuvastra & Cloitre, 2008), which can in turn 

impact ability to handle other stressful situations and develop positive relationships with others 

(Powers, Ressler, & Bradley, 2009). However, a more direct link between emotional abuse and 

experiencing housing stress may be due to the lack of visibility and awareness around emotional 

abuse. Since the psychological injuries imparted on an emotionally abused child are not visible, 

the problem is often unrecognized by others (Herrenkohl, 1990). When the abuse goes 

unrecognized for a period of time, this may be a lost opportunity for intervention by other adults 

in the child’s life and thus contribute to the development of a chronic stressor. Additionally, this 

type of abuse may fail to come to the attention of the child welfare system, which could have 

provided support to the child and/or removed the child from their home so that further damage 

could not be done. In the longer term, the young person may blame him or herself or 

misunderstand the abuse, and therefore this emotional abuse can remain a significant stressor in 

the transition to adulthood and beyond (Spertus, Yehuda, Wong, Halligan, & Seremetis, 2003). 
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Young people who reported childhood emotional abuse were less likely to live with parents in 

adulthood compared to living in their own place. This relationship was relatively unsurprising, 

given that the emotional abuse was likely perpetrated by a parent. Individuals with histories of 

emotional abuse perpetrated by a parent may have poorer adult relationships with these parents 

and therefore lack the ability or willingness to rely on parents in adulthood as is relatively more 

normative in the general population (Furstenberg, 2010).  

The remaining forms of childhood adversity studied (including foster care involvement; 

childhood physical, sexual and emotional abuse; running away, or being kicked out of home) 

were not related to housing stress (difficulty paying rent/mortgage/utilities or recent eviction) or 

living situation (living with parents, someone else’s home, or own place). Given that other 

adverse childhood experiences can lead to challenges in a range of domains in adulthood (e.g., 

Allen, 2008; Huang et al., 2011), it was hypothesized that these experiences would be related to 

higher levels of housing stress and differential levels of independent housing. However, after 

correcting for multiple comparisons, none of these measures remained significantly related to 

housing stress or living situation. The reason for this lack of relationship could be due to several 

factors. First, it is possible that controlling for other forms of childhood adversity, foster care, 

physical abuse, sexual abuse, running away or being kicked out of the home are not 

independently associated with adult housing circumstances and prior findings regarding the 

relationship between these experiences and risk of homelessness did not control for other forms 

of childhood adversity. Indeed, an increasing body of research supports the fact that, while other 

forms of abuse tend to co-occur, emotional abuse more frequently occurs in isolation of other 

forms of abuse (Spertus et al., 2003). Second, as mentioned above, emotional abuse is the most 

likely to go unaddressed and unreported due to its visibility; in contrast experiences such as 
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foster care entry, which is typically the result of child abuse or neglect, would remove the child 

from the source of abuse and hopefully address the consequences of the abuse through 

counseling and other resources (Burns et al., 2004). Another possible reason that sexual and 

physical abuse were not significantly associated with housing stress or living situation may have 

been due to the lower incidence of sexual and physical abuse. These forms of child abuse occur 

less frequently than emotional abuse, and therefore may be more difficult to detect in large 

population-based studies (Gilbert et al, 2009). 

Research Question 2: Is social support (measured by closeness to a parent or mentor and 

financial support from a parent) in the transition to adulthood related to housing 

instability in adulthood?  

 

Results from the second research question partially support the hypothesis that social support 

receipt in the transition to adulthood would be related to housing stress and independent living 

arrangements in adulthood. Findings do not support the hypothesis that measures of social 

support are related to likelihood of experiencing housing stress. However, findings partially 

support the hypothesis that certain forms of support received in the transition to adulthood are 

related to living arrangements in adulthood. In particular, those who received significant 

financial support from a parent in the transition to adulthood (18 – 26) had higher odds of living 

with a parent or parents in adulthood (26 – 32). In addition, those who were very close to a (non-

parental) mentor in the transition to adulthood had lower likelihood of living with parents about 

six years later. 

That there were no significant relationships between social support receipt in the transition to 

adulthood and housing stress about six years later was puzzling. There are a number of possible 

reasons why these relationships were not significant. First, it is possible that the beneficial effect 

of having a mentor does not last beyond the transition to adulthood. Further, mentors may have 
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limits in the capacity to protect young adults from challenges in some domains (DuBois & 

Silverthorn, 2005). We know that parents give more economic support to offspring who are in 

need (Fingerman et al., 2012) and that parental financial support could have occurred because of 

the financial problems of adult children (Aquilino, 2006).  

Young adults are more likely to live with parents in adulthood in times of financial strain, 

career change or break up of a marriage or cohabitation (Goldsheider & Goldsheider, 1993). 

More recent data suggests that high student debt, particularly among those of the Millennial 

generation, is related to higher likelihood of living with parents in young adulthood (Bleemer, 

Brown, Lee, & van der Klaauw, 2014). Further, young people with higher income potential have 

lower likelihood of living with parents than those with lower earning potential (Kaplan, 2012). 

Therefore, in this study the relationship between financial assistance from parents in the 

transition to adulthood (Wave 3) and higher likelihood of living with parents approximately six 

years later (Wave 4) may be explained by financial need or economic strain of respondents 

across the two waves. Those whose parents gave them significant financial assistance in the 

transition to adulthood may have needed that assistance due to economic strain that then 

persisted into their late twenties and early thirties. An alternative explanation is that those who 

received financial assistance did so because they have delayed traditional markers of adulthood 

(such as independence) to pursue further education (Aquilino, 2006), and then moved in with 

parents simultaneously or later on (Wave 4) to ease their economic burden associated with career 

development. Unfortunately, we don’t know if it was the financial assistance that influenced the 

living arrangements, the converse of that relationship, or some other unmeasured factor that was 

related to both. 
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Those who reported being very close to a mentor in the transition to adulthood had lower 

likelihood of living with parents approximately six years later compared to living in their own 

place. While it is unclear whether living with parents in the late twenties and early thirties is 

beneficial or detrimental to individuals, independent living beyond the transition to adulthood is 

a current “normative” developmental task (Furstenberg, 2010). Therefore, it may be that having a 

close relationship with a mentor in the transition to adulthood provides important resources to 

young people that can lead to economic and residential independence. Having a close 

relationship with a mentor may also be indicative of a greater social network more generally or 

better use of one’s existing social network (Rhodes, Ebert & Fischer, 1992). We know that 

informal social connections can lead to connections to employment (Ioannides & Loury, 2004), 

and it is possible that a larger social network may provide more tangible or informational support 

in finding an affordable place to live, especially in places where affordable housing is scarce. 

Further, as indicated previously, we know that the presence of a mentor in early adulthood can 

lead to better outcomes in the educational and employment domains (DuBois & Silverthorn, 

2005), and these outcomes could lead to lower dependence on parents in the immediate years 

following. However, an alternative explanation could be that for some young people a very close 

mentor is a substitute for a distant or tenuous relationship with parents, which could explain why 

they would not live with parents, even if they had the need to do so.  

There was no relationship between receipt of social support and odds of living in another 

(non-parental) person’s home versus in one’s own place. It was hypothesized that living in 

someone else’s home and not in one’s own place would be a potential signal of a temporary or 

unstable living arrangement and that those who had support would be less likely to find 

themselves in such a situation. However, it is possible that there are varied reasons for living in 
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someone else’s home. The lower power due to smaller numbers of individuals reporting living in 

someone else’s home (N = 4.61%) compared to the other situations (parent’s home 12.51%; own 

place 82.89%) may also have led to lower power and higher risk of Type II error.  

 

Research Question 3: Does social support in the transition to adulthood moderate the 

relationship between childhood adversity and housing stress and living situation in 

adulthood? 

Housing Stress 

 

As discussed above, those who were emotionally abused in childhood have higher likelihood 

of experiencing housing stress in adulthood (ages 26 – 32). However, these chances of housing 

stress differ by receipt of financial assistance from parents at ages 18 – 26, with those receiving 

$200 - $499 having much lower likelihood of housing stress by ages 26 – 32 compared with 

those who received no money from parents. It is unclear whether it was the actual financial 

assistance that helped reduce housing stress six years later, or whether receipt of even a smaller 

amount of financial assistance from a parent in the transition to adulthood is signaling that the 

young person has a relationship with a parent (perhaps a parent who was not the perpetrator of 

the emotional abuse), which in itself could be protective for housing stress. The latter hypothesis 

is more likely, given that receipt of $200 - $499 is probably not going to make that much of an 

impact on overall finances either in the current time point or six years later.  

In contrast to the “buffering” role of parental financial support for housing stress among 

those who experienced mild emotional abuse in childhood, receipt of financial support from 

parents in the transition to adulthood among those who were not emotionally abused was related 

to higher odds of housing stress. This differential effect of parental financial support is consistent 
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with prior research and theory on the stress buffering role of social support, such that support 

may have a beneficial effect when a stressor is present compared to when it is absent 

(Aneshenssel, Phelan, & Bierman, 2013). While receipt of a small amount of money may not 

make much of a difference for those who do not come from a history of emotional abuse, receipt 

of even a small amount of money may serve as a protection against later housing stress among 

who were emotionally abused in part because it may be affirming a relationship with a parent. 

It’s possible that those who were emotionally abused view the financial support with greater 

meaning because they have more uncertain or precarious relationships with family. 

That only parental financial support remained as a significant moderator between emotional 

abuse and housing stress also makes sense in the context of the stress perspective. The type of 

support one receives is effective to the extent that it relates to the specific need associated with 

the stressor (Cohen & Willis, 1985). Therefore, because housing stress is primarily associated 

with economic challenges, it is best addressed through instrumental support.  

Living Situation 

 Living with Parents 

We see that among those who experienced emotional abuse 3 or more times, the chances of 

living with parents compared to living in one’s own place increase with receipt of financial 

assistance from parents at ages 18 – 26.  While these young people who were emotionally abused 

3 or more times have low likelihood of living with parents when they received no financial 

support, the likelihood increases substantially with receipt of $500 - $999, such that they are 

much more likely to live with parents at ages 26 – 32 than those who were abused 3 or more 

times but received no financial support.  Again, this conditional relationship between high 

emotional abuse and living with parents in adulthood suggests that receipt of financial support is 
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indicative of a relationship with a parent in the transition to adulthood, which would explain why 

they might be more likely to live with a parent or parents. Unfortunately, we do not know if the 

parent providing financial assistance at ages 18 – 26 is the same parent with whom that the 

respondent is living at ages 26 – 32, however it is likely that it is the same parent. 

 

Strengths and Limitations 

 

Strengths 

 

 This study has several strengths. First, the National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent to 

Adult Health (Add Health) is a large-scale population survey of adolescents in 1994 – 1995, 

which includes an in-home interview sample of 20,745 adolescents in Wave 1. This large sample 

size provided improved statistical power, particularly in exploring less prevalent experiences of 

childhood adversity which are difficult to attain in population-based surveys (Straus, Hamby, 

Finkelhor, Moore & Runyan, 1998).  To adjust for stratification and clustered data, sampling 

weights were developed so that researchers could achieve unbiased estimates of standard errors 

and population parameters (Chen & Chantala, 2014). Use of the Holm Bonferroni correction for 

multiple comparisons reduced risk of Type I error (Holm, 1979). 

The longitudinal design, including data about individuals’ health, social, and economic 

well-being from adolescence through adulthood allowed for an analysis of the effects of 

childhood adversity; social support in the transition to adulthood; and housing stress and 

independent living six years later. Data collected at these different time points also allowed for 

inclusion of appropriate control variables across adolescence to adulthood. Analyzing social 

support and housing situation among young adults in the same time point could have led to 

questions around time-order of housing outcomes and social support. That social support 
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measures preceded the housing measures in time provides a better understanding of potential 

influences of social support on housing. Another strength of this study is that the measures of 

childhood adversity and social support were, with some exceptions, primarily measured on a 

categorical scale. This provided improved information around the frequency of maltreatment, for 

example, or the level of closeness to a mentor. This allowed for a more nuanced exploration of 

effects beyond, for example, a simple “abused/not-abused” binary construct. Ultimately, a 

detailed population-based understanding of the influence of factors in childhood, the transition to 

adulthood, and adulthood emerged from these strengths in the study. 

Additionally, this study provides a nuanced understanding of the relationship between 

childhood experiences and housing outcomes beyond literal homelessness. While we have an 

understanding of the high prevalence of childhood adversity among homeless adults, prior to this 

study we only understood housing instability as it is experienced by foster youth. This study 

builds on our understanding of a range of adverse childhood experiences and gives greater 

attention to the role of childhood emotional abuse in particular on housing stress, which could be 

a precursor to homelessness. Additionally, while we understand that childhood emotional abuse 

is associated with a range of challenges in adulthood, this is the first study to link emotional 

abuse to housing stress and living situation in adulthood. Finally, findings build on prior research 

on the stress process and stress buffering role of social support, adding a much-needed 

understanding of how stressors and different types of resources may lead to housing outcomes in 

particular. Prior to this study, the stress process model had not been used to understand the link 

between childhood adversity, social support, and adult housing outcomes.  
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Limitations 

 

This study is not without limitations, particularly around generalizability and construct 

validity. First, attrition between waves may have meant that analyses were not as representative 

of the national youth population as they could have been. As indicated in the Methods chapter, 

those who were lost to attrition between Wave 3 (ages 18 - 26) and Wave 4 (ages 26 – 32) were 

more likely to be non-White, male, and of younger age compared to those who were not lost to 

attrition. It is possible that those experiencing more housing stress or living in another (non-

parental) person’s home could have been harder to locate or had less ability to ability to 

participate in an interview, compared to those more stably housed, leading to lower 

generalization of the findings. In addition, those who did not have complete responses on all 

variables included in the study were dropped from the analytic sample. Individuals who were 

female had higher likelihood of being dropped due to incomplete responses to key variables than 

males. Those who reported housing stress at Wave 4, were living in their own place at Wave 4, 

had high levels of childhood physical or emotional abuse, or having a relationship with a mentor 

in Wave 3 had lower likelihood of being excluded from the study sample.  

Other limitations relate to the measurement of the focal constructs. First, housing stress 

and living situation were measured in 2008 (Wave 4), which coincided with the recession. We 

know that the recession affected rates of eviction and doubling up with family or friends 

(Mykyta & Macartney, 2011). Therefore, prevalence of housing stress may have been much 

higher and prevalence of independent living may have been much lower among the sample than 

it would be in earlier or much more recent years. Limitations related to the operationalization of 

key variables may also be present. This study operationalized the dependent variable “housing 

stress” as difficulty paying rent/utilities or eviction within the past 12 months. Other indicators of 
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housing stress, such as frequent moves, overcrowding, unsafe conditions, or high rent-to-income 

burden, were not measured in Add Health. In addition, the Add Health survey in Wave 4 did not 

ask respondents the reasons for living in their parents’ or in another person’s home, which places 

limitations on interpretation and implications of findings regarding living situation. The 

operationalization of measures of childhood adversity also has limitations, in that certain details 

about the experiences that could be important were not included. For example, as indicated 

above, the single-item measures of presence and frequency of childhood abuse may not have 

captured the full extent or severity of childhood abuse. We also do not know the age at which 

individuals were in foster care, including whether or not they exited through emancipation, 

reunification, or adoption, which could make a difference for housing outcomes in adulthood. 

Lastly, there is potential recall bias in the responses to questions about childhood adversity, 

particularly among maltreatment questions asked in Wave 4 (ages 26 – 32). A number of factors, 

including present circumstances of respondents, can influence recall of earlier events (Prager, 

1998), leading to biased over- or under-estimates of childhood abuse (Widom, Raphael, DuMont, 

2004; Widom & Shepard, 1996).   

It was important that respondent’s socioeconomic status was included as a control in the 

analyses, however there were some limitations to measurement of socioeconomic status in Wave 

4 (ages 26 – 32). For example, the unit of analysis for income, assets and debt was the household 

compared to the individual respondent. Those who are still living with parents would have thus 

included income, assets and debt of their parents and siblings, which may not represent actual 

financial resources at their disposal (assets and income) or challenges that they personally must 

pay off (debt). Parental socioeconomic status was also limited to parental educational attainment 



111 

 

due to the high percentage of missing responses for parental income at Wave 1 (Swallen, 

Reither, Haas, & Meier, 2005). 

 

Implications for Social Work Practice and Policy 

 

 Implications for Practice 

 

 Emotional abuse is the most common form of childhood abuse, however it is also the 

least understood and reported (Barnet, Miller-Perrin, & Perrin, 2005). Given that it is often 

accompanied by other forms of abuse (Spertus et al., 2003), it can sometimes be overlooked. 

Further training of those in everyday contact with children such as teachers, nurses, doctors, and 

coaches may be needed to increase identification of emotional abuse and awareness of the long-

term consequences of such maltreatment (Lambie, 2005). It is important that child welfare 

caseworkers understand the salience of emotional abuse for adult well-being and stability, 

including housing stress, and pay particular attention to the presence of emotional abuse when 

investigating other types of abuse or neglect (Trickett, Mennen, Kim, & Sang, 2009). As noted 

by Trickett and colleagues (2009), a major focus of interventions with new foster parents (if the 

child is removed from their home of origin) should be on understanding the relevance and 

consequences of emotional abuse and assistance in supporting the young person. If the 

maltreating parents retain custody of the child, the parents must be assisted in developing more 

appropriate parenting methods (Trickett et al., 2009).  

Further, this study demonstrated that a mentor in the transition to adulthood may not be 

protect young people from housing stress six years later, mentors may in fact have an influence 

on chance of independent living at six years later. This is an important implication for programs 

and policies that provide formal mentors to transition age youth or help young people connect 
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with positive adults already in their lives. Given that independent living is the “normative” living 

situation in the late 20s and early 30s (Furstenberg, 2010), this may point to the potential of 

mentors to provide tangible support and advice that could lead to better adult stability. 

Ultimately, while any work done around improving social support should be done in the context 

of a comprehensive approach including bolstering access to education, employment, and 

affordable housing, the role of informal mentors should not be discounted. Increasing the role of 

existing positive adults in young people’s lives is a relatively low-cost intervention that could be 

expanded. It is possible that mainstream services such as advising and counseling in community 

colleges or Workforce Investment Boards could provide assistance to every young person in 

need of creating or deepening a relationship with a non-parental adult in their lives who could 

serve as an informal mentor. 

Finally, this study also demonstrated that the likelihood of housing stress in adulthood 

(ages 26 – 32) among those who were emotionally abused in childhood changes at different 

levels of financial support from a parent in the transition to adulthood (ages 18 – 26). As 

mentioned earlier, this suggests that any kind of relationship with a parent in the transition to 

adulthood, even among those who were emotionally abused by a caregiver, could be protective 

for housing stress in later years. It may be that young people who were emotionally abused still 

retain relationships with another parent who was not a perpetrator of the abuse, or mended a 

relationship with a previously abusive parent. While we need to understand the nuances of this 

relationship to a much greater extent, this finding is further evidence that any cultivating any 

kind of supportive relationship with an adult, even a parent, could be a source of resilience for 

emotionally abused young people as they move through early adulthood.  
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Implications for Policy 

The majority of recent research, policy, and practice interventions related to childhood 

experiences and young adult housing challenges has been focused on the role of foster care 

involvement. This important work has provided a significant understanding of the consequences 

of foster care involvement for later risk of homelessness and housing instability. However, this 

study suggests the relationship between childhood emotional abuse and housing stress exist 

above and beyond foster care involvement. The salience of emotional abuse for increased 

housing stress should receive greater attention in both housing and child welfare sectors. For 

example, while there are some important housing supports in place for youth aging out or in 

extended foster care (Dion, Dworsky, Kauff, & Kleinman, 2014), there is currently no special 

assistance to those who experienced abuse but were not removed from their homes and placed in 

foster care. If further research continues to demonstrate a direct link between childhood 

emotional abuse and adult housing stress, practitioners who work with transition age youth may 

need to address this risk through better identification and intervention with those who are not 

eligible for existing housing support vouchers or programs.  

 Given that young adults who have experienced emotional abuse are less likely to live 

with parents, we need to consider alternative options for housing in times of housing stress. One 

intervention that has been growing among homeless youth providers is the concept of host homes 

(McTeague, 2015). Through these programs, adults in a community open their homes to a young 

person in need and provide a safe and stable place for them to live. In the process, they can also 

provide advice and emotional support that the young person may need. While many host home 

models focus services for either former foster youth (Dworsky, Dillman, Dion, Coffee-Borden & 

Rosenau, 2012) or those who are currently homeless (McTeague, 2015), we may want to 
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consider expanding eligibility to those who have faced significant childhood emotional abuse 

and are experiencing housing instability.  

 

Directions for Future Research 

 

 The findings of this study suggest possible future lines of research. First, a number of 

questions remain regarding the mechanism through which childhood emotional abuse is related 

to higher likelihood of adulthood housing stress. In particular, it is important that we understand 

whether there are psychological mediators (such as self-esteem, self-efficacy, depression) or 

more proximal mediators such as educational attainment or income that explain the relationship. 

It would also be important to garner a greater understanding of how combinations of childhood 

experiences might influence adulthood housing stress. For example, understanding whether 

having had emotional abuse and then been placed in foster care leads to differential chance of 

adult housing stress could inform our understanding of whether placement in foster care can 

protect or worsen risk of adult housing stress. 

 It would also be important to understand further how social support in the transition to 

adulthood relates to independent living and housing stress in adulthood. While this study 

demonstrates that those who receive financial assistance in the transition to adulthood are more 

likely to live with parents six years later compared to having their own place, this may have been 

due to higher financial strain among these young people (Fingerman, Miller, Birditt, & Zarit, 

2009). Further research could develop a greater understanding of why financial support from 

parents may not be launching these young people to independent living to the extent that would 

be expected, and what role living with parents plays in the young person’s well-being and future 

ability to live independently in stable housing.  



115 

 

 In addition, future studies should consider improved measures of adult housing outcomes. 

Housing instability has been defined using a variety of indicators, leading to inability to compare 

relationships across studies (Frederick et al., 2014). While individual indicators may not alone 

make up the construct of housing instability, the process in creating an index or latent factor for 

housing instability may also be challenging. Researchers exploring the precursors to or effects of 

housing instability need to have this conversation around what defines “housing instability” so 

that this construct can be more accurately measured.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Table 19 
Housing Stress in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between 
Childhood Emotional Abuse and Closeness to a Mentor in Wave 3 
(N = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI 

Closeness to a mentor (ref = not close)   
   Somewhat close 1.24 0.90, 1.72 
   Quite close 0.91 0.65, 1.26 
   Very close 0.79 0.56, 1.13 
Emotional abuse (ref = none)   
   1-2 times  1.05 0.79, 1.39 
   3 or more times 1.31 0.97, 1.76 
Emotional abuse x closeness to a mentor      
   1-2 times abused * Somewhat close 1.27 0.70, 2.30 
   3 or more times * Somewhat close 0.97 0.57, 1.66 
   1-2 times abused * Quite close 1.54 0.88, 1.66 
   3 or more times * Quite close 1.49 0.89, 2.68 
   1-2 times abused * Very close 1.47 0.87, 2.47 
   3 or more times * Very close 1.39 0.84, 2.29 

Control Variables   

Age W4 1.04 0.98, 1.09 
Race/ethnicity a   
   Hispanic 0.96 0.73, 1.28 
   Black NH 1.34** 1.09, 1.64 
   Asian NH 0.65 0.42, 1.01 

   Other NH 1.35 0.81, 2.28 
Female b 1.05 0.88, 1.24 
Parental education c   
  High school/GED 1.03 0.82, 1.29 
  Some college 0.98 0.76, 1.27 

  College graduate 0.90 0.68, 1.19 

  Some graduate school or more 1.32 0.92, 1.88 
Household income W4 d   
   $15,001 - $30,000 1.07 0.87, 1.32 
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.82 0.63, 1.07 
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.48*** 0.34, 0.67 
   $150,001 or more 1.37 0.87, 2.16 
Education W4 e   

    Voc ed/ some college 0.98 0.82, 1.19 
    College graduate 0.43*** 0.33, 0.57 
    Completed grad school 0.36*** 0.23, 0.57 
Welfare, public assistance or food stamps 
in W3 or W4 

1.92*** 1.58, 2.33 

Household debt W4 f   
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.76** 1.18, 2.61 
  $5,000 to $9,999 1.95*** 1.34, 2.82 
  $10,000 to $24,999 2.21*** 1.58, 3.09 
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.20*** 1.49, 3.24 
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.70*** 1.77, 4.12 
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Table 19 
Housing Stress in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between 
Childhood Emotional Abuse and Closeness to a Mentor in Wave 3 
(N = 10,034) 

 OR 95% CI 
  $100,000 or more 2.99*** 1.87, 4.78 
Household assets W4 g   
   $5,000 to $9,999 0.56*** 0.43, 0.74 
   $10,000 to $24,999 0.55*** 0.43, 0.71 
   $25,000 to $49,999 0.39*** 0.28, 0.54 
   $50,000 to $99,999 0.29*** 0.23, 0.37 
   $100,000 to $249,000 0.32*** 0.22, 0.45 
   $250,000 or more 0.09*** 0.06, 0.15 
Quantity of drinking * Frequency of 
drinking in past 12 months 

1.00 0.99, 1.00 

Binge drinking past 12 months h   
   Once a month or less 1.07 0.85, 1.35 
   2 or 3 days a month 0.99 0.75, 1.33 
   Weekly 1.16 0.81, 1.67 
   Every day  0.71 0.24, 2.06 
Marijuana use past 12 months i   
   Once a month or less 1.49** 1.16, 1.89 
   2 or 3 days a month 1.46 0.85, 2.50 
   Weekly 1.56* 1.09, 2.23 
   Every day  2.03*** 1.50, 2.76 
Other drug use past 12 months j 1.14 0.87, 1.48 
Depression (CESD score) 1.10*** 1.07, 1.33 
Cohabiting but not married 1.23 0.95, 1.60 
Married 1.02 0.82, 1.26 
Number of children 1.23*** 1.14, 1.33 
Constant 0.04*** 0.01, 0.19 
a Reference category: White NH 
b Reference category: Male 

c Reference category: Less than high school 
d Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
e Reference category: High school or less 
f Reference category: Less than $1,000 
h Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
i Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 
j Reference category: No other drug use past 12 months 
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Table 20 
Living Situation in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between Childhood Emotional 
Abuse and Closeness to a Mentor in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 
Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 

Social Support     

Closeness to a mentor b     
   Somewhat close 0.91 0.61, 1.35 1.16 0.59, 2.27 
   Quite close 0.98 0.63, 1.53 2.06** 1.29, 3.28 
   Very close 0.72* 0.52, 0.99 1.16 0.65, 2.07 
Emotional abuse c     
   1-2 times  1.12 0.79, 1.56 1.19 0.65, 2.15 
   3 or more times 0.62* 0.43, 0.85 1.16 0.68, 1.95 
Emotional abuse x closeness to a mentor        
   1-2 times abused * Somewhat close 0.45* 0.22, 0.94 0.60 0.18, 1.97 
   3 or more times * Somewhat close 1.12 0.59, 1.75 0.76 0.26, 2.24 
   1-2 times abused * Quite Close 0.96 0.53, 1.75 0.44 0.16, 1.18 
   3 or more times * Quite Close 0.78 0.37, 1.61 0.39* 0.17, 0.90 
   1-2 times abused * Very Close 1.03 0.56, 1.87 1.78 0.69, 2.19 
   3 or more times * Very Close 0.84 0.44, 1.59 0.94 0.40, 2.19 

Control Variables     

Age W4 0.96 0.89, 1.03 0.99 0.92, 1.08 
Race/ethnicity d     
   Hispanic 2.30*** 1.56, 3.39 0.87 0.56, 1.37 
   Black NH 1.53** 1.16, 2.03 1.02 0.71, 1.47 
   Asian NH 2.64*** 1.55, 4.50 2.79*** 1.71, 4.58 

   Other NH 1.25 0.62, 2.53 2.39* 1.11, 5.14 
Female e 0.78 0.62, 0.99 0.82* 0.52, 0.99 
Parental education f      
  High school/GED 0.99 0.72, 1.37 0.71 0.47, 1.05 
  Some college 0.96 0.67, 1.39 0.68 0.43, 1.08 

  College graduate 0.77 0.54, 1.09 0.52* 0.29, 0.90 

  Some graduate school or more 0.43*** 0.27, 0.68 0.47* 0.25, 0.89 
Household income W4 g     
   $15,001 - $30,000 0.56*** 0.44, 0.73 0.55** 0.37, 0.81 
   $30,001 - $45,000 0.31*** 0.23, 0.41 0.57** 0.39, 0.83 
   $45,001 - $150,000 0.11*** 0.07, 0.16 0.40*** 0.27, 0.59 
   $150,001 or more 0.45** 0.26, 0.77 0.24** 0.08, 0.68 
Education W4 h     

    Voc ed/ some college 0.71** 0.57, 0.88 0.53*** 0.40, 0.71 
    College graduate 0.34*** 0.25, 0.45 0.57** 0.39, 0.83 
    Completed grad school 0.18*** 0.11, 0.29 0.40*** 0.27, 0.59 
Welfare, public assistance or food 
stamps in W3 or W4 

1.05 0.80, 1.36 0.24** 0.08, 0.68 

Household debt W4 i     
  $1,000 to $4,999 1.44 0.96, 2.14 2.36** 1.26, 4.42 
  $5,000 to $9,999 1.57* 1.09, 2.27 3.42** 1.70, 6.91 
  $10,000 to $24,999 1.49* 1.05, 2.12 1.76 0.98, 3.15 
  $25,000 to $49,999 2.27*** 1.63, 3.17 2.80** 1.44, 5.44 
  $50,000 to $99,999 2.43*** 1.57, 3.78 2.78** 1.39, 5.57 

  $100,000 or more 2.65*** 1.77, 3.97 3.92*** 1.93, 7.95 
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Table 20 
Living Situation in Wave 4 Regressed on the Interaction between Childhood Emotional 
Abuse and Closeness to a Mentor in Wave 3 (N = 10,034) 

 Living with Parents a Living in Another 
(Non-Parental) 
Person’s Home a 

 RRR 95% CI RRR 95% CI 
Household assets j     
   $5,000 to $9,999 1.42 0.93, 2.16 1.03 0.61, 1.74 
   $10,000 to $24,999 1.24 0.83, 1.85 0.98 0.59, 1.64 
   $25,000 to $49,999 1.94*** 1.38, 2.72 1.26 0.79, 2.01 
   $50,000 to $99,999 4.18*** 2.64, 6.62 1.26 0.76, 2.07 
   $100,000 to $249,000 6.39*** 4.25, 9.60 2.77*** 1.76, 4.34 
   $250,000 or more 14.78*** 9.29, 23.49 2.82** 1.52, 5.21 
Estimated number of drinks in past 12 
months 

0.99 0.99, 1.00 0.99 0.99, 1.00 

Binge drinking past 12 months k     
   Once a month or less 0.80 0.63, 1.02 1.03 0.74, 1.44 
   2 or 3 days a month 0.64* 0.43, 0.97 1.13 0.71, 1.79 
   Weekly 0.54** 0.34, 0.85 1.50 0.88, 2.56 
   Every day  1.22 0.41, 3.61 2.27 0.55, 9.40 
Marijuana use past 12 months l     
   Once a month or less 0.88 0.63, 1.24 1.18 0.75, 1.86 
   2 or 3 days a month 0.89 0.42, 1.95 0.91 0.37, 2.17 
   Weekly 0.89 0.59, 1.34 0.91 0.49, 1.67 
   Every day  1.02 0.67, 1.56 1.08 0.64, 1.86 
Other drug use past 12 months m 1.08 0.75, 1.56 1.32 0.89, 1.95 
Depression (CESD score) 1.03 0.99, 1.07 1.05 0.99, 1.11 
Cohabiting but not married 0.06*** 0.04, 0.09 0.59** 0.42, 0.83 
Married 0.05*** 0.03, 0.06 0.16*** 0.09, 0.26 
Number of children 0.82*** 0.73, 0.91 0.91 0.77, 1.06 
Constant 2.12 0.28, 15.67 0.15 0.01, 1.74 
a Reference category: Living in own place 
b Reference category: Less than $200 
c Reference category: No childhood emotional abuse 
d Reference category: White NH 
e Reference category: Male 

f Reference category: Less than high school 
g Reference category: $0 - $15,0000 
h Reference category: High school or less 
i Reference category: Less than $1,000 
j Reference category: Less than $5,000 
k Reference category: No binge drinking past 12 months 
l Reference category: No marijuana use past 12 months 
m Reference category: No other drug use past 12 months 
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