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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

 

The Dynamics of Participation in Subsidized Housing Programs in the U.S. 

 

by 

 

Yana Kucheva 

Doctor of Philosophy in Sociology 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2012 

Professor Robert Mare, Chair 

 

 

Over the course of its 80-year history, the main goal of the subsidized housing program in the 

United States has been to help poor households live in physically sound affordable housing. Over 

and above serving the immediate shelter needs of low-income households, an important but not 

always explicit justification for the program has been the belief that upgrading the housing 

conditions of the poor will yield broader benefits of social and economic advancement not only 

to the occupants of subsidized apartments but also to the neighborhoods around them. The 

various forms that the subsidized housing program has taken over the years have been closely 

linked both to attitudes towards the proper responses to address poverty and the role that 

governments can play in the operation of the housing market. My dissertation examines the 

experiences of residents of subsidized housing before, during, and after their involvement with 

the program with particular attention to the understanding of poverty and social stratification. 
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Specifically, Chapter 1 investigates the pathways that residents take to enter subsidized 

housing and exit subsidized housing. I use life table analysis and discrete time hazard modeling 

with data from two nationally representative panel surveys, the Survey of Income and Program 

Participation (SIPP), spanning the period 1990-2008, and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics 

(PSID), spanning the period 1969-2007. I find that the median time to entry into subsidized 

housing is 30 years, reflecting the fact that most individuals who are eligible for the subsidy 

never receive it. On the other hand, the median time to exit from subsidized housing ranges from 

5 years for public housing to 3 or 4 years for other types of subsidized housing. The process of 

entering subsidized housing in a lot of ways mirrors the process of exiting subsidized housing. 

African Americans are the ones who are most likely to find themselves in subsidized housing 

and are also the ones most likely to stay in subsidized housing longer. While the amount of 

household earnings and welfare benefits does not have an overwhelming association with either 

entering or exiting subsidized housing, the local employment and housing conditions do have an 

effect on the process, with individuals living in places with higher unemployment rates and 

higher rents more likely to enter subsidized housing and also less likely to exit subsidized 

housing. My findings also confirm previous research showing that the residents of public 

housing programs live in some of the most distressed neighborhoods and any exit from the 

program improves their neighborhood conditions. My findings also show that the voucher 

program and the private subsidized housing program do not have the intended effect of providing 

residents with better neighborhood environments. 

Chapter 2 examines an understudied aspect of the relationship between government 

subsidies and household structure, namely how entering subsidized housing, staying in 

subsidized housing and exiting into the private housing market interacts with the choices that 
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subsidy recipients make regarding the kind of households they live in. I use a multi-state life 

table, incorporating the monthly longitudinal housing subsidy and household composition 

histories of all individuals in the SIPP from 1990 through 2008. My results show that entries into 

subsidized housing are accompanied by changes in household arrangements that reduce the 

number of adults in households. Moreover, there is a distinct life course pattern to the entry into 

subsidized housing with younger individuals transitioning into subsidized housing as single 

parents with children and older individuals transitioning as single householders. On the other 

hand, individuals tend to exit subsidized housing in the same household arrangement as they 

were in subsidized housing, indicating that moves out of subsidized housing may be associated 

with other changing circumstances such as greater economic stability rather than changes in 

household composition. I find no strong evidence that marriages break up once individuals are in 

subsidized housing, but I do find that a single mother with a child is much more likely to exit 

subsidized housing altogether than to get married while in subsidized housing. My multi-state 

life table allows me to simulate what would happen to the composition of households in 

subsidized housing given a contraction or expansion of the subsidized housing program. My 

simulations suggest that the biggest changes in the subsidized program would occur with 

changes in the rates of entry into subsidized housing rather than the rates of exit from subsidized 

housing. Increasing the rates of entry into subsidized housing does not have the same 

multiplicative effect across different types of household arrangements. In fact, a policy that 

allows individuals across all ages to transition more frequently into subsidized housing would 

shift the programs towards housing single-person elderly households for longer periods of time 

compared to younger single parent or married couple households. 
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Chapter 3 is a detailed examination of how children who grew up in subsidized housing 

make the transition to adulthood. Specifically, I estimate the effect of subsidized housing on the 

timing of first marriage, first birth, and the establishment of an independent household. I also 

assess whether living in subsidized housing makes children less likely to complete high school, 

continue their education after high school, and complete college, and more likely to live in 

subsidized housing after age 18. I use propensity score matching to statistically match children 

who grew up in subsidized housing to ones who are similar on observable characteristics but did 

not live in subsidized housing. I use these “treatment” and “control” groups to derive race- and 

gender-specific estimates of the effect of subsidized housing on the transition to adulthood. I also 

assess whether these effects vary by the stage in childhood when the stay in subsidized housing 

occurred, i.e. early childhood, middle childhood, or adolescence. Using the PSID, I find that 

subsidized housing accelerates the first birth and the establishment of an independent household 

only for black girls who were in subsidized housing between the ages of 6 and 11. Moreover, 

white children who grew up in subsidized housing have consistently worse educational outcomes 

compared to similar white children who did not grow up in subsidized housing. The most 

consistent finding in this chapter across all racial and age groups is that children who grew up in 

subsidized housing during any stage in childhood are also much more likely to reenter subsidized 

housing as heads of households. 
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Introduction 

 

 

 

 

Over the course of its 80-year history, the main goal of the subsidized housing program in 

the United States has been to help poor households live in physically sound affordable housing 

(Newman 2008). Over and above serving the immediate shelter needs of low-income 

households, an important but not always explicit justification for the program has been the belief 

that upgrading the housing conditions of the poor will yield broader benefits of social and 

economic advancement not only to the occupants of subsidized apartments but also to the 

neighborhoods around them (Vale 2002). Unlike other forms of government assistance, such as 

food stamps and Medicaid, subsidized housing for the poor is not an entitlement and only a 

quarter of eligible household receive it (HUD 2008). Moreover, unlike other welfare programs, 

subsidizing housing has never been strictly a poverty issue, as the largest housing subsidies flow 

to homeowners in the form of mortgage interest deductions (Newman 2008). 

Therefore, the various forms that the subsidized housing program has taken over the 

years have been closely linked both to attitudes towards the proper responses to address poverty 

and the role that governments can play in the operation of the housing market (Harloe 1995, Vale 

2002). At the heart of the uneasy relationship between providing support for the poor and 

providing subsidies for housing has been the debate about “the form and purpose of state-

subsidized neighborhoods in a society that places ideological value on individual 

homeownership” and pulling yourself up by your own bootstraps (Harloe 1995). Therefore, 

subsidized housing programs embody a deep ideological conflict between the need to care for the 

poor versus the desire to only reward worthy behavior, especially with the promise of 

homeownership (Vale 2002). 
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My dissertation examines the experiences of residents of subsidized housing before, 

during, and after their involvement with the program. Chapter 1 looks at both entries into and 

exits from subsidized housing as well as what happens to subsidized individuals after they decide 

to leave the program and find an apartment on the private market. Chapter 2 examines the 

household structure of subsidized individuals with particular attention to their child bearing, 

marital, and doubling-up decisions. Chapter 3 turns to the experiences of children who grew up 

in subsidized housing and asks if the program is reproducing itself by having those who were 

subsidized as children re-enter the program as adults. 

In the following introductory paragraphs, I first present the history of subsidized housing 

in the United States. Second, I discuss how the program’s development and current form relate to 

issues of urban sociology, social stratification, and debates about the poor. Third, I situate my 

dissertation research within our current knowledge of the subsidized housing program and 

present my contributions to the field. 

The first U.S. federally sponsored subsidized program came after the collapse of the U.S. 

private housing market during the Great Depression. Even though most government efforts were 

aimed at saving middle class homes from mortgage foreclosures, money was also set aside for 

the provision of low-rent housing for working class people with steady sources of income 

(Harloe 1995). By 1940, 117,000 units were built under the Depression-era housing mandates, 

which constituted just over 8% of all new housing output (Harloe 1995). Virtually all new 

construction was in inner cities (Wright 1983, Vale 2002, Harloe 1995).  

The next stage of public housing construction commenced with the Housing of Act of 

1949 whose main emphasis was not on low-rent housing per se but on remaking the inner city in 

order to provide opportunities for business and real estate, to boost property tax revenues, and to 
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satisfy the aspirations of planning and design professionals (Wright 1983). Between 1949 and 

1968, government funding for urban renewal led to the destruction of 425,000 low-rent mainly 

minority units that gave way to luxury apartments, office buildings, and cultural centers (Harloe 

1995). Moreover, the urban renewal program produced the now infamous “tower in the park” 

look of public housing. Planning officials borrowed the design from Le Corbusier’s Ville 

Radieuse plan that consisted of steel and glass high rises surrounded by vast tracts of public 

space connected by expressways (Wright 1983, Garvin 2002). Planners and architects assumed 

that a change in scale would help slum residents break with their past social networks, reduce 

crime, and eliminate juvenile delinquency (Harloe 1995, Vale 2002).  

The concern with urban poverty in the 1950s echoed the sentiments of late 19
th

 century 

reformers who were preoccupied with the housing condition of the “dangerous classes” who had 

just arrived on American soil and were threatening the already established middle class way of 

life (Harloe 1995, Vale 2002). Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) in the 1950s and 1960s tried 

to administer subsidized properties using the same paradigm of social control developed at early 

20
th

-century settlement houses where middle class values were taught to working class and poor 

city residents (Wright 1983, Harloe 1995, Vale 2002). PHAs controlled every aspect of 

residents’ lives: the keeping of pets, overnight guests, schedules for using the washing machines 

(Harloe 1995). 

At the same time that poor residents of subsidized properties were supposed to embrace 

the middle class way of life, they were also presented with housing options diametrically 

opposed to the ideal detached single-family home (Wright 1983). The high-rise design was 

supposed to be the most efficient way of providing cheap housing options for the poor and of 

remaking the squalid image of inner-city slums (Harloe 1995, Vale 2002). However, the 
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maintenance of the projects proved difficult and costly because construction expenses were 

capped in order to discourage long-term residency (Vale 2002, Venkatesh 2002). Elevators often 

broke down, the long dark hallways became the perfect spot for drug trade, and the insufficient 

public recreational facilities were quickly amortized by high usage (Harloe 1995, Venkatesh 

2002, Vale 2002, Popkin et al. 1995). Finding sites for new housing projects became more 

difficult and new construction started to cluster around existing public housing in minority 

neighborhoods that lacked the political organization to resist new subsidized units (Harloe 1995, 

Patillo 2007, Wacquant 2008). Public housing was placed away from grocery stores and 

organizations that could provide services to the community (Vale 2002, Venkatesh 2002). In 

some egregious cases, the development of expressways shielded surrounding neighborhoods 

from the supposed threat coming from subsidized individuals (Vale 2002, Venkatesh 2002). 

By the late 1960s, the elderly became eligible for public housing and authorities 

discovered that these tenants were easier to manage than poor families (Harloe 1995). New 

construction of planned units slowed down and by 1967, only 674,000 of the 810,000 planned 

units had been completed (Harloe 1995). Public housing accounted for only 1.2% of the national 

housing stock and nearly half of new tenants lacked an employed member and half were single-

parent households (Harloe 1995, Vale 2002). By the 1970s, public housing in major urban areas 

had become a form of highly stigmatized ghetto for the group within the poverty population 

which had the lowest incomes of all – black single mothers with children (Harloe 1995).  

Section 8 of the Housing Act of 1974 tried to remedy the problems of subsidized housing 

by drawing private developers into the process of low-income housing construction (Harloe 

1995).  The 1974 Act also implemented a new type of subsidy – the voucher – that poor 

households could use on the private housing market. However, new units constructed under the 
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1974 Act tended to house mostly elderly white households skirting the problem of providing 

better options for poor black families (Harloe 1995). Moreover, voucher users rarely could find 

housing away from poor racially segregated neighborhoods, vitiating the original purpose of the 

program to deconcentrate subsidized individuals away from inner-city areas (Newman and 

Schnare 1997). 

As the Housing Act of 1974 did not produce much of the desired deconcentration of 

subsidized households, the housing program once again changed in 1992 with the introduction of 

HOPE VI grants for new construction, aimed at attracting higher-income families to public 

housing neighborhoods and at promoting better architectural designs and defensible public 

spaces. This approach has yet to prove its viability, as the new smaller developments on the sites 

of razed large public housing projects decrease the number of subsidized units and use the old 

strategy of fighting urban poverty only one building at a time (Vale 2002, Patillo 2007). The 

presence of middle class white residents in some of the redeveloped properties has sparked 

conflict between low-income subsidized households and newcomers to the neighborhood over 

the appropriate uses of public space (Patillo 2007). Moreover, displaced public housing residents 

need to pass stringent criminal checks and drug tests, which disqualify a lot of them for entry 

into the new projects (Patillo 2007). Therefore, critics of the HOPE VI program and the mixed-

income approach in general have pointed out that instead of deconcentrating public housing, new 

policies continue to place subsidized buildings in older public housing neighborhoods and reduce 

the available stock of low-rent apartments while policing residents who have little organizing 

experience in order to fight back (Patillo 2007). 

Currently the U.S. government spends $34.8 billion on low-income housing assistance, 

supporting 4.7 million households across traditional public housing, mixed-income housing, 
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Housing Choice Vouchers, housing for the elderly and people with disabilities. This represents a 

larger government expenditure serving more people than the Temporary Assistance for Needy 

Families (TANF), the successor to Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) (Newman 

2008). While 49% of all renter households have incomes low enough to be considered eligible 

for housing assistance, only 26% of all income-eligible renters actually receive rental subsidies 

(HUD 2008). Out of the total number of subsidized households, approximately 1.3 million live in 

public housing units, approximately 1.8 million receive assistance through vouchers, and 

approximately 1.7 million live in privately owned subsidized units (HUD 2008).  

Compared to all income-eligible renters, subsidized individuals are more likely to be 

minorities, be older, have lower levels of education, live in female-headed household, be smaller 

in size and have lower incomes (HUD 2008). Census tracts with public housing are significantly 

poorer than the average environment experienced by a household with income below the poverty 

line (Newman and Schnare 1997). While the certificate and voucher programs appear to be 

successful in moving recipients out of the lowest-income areas, they have not been successful in 

promoting moves to middle-class neighborhoods (Newman and Schnare 1997). More than half 

of all public housing units are located in minority census tracts where at least 50 percent of the 

households have a black or Hispanic head, and 38 percent are located in tracts that are 80 to 100 

percent minority (Newman and Schnare 1997). Voucher users do enjoy more integrated 

environments than public housing residents. However, they are not more likely than the poor in 

general to live in neighborhoods where the percent minority is less than 50 (Newman and 

Schnare 1997).  

Given that only a quarter of eligible households end up in subsidized housing and that 

subsidized units are still located in racially and economically segregated neighborhoods, it is 



7 

 

important to examine who ends up in a subsidized apartment, how long these individuals live in 

subsidized units, how receipt of the subsidy interacts with the type of households in which 

subsidized individuals live, and what effect the program has on the life chances of individuals 

and especially children who grow up in the program. Although in recent years there has been a 

growing effort to examine the subsidized housing program, we know little about the recipients of 

subsidized housing that goes beyond the question of the relationship between housing subsidies 

and self-sufficiency. First, to my knowledge there has been no study of the determinants of entry 

into subsidized housing, which tracks longitudinally the population at risk of entering subsidized 

housing. Second, the last studies of the determinants of exit from subsidized housing use data 

prior to the mid-1990s and focus only on the outcomes of heads of households as opposed to all 

residents of the subsidized unit. Third, while we know cross-sectionally in what types of families 

subsidized individuals live and we know that single mothers in subsidized housing have low 

probabilities of marriage, it is not clear how the household arrangements of subsidized 

individuals evolve over time and what effect the events of entry into and exit from subsidized 

housing have on the decisions of individuals with whom to live. Fourth, we do not know what 

effect the program has on the transition to adulthood of children who grew up in subsidized 

housing, nor do we know the degree of intergenerational continuity in subsidized housing 

receipt. Therefore, my dissertation examines the experiences of residents of subsidized housing 

before, during, and after their involvement with the program, taking a comprehensive look at the 

determinants of entries into and exits from subsidized housing, the family arrangements of 

subsidized households, and the transitions to adulthood of children who grew up in subsidized 

housing. 
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Specifically, Chapter 1 investigates the pathways that residents take to enter subsidized 

housing and exit subsidized housing. I use life table analysis and discrete time hazard modeling 

with data from two nationally representative panel surveys, the Survey of Income and Program 

Participation (SIPP), spanning the period 1990-2008, and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics 

(PSID), spanning the period 1969-2007. I find that the median time to entry into subsidized 

housing is 30 years, reflecting the fact that most individuals who are eligible for the subsidy 

never receive it. On the other hand, the median time to exit from subsidized housing ranges from 

5 years for public housing to 3 or 4 years for other types of subsidized housing. The process of 

entering subsidized housing in a lot of ways mirrors the process of exiting subsidized housing. 

African Americans are the ones who are most likely to find themselves in subsidized housing 

and are also the ones most likely to stay in subsidized housing longer. While the amount of 

household earnings and welfare benefits does not have an overwhelming association with either 

entering or exiting subsidized housing, the local employment and housing conditions do have an 

effect on the process, with individuals living in places with higher unemployment rates and 

higher rents more likely to enter subsidized housing and also less likely to exit subsidized 

housing. My findings also confirm previous research showing that the residents of public 

housing programs live in some of the most distressed neighborhoods and any exit from the 

program improves their neighborhood conditions. My findings also show that the voucher 

program and the private subsidized housing program do not have the intended effect of providing 

residents with better neighborhood environments. 

Chapter 2 examines an understudied aspect of the relationship between government 

subsidies and household structure, namely how entering subsidized housing, staying in 

subsidized housing and exiting into the private housing market interacts with the choices that 
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subsidy recipients make regarding the kind of households they live in. I use a multi-state life 

table, incorporating the monthly longitudinal housing subsidy and household composition 

histories of all individuals in the SIPP from 1990 through 2008. My results show that entries into 

subsidized housing are accompanied by changes in household arrangements that reduce the 

number of adults in households. Moreover, there is a distinct life course pattern to the entry into 

subsidized housing with younger individuals transitioning into subsidized housing as single 

parents with children and older individuals transitioning as single householders. On the other 

hand, individuals tend to exit subsidized housing in the same household arrangement as they 

were in subsidized housing, indicating that moves out of subsidized housing may be associated 

with other changing circumstances such as greater economic stability rather than changes in 

household composition. I find no strong evidence that marriages break up once individuals are in 

subsidized housing, but I do find that a single mother with a child is much more likely to exit 

subsidized housing altogether than to get married while in subsidized housing. My multi-state 

life table allows me to simulate what would happen to the composition of households in 

subsidized housing given a contraction or expansion of the subsidized housing program. My 

simulations suggest that the biggest changes in the subsidized program would occur with 

changes in the rates of entry into subsidized housing rather than the rates of exit from subsidized 

housing. Increasing the rates of entry into subsidized housing does not have the same 

multiplicative effect across different types of household arrangements. In fact, a policy that 

allows individuals across all ages to transition more frequently into subsidized housing would 

shift the programs towards housing single-person elderly households for longer periods of time 

compared to younger single parent or married couple households. 
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Chapter 3 is a detailed examination of how children who grew up in subsidized housing 

make the transition to adulthood. Specifically, I estimate the effect of subsidized housing on the 

timing of first marriage, first birth, and the establishment of an independent household. I also 

assess whether living in subsidized housing makes children less likely to complete high school, 

continue their education after high school, and complete college, and more likely to live in 

subsidized housing after age 18. I use propensity score matching to statistically match children 

who grew up in subsidized housing to ones who are similar on observable characteristics but did 

not live in subsidized housing. I use these “treatment” and “control” groups to derive race- and 

gender-specific estimates of the effect of subsidized housing on the transition to adulthood. I also 

assess whether these effects vary by the stage in childhood when the stay in subsidized housing 

occurred, i.e. early childhood, middle childhood, or adolescence. Using the PSID, I find that 

subsidized housing accelerates the first birth and the establishment of an independent household 

only for black girls who were in subsidized housing between the ages of 6 and 11. Moreover, 

white children who grew up in subsidized housing have consistently worse educational outcomes 

compared to similar white children who did not grow up in subsidized housing. The most 

consistent finding in this chapter across all racial and age groups is that children who grew up in 

subsidized housing during any stage in childhood are also much more likely to reenter subsidized 

housing as heads of households. 

My study of the subsidized housing program has several implications for the 

understanding of poverty and social stratification. First, I show that similarly to spells in other 

welfare programs, spells in subsidized housing are relatively short lasting between 3 and 5 years. 

Moreover, I demonstrate that local employment and housing conditions have a significant impact 

on the process of entering and exiting subsidized housing. Therefore, my results imply that stays 
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in subsidized housing on average do not conform to the stereotype of lifelong recipiency. I also 

show that the recent push by local housing authorities to provide job training and other support 

services aimed at increasing the self-sufficiency of subsidized housing recipients may be 

unsuccessful if local housing markets are unaffordable and local job opportunities are missing.  

Second, I demonstrate that while subsidized households tend to have lower number of 

adults, this does not mean that the program breaks up families. In fact, a majority of married 

couples with children enter subsidized housing as a married couple, while there is no indication 

that once married, parents separate while in subsidized housing. Indeed, the program may be a 

way for single parents with children to live away from overcrowded conditions or away from 

unsatisfactory relationships with cohabitors. My simulations also indicate that a policy aimed at 

speeding the transitions of individuals out of subsidized housing would not change the amount of 

time that individuals spend in subsidized housing without any corresponding changes in the rates 

of entry into subsidized housing. 

Finally, I find that the subsidized program does not seem to help nor does it seem to harm 

most transitions to adulthood of children who grew up in subsidized housing. Nevertheless, I also 

find a high degree of intergenerational continuity in the receipt of subsidized housing. While my 

results do not necessarily imply that there is a causal link between the receipt of subsidized 

housing of parents and the receipt of subsidized housing of children, this finding is still 

troubling. Despite efforts to deconcentrate the location of the subsidized program through 

smaller scattered-site housing and the provision of vouchers, a majority of subsidized individuals 

still live in some of the worst neighborhoods in terms of high poverty, high crime, and lack of 

neighborhood service organizations. As Wilson argued in The Truly Disadvantaged, the rise of 

the ‘urban underclass’ was a direct consequence of the isolation of poor families in inner-city 
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communities with limited job opportunities, inadequate municipal services, and a lack of middle- 

and working-class residents to serve as role models and to support local institutions. If the 

housing program leads to the return of children in great numbers to these types of 

neighborhoods, it may indeed be creating a marginalized population that is not able to transmit 

the needed human and social capital to the next generation, so that stays in subsidized housing do 

not occur generation after generation.
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Chapter 1. Pathways into and out of Subsidized Housing 

 

 

Introduction 

Do families in subsidized housing transition into the private housing market? According 

to lawmakers who overhauled the structure of the subsidy in the 1990s, subsidized housing 

communities had turned into a trap for low-income families who had few role models and little 

hope of ever making it on their own (Pear 1996). As subsidized tenants were rarely required to 

take any steps towards self-sufficiency, such as finding a job, critics blamed the program for 

creating a life-long culture of welfare dependence amongst its recipients (Alvarez 1997). Thus 

when in 1998, the federal government passed comprehensive legislation overhauling the 

structure of subsidized housing, it gave local public housing authorities (PHAs) considerable 

discretion to select new tenants not based on financial need but rather on enrollment in training 

programs or on stable work histories (Popkin et al. 2004, Kleit and Rohe 2005). By 2000, almost 

90 percent of PHAs had adopted new criteria for admission into subsidized housing (Devine et 

al. 2000). Moreover, due to a concurrent redistribution of federal housing subsidies, voucher 

recipients surpassed the number of people served by public housing (Popkin et al. 2004). Are 

there differences in the amounts of time that public housing residents as opposed to voucher 

recipients utilize housing subsidies? What are the most common routes into and out of subsidized 

housing and have rental subsidies helped in the upward mobility of their recipients? 

 I answer these questions using longitudinal individual data from the Survey of Income 

and Program Participation, spanning the period 1990-2008, and the Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics, spanning the period 1969-2007. My study expands the knowledge on U.S. subsidized 
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housing programs in several important ways. First, I pay close attention to the quality of self-

reports on subsidized housing receipt by comparing the consistency of self-reports to 

administrative data on the receipt of building-based subsidies and to the residential moves of 

households. Second, my study is the first one to model longitudinally the entry into subsidized 

housing from the population at risk of getting the subsidy. Third, I compare the dynamics of 

participation in public housing programs versus other types of housing programs. Finally, I 

present how the socioeconomic circumstances of individuals change as they enter the subsidized 

housing programs and as they exit the program. Therefore, my study is one of the few non-

experimental ones that presents a description of the socioeconomic circumstances of individuals 

before, during and after the program and the only one to my knowledge that shows the social and 

neighborhood conditions of subsidized individuals before they enter the program and after they 

exit it. 

 

 

Subsidized Housing and Length of Stay 

Turnover amongst the subsidized housing population is as dynamic as that of the welfare 

population in general (Freeman 1998, Hungerford 1996, O’Neill et al. 1987). Nevertheless, 

substantial differences in estimated lengths of stay exist depending on the dataset used for the 

analysis. For instance, longitudinal panel surveys put the average stay of households in 

subsidized housing at about a year (Freeman 1998, Hungerford 1996, Blank and Ruggles 1992). 

However, estimates utilizing HUD administrative records range from 3 years for voucher 

recipients to more than 5 years for people in public housing (Cortes et al. 2008, Freeman 2005). 

Median length of stay also varies based on household type. For families with children median 
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tenure is about 3 years both in public housing and voucher programs, while for families with 

disabled or elderly heads tenures in public housing are 4 and 8 years respectively and tenures in 

voucher programs are 3 and 5 years respectively (Lubell et al. 2003). The distribution of spell 

lengths in all studies shows a uniform pattern of a large proportion of short-term participants 

tapering off to a few households with long tenures (Freeman 1998, Susin 1999, Freeman 2005, 

Lubell et al. 2003). 

Multivariate analyses of the determinants of length of stay in public housing show that 

longer stays are associated with limited involvement with the labor force (Hungerford 1996; 

Rohe 1995, Rohe and Kleit 1997). Household composition also explains some of the exits from 

subsidized housing programs (Freeman 1998). Households with young children spend more time 

in subsidized housing while the presence of male teenagers shortens spells in the program 

(Freeman 1998, Hungerford 1996, Ryzin et al. 2001, Cortes et al. 2008). In fact, up to 56 percent 

of exits from subsidized housing are associated with family composition changes such as the 

birth of a child or a marriage (Susin 1999). Households with elderly and disabled heads have the 

lowest likelihoods of exit from subsidized housing programs (Olsen et al. 2005). Nevertheless, in 

some instances the local employment context is a better predictor of the exits from public 

housing than individual demographic and economic attributes (Freeman 1998). Higher 

unemployment rates in the areas where public housing projects are located lower the odds of 

moving out, because finding a job is difficult (Freeman 1998, Rothenberg et al. 1991). In 

addition, higher prevailing rents exacerbate the problem of lack of good employment 

opportunities, as public housing residents would need to pay substantially higher rents should 

they give up their subsidized apartments (Freeman 1998, Rothenberg et al. 1991). 
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Apart from residents’ socioeconomic characteristics and local economic and housing 

conditions, new federal policies have also changed the utilization of subsidized housing 

programs. HUD administrative data show that entrants into subsidized housing programs in the 

2000s are more likely to use vouchers to find an apartment and to have infants or toddlers in the 

household compared to households who entered subsidized housing in the 1990s (Cortes et al. 

2008). Moreover, some site-specific case studies of welfare reform do not show a reduced 

average length of stay in subsidized housing for mothers with children who receive TANF-like 

assistance compared to mothers with children who receive AFDC-like assistance (Lee et al. 

2005). A North Carolina demonstration self-sufficiency program registered little reduction in the 

receipt of housing assistance for the experimental group compared to the control group even 

though single mothers in experimental group experienced large employment gains and received 

extensive home search counseling (Rohe and Kleit 1997). Moreover, a tracking study of former 

public housing residents who were relocated with vouchers to other neighborhoods, as their 

original projects were being demolished, showed almost 60 percent of respondents having 

difficulty paying for rent, utilities and food (Buron et al. 2002). Therefore, the shift to providing 

housing assistance predominantly through vouchers, the shift in new tenant composition as well 

as the changes in welfare provision after 1996 raise the question of whether changes in federal 

subsidized housing policies coupled with welfare reform might in fact prolong the stay of 

households in subsidized apartments (Shroder 2002). 
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Contribution to the Literature on Subsidized Housing 

My research project extends the literature on subsidized housing in several important 

ways. First, all estimates of the length of stay in subsidized housing cited above use panel survey 

data prior to 1994. Moreover, the latest estimates based on administrative data are as of 2004 and 

either use case studies limited to particular cities or fail to model the exit from subsidized 

housing using relevant local socioeconomic conditions that might influence how long individuals 

take advantage of the subsidy. My study uses information from the Survey of Income and 

Program Participation (SIPP) that spans the period between 1990 and 2008 and compares these 

estimates to survey data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) for the period 

between 1968 and 2007. Thus, it takes a comprehensive look at the subsidized housing program 

and its residents under different policy regimes. The level of geographic detail available in the 

SIPP and the PSID allows me to hone in on the general economic conditions of the local housing 

and labor markets of subsidized individuals. Moreover, the level of geographic detail in the PSID 

allows me to examine where these individuals live down to the neighborhood level. 

Second, all studies cited above use household heads as the unit of analysis. I use 

information on all individuals in subsidized households. In this way, I am able to trace the 

behavior not only of the official person who holds the lease for a subsidized apartment but also 

children growing up in subsidized units and individuals who may not necessarily be on the lease. 

Therefore, my study takes a comprehensive look at all individuals who have experiences with the 

subsidized program and takes advantage of the full household rosters available in survey data but 

not necessarily in administrative records. 

Third, I look at individuals before they enter the program as well as after they leave the 

program. To my knowledge, there is no study modeling the process of entering subsidized 
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housing from the population at risk of getting the subsidy. Moreover, there is very limited 

research on what happens to individuals once they leave the program with virtually all of it 

focusing only on employment outcomes (Shroder 2002, Newman and Harkness 2002). Despite 

efforts to deconcentrate the location of subsidized residents through smaller scattered-site new 

housing as well as housing vouchers, a majority of subsidized tenants still live in some of the 

worst neighborhoods in terms of high poverty, high crime and lack of neighborhood service 

organizations (Newman and Schnare 1997). Therefore, a move out of subsidized housing might 

mean a better living environment for those who manage to pay rent without government 

subsidies. Still, most research to date only shows what happens to public housing residents once 

they move to another neighborhood using a voucher subsidy, e.g. the Moving To Opportunity 

(MTO) experiment (Popkin and Cunningham 2000, Kling et al. 2005, 2007). In comparison, 

there are few studies that describe how moving out of a subsidized housing affects the life 

chances of individuals once they no longer receive any rental subsidy (Newman and Harkness 

2002; Newman et al. 2009). Understanding how households fare after exiting subsidized housing 

has implications for the debate about the best strategies to help low-income families transition 

out of poverty. Therefore, my research addresses an important omission in the literature on 

housing assistance by following individuals after they leave the subsidized housing program and 

assessing whether or not using the subsidy translates into better living conditions and 

neighborhood attainment. 

Fourth, I conduct my analyses of housing assistance with particular attention to the 

measurement quality of the dependent variable, i.e. the measurement of receipt of subsidized 

housing. Survey responses to questions about housing assistance have been known to produce 

inaccurate data as recipients of housing subsidies have had trouble answering the question of 
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whether or not their building is owned by a Public Housing Authority (Shroder 2002). For 

example, the 1993 American Housing Survey reported public housing numbers almost double 

the number found in HUD administrative data (Shroder 2002). As the group of interest in my 

study is a small fraction of the total survey population, even a small amount of measurement 

error in the dependent variable can lead to large biases in the estimates of length of stay in 

subsidized housing as well as the coefficients in multivariate analyses. In particular, using 

national surveys such as the SIPP or the PSID could lead to overestimating the fraction of 

housing assistance spells that are short (Susin 1999). Therefore, I investigate the extent to which 

reports of receipt of subsidized housing are consistent with reports of changing residential 

locations in the SIPP and the PSID. Moreover, I use matched administrative data from the PSID 

that codes the receipt of subsidized housing using HUD and local housing agencies’ address 

records. While the administrative records do not contain information on the location of voucher 

users, they allow me to investigate the degree of consistency between self-reports and 

administrative records for individuals who report using building-based subsidies, such as public 

housing, Low Income Housing Tax Credit properties, and Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation 

properties. 

 

 

General Research Model and Hypotheses 

My project specifically models the mechanisms through which households enter and exit 

subsidized housing and describes the economic hardship of individuals after they leave the 

program. First, I hypothesize that given the changes in preferences of Public Housing Authorities 

towards admitting residents already in training programs and with employment histories, the 
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overall length of stay in subsidized housing has decreased. However, given the shift in federal 

priorities from subsidizing buildings to subsidizing tenants, some of the population that would 

have ended up in public housing is now served by vouchers instead. Thus, I also expect an 

increase in the relative length of stay of voucher recipients compared to public housing 

recipients. Second, I hypothesize that the presence of young children increases significantly the 

probability of entering subsidized housing while changes in household composition such as 

marriage and the aging of children constitute the major pathways out of subsidized housing. 

Third, I hypothesize that high local unemployment rates and prevailing rents increase the length 

of stay of households in subsidized programs. Fourth, I hypothesize that entering a subsidized 

apartment or leaving one is not necessarily associated with upgrades in one’s social environment 

as both subsidized apartments and landlords who accept vouchers tend to be clustered in low-

income neighborhoods while residents who exit the program may have few available affordable 

options outside the ones where housing subsidies are already prevalent. 

 

 

Methods 

I start my analysis by assessing the data quality of subsidized housing self-reports in the 

SIPP and the PSID. Following Susin (1999), I first examine the prevalence of short stays in 

subsidized housing and the prevalence of stays that do not start or end with an associated change 

in physical address. Second, with regards only to the PSID, I compare the administrative 

matched data of subsidized housing receipt of PSID respondents to the self-reports of subsidized 

housing receipt of PSID respondents. 
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Next, I conduct life table analyses to describe entries into subsidized housing and exits 

from subsidized housing. I disaggregate stays in subsidized housing into two categories: stays in 

public housing and stays in other types of subsidized housing
1
. Since the same household can use 

both types of subsidies over the course of being observed in the survey, I complement the first 

set of life table statistics with multi-state life table analysis showing the flows of households 

between the public housing program, other types of subsidized apartments and private-market 

apartments (Figure 4). This analysis allows me to compute transition rates not only for entries 

into and exits out of subsidized programs but also between different types of subsidized housing 

programs. 

Individuals who are at risk of entering subsidized housing are those who live in an 

apartment on the private housing market and whose family incomes fall below the income 

threshold for submitting a subsidized housing application for their particular metropolitan area or 

non-metropolitan part of a state. By definition, individuals who are currently in subsidized 

housing are not at risk of entering subsidized housing
2
. HUD calculates the income limit by 

household size on a yearly basis, using the median family income within a metropolitan area or 

                                                 
1
 In principle the U.S. subsidized housing program has three main categories: public housing 

managed by local Public Housing Authorities, privately-built building-based housing managed 

by private developers, and person-based subsidized housing in the form of vouchers that 

households can use on the private housing market as long as they can find a landlord who would 

accept the subsidy. The SIPP has added a question about the receipt of vouchers starting with the 

2004 panel of the data. The PSID has added the respective question starting with the 2007 wave 

of data. Therefore, in order to use consistent subsidized housing categories over time, I choose to 

present my results using two categories of subsidized housing: 1) public housing and 2) other 

types of subsidized housing. This dichotomy does not reflect the fact that some subsidies are tied 

to places while some subsidies are tied to people. Unfortunately, due to the question wording in 

the SIPP and the PSID, I cannot examine all three categories of subsidized housing separately 

over the whole period under consideration. 

 
2
 They may, however, become eligible to enter subsidized housing if they leave the program and 

if their income falls below the local threshold. 
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within the non-metropolitan portion of each state. In order to establish eligibility, local housing 

authorities disregard the portion of the family income that comes from Social Security. However, 

they do take into consideration income from all other government transfer programs such as 

AFDC/TANF. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis I subtract from the total money 

income of a family the portion received from Social Security. 

In the life table estimates of entries into subsidized housing, individuals become right-

censored if their family incomes rise above the local income threshold or if they exit the survey 

before entering subsidized housing. Individuals are allowed to have multiple spells of being at 

risk of entering subsidized housing, meaning that they return to the analysis if their incomes fall 

below the threshold in subsequent years. This implies that the clock in the analysis resets every 

time household income increases above the local threshold. All left-censored spells, or those 

spells for individuals who entered the survey with incomes already below the threshold, are 

dropped from the analysis. In addition, individuals who have left-censored spells in subsidized 

housing are also dropped from the analysis
3
. 

 I estimate the hazard of exiting subsidized housing separately for individuals in public 

housing versus other types of subsidized housing. Again, all left-censored spells in either type of 

subsidized housing are dropped from the analysis. Individuals become right-censored if they are 

still in subsidized housing in the last wave that they were in the survey. Similarly to the analysis 

above, individuals are allowed to have multiple spells in either public housing or other types of 

subsidized housing. In all analyses of the SIPP data, individuals are at risk of exiting subsidized 

                                                 
3
 Stays in subsidized housing become self-reported only with the 1986 wave. Therefore, in order 

to preserve the prospective nature of the data, I do not use information prior to 1986 for those 

who report being in subsidized housing in 1986 if I do not have a corresponding administrative 

record that establishes their first year in subsidized housing prior to 1986. 
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housing in monthly intervals. In all analyses of the PSID data, individuals are at risk of exiting in 

yearly intervals
4
.  

My estimates of time-to-entry into subsidized housing have some limitations. First, given 

the timeframe of collection of administrative data on the receipt of subsidized housing and self-

reports of subsidized housing in the PSID, I do not have information on people who received 

vouchers between 1975 and 1986. The administrative data, which overlaps with this period, only 

codes building-based subsidized housing. Therefore, if a person entered voucher housing 

between 1975 and 1986 and exited before 1986 when they could self-report on that receipt, I 

would mark them as not being in subsidized housing and thus would overestimate the time that it 

takes individuals to enter subsidized housing. 

Second, the entry into subsidized housing involves the decision to apply for the subsidy 

as well as the approval of the application by the local housing authority. Waitlists for subsidized 

housing are notoriously long and in recent years have been closed for all big local housing 

agencies. Therefore, even if a household wanted to apply for subsidized housing, in a lot of large 

metropolitan areas that may not be possible. Moreover, local housing authorities are allowed to 

pick their tenants, given local priorities for who is the most “needy” applicant. Thus, my analysis 

of entries into subsidized housing groups together the decision of households to apply for the 

subsidy, the availability of subsidized housing units and the decision of the local housing 

authority to admit the applicant. Moreover, I assume that each individual shares equally in the 

                                                 
4
 Since the PSID has been collecting data on a biennial basis starting with the 1999 wave, I use 

the dates of previous residential move and next residential move to estimate the time spent in 

subsidized housing on a yearly basis. For example, if an individual moved into subsidized 

housing in June 1999 and exited in March 2003, they would be observed as being in subsidized 

housing only in the 2001 panel of the data. The same applies for an individual who enters 

subsidized housing in January 2001 and exits in January 2002. The total stay of the first person 

would be 3 years. For the second person, it would be only a single year. 
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family income and becomes eligible as long as the total family income is below a certain 

threshold. In practice, a single mother with a child may be living with her parents in a household 

that earns enough money income to be above the application threshold. However, if she applied 

for housing as a single mother, she may be below the threshold. While I do not expect this to be 

the case for many individuals, the fact that family units may break up upon entry into subsidized 

housing complicates the decision of who is and who is not at risk of entering subsidized housing. 

Nevertheless, given lack of longitudinal data on the decision to apply for subsidized housing, 

more complicated analyses of entry into subsidized housing are not possible at this time. 

Despite these limitations, an analysis of who enters subsidized housing is still valuable as 

the program at any time houses only a quarter of the eligible population. Moreover, it is 

important to know if the process of entering subsidized housing mirrors that of exiting subsidized 

housing in terms of the socioeconomic characteristics of who ends up in the program and who 

leaves the program. 

After my life table analysis of entries into and exits from subsidized housing, I implement 

discrete time hazard models of entries into subsidized housing and exits from subsidized 

housing, with exits from public housing and exits from other types of subsidized housing being 

modeled separately. My discrete time hazard models take advantage of the longitudinal nature of 

the panels by showing how changes in the socioeconomic conditions of respondents and the 

areas where they live affect the likelihood of transition either into subsidized housing or back 

into the private housing market. This type of analysis involves the estimation of hazard 

functions, which give the conditional probabilities of an individual leaving a particular state at 

time t, given that the individual has been in that state up to time t-1 (Allison 1983, 1984). As the 

SIPP collects monthly information on its recipients, my model takes a discrete time approach in 
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which the probability of exiting a particular state is computed for discrete month intervals. For 

the PSID, I use discrete yearly or biennial intervals.
 

The discrete time hazard rate is estimated as:  

                      Pi(t) = Prob[Ti = t | Ti > = t, Xi(t)],                                              (1) 

where Ti is a discrete random variable for uncensored spell lengths, and Xi(t) are covariates at 

time t. The likelihood function is the product of two individual likelihood pieces. Persons with 

complete spells contribute the probability that the spell was exactly of length t:  

                     Prob[Ti = t | Xi (t)] = Pi (t) j=1, t-1[1 - Pi(j)]                                  (2) 

Persons with right-censored spells, or those who do not exit a particular state before the end of 

the period during which they are observed, contribute the probability that the spell is of at least 

length t:  

                     Prob[Ti > t | Xi(t)] = j=1, t-1[1 - Pi(j)]                                            (3) 

(Allison 1982) 

Along with my dependent variable, my independent variables are measured monthly for 

the SIPP and yearly/biennially for the PSID and their values change as household circumstances 

change. All time-varying covariates are lagged for one observation period with respect to the 

dependent variable. In all regressions, I include the household type in which individuals live, the 

race of each respondent, the education of respondent in the SIPP models
5
 or education of the 

household head in the PSID models, whether there are any extended family members present in 

the household, and the number of children below 6 years of age in the household. I also control 

                                                 
5
 Since the SIPP collects monthly information on the educational attainment and labor force 

participation of everyone who is on the household roster, I choose to enter these variables into 

my models at the level of the individual as opposed to at the level of the household head. The 

respective variables in the PSID are collected with greater detail only for the household head and 

his wife/long-term cohabitor. 
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for the employment status of the individual in the SIPP models or the employment status of the 

household head in the PSID models, the disability status of the individual in the SIPP models or 

the disability status of the household head in the PSID models, the total amount of household 

wage-based earned income
6
, the total amount of household transfer income, and in the SIPP 

models the monetary amount of in-kind benefits
7
.  

In addition, I use state- and county-level statistics to control for the unemployment rate in 

the locality where individuals live and metropolitan-level statistics to control for the Fair Market 

Rent for a two-bedroom apartment in the MSA/PMSA where individuals live. In the regressions 

describing exits from subsidized housing, in addition to the variables mentioned above, I also 

include the age at which the individual entered subsidized housing and the year in which the 

individual entered subsidized housing. 

Finally, I examine how the socioeconomic and neighborhood conditions vary for 

individuals before they enter the program, while they are in subsidized housing and after they 

leave the program. I also look at individuals who transition from the public housing program to 

other types of subsidized housing programs. I present the family arrangement of individuals 

before, during, and after the program, their household labor and transfer incomes and their 

participation in welfare programs. I also trace whether entering or exiting subsidized housing is 

associated with a corresponding upgrade in neighborhood conditions. 

In sum, I investigate how long individuals take to enter the subsidized housing program, 

and how long they stay in subsidized housing by subsidy type. I link the length of stay of 

individuals in subsidized housing to their socio-economic characteristics as well as their social 

                                                 
6
 All income variables are in constant 2000 dollars. 

 
7
 In-kind benefits include food stamps, WIC, Medicaid, rental assistance, energy assistance, and 

free or reduced-price lunches and breakfasts. 
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environments. Lastly, I investigate whether an exit from subsidized housing is associated with an 

upgrade in the environments of formerly subsidized individuals. 

 

 

Data 

I implement all analyses described above using data from the 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 

1996, 2001 and 2004 panels of Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) covering the 

period between 1990 and 2008, and data from the Panel Survey of Income Dynamics, covering 

the period 1968-2007 (see Table 1 for a comparison between the two datasets). The SIPP is a 

nationally representative, longitudinal survey of the U.S. civilian non-institutionalized 

population. It was designed to measure the effectiveness of federal, state, and local programs and 

to collect measures of economic wellbeing. Each SIPP panel lasts between 3 and 4 years. 

Interviews are conducted every four months with information available for each of the preceding 

four months. The PSID is a nationally representative, longitudinal survey of U.S. households, 

which started in 1968. It was conducted annually through 1997 and biennially thereafter. The 

PSID contains a rich set of household structure and socioeconomic variables, with an oversample 

of low-income families.  

The SIPP has been asking householders whether they live in public housing or whether 

they receive any other help from federal, state or local sources in paying their rent in every wave 

of each panel. The PSID has been asking the same questions in every wave since 1986, providing 

for the same dichotomy between public housing and other types of subsidized housing. 

Moreover, out of concern for the quality of information obtained by asking respondents about 

their receipt of housing subsidies, each PSID family in every year from 1968 through 1995 has 
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been identified as living in a subsidized unit by matching its address to HUD and local Public 

Housing Agencies’ administrative records (Newman et al. 2009)
8
. 

In addition to the SIPP and the PSID, I use the following sets of data to characterize the 

socioeconomic conditions of respondents at different levels of geographic detail: 1) Bureau of 

Labor Statistics monthly and yearly county unemployment rates
9
; 2) annual MSA/PMSA Fair 

Market Rents for a two-bedroom apartment, as calculated by the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD)
10

; 3) annual Income Limits for submitting an application for a 

housing subsidy as calculated by HUD
11

. I also merge into the PSID census tract socioeconomic 

                                                 
8
 Currently, there is a project to update the matching of addresses from 1996 through 2009. 

These data are not available at this time. Therefore, after 1996, I rely exclusively on the self-

reports of household heads to determine subsidized housing status. 

 
9
 The BLS provides unemployment rates at the county level starting in 1990. Before 1990, I used 

the U.S. Census for the years 1960, 1970, 1980 and 1990 to arrive at county unemployment 

rates. I used a linear interpolation to arrive at the values between census years. 

 
10

 Official annual Fair Market Rents are only available for the period 1983-2012. For the period 

before 1983, I use the 1960, 1970, and 1980 decennial census public IPUMS files to arrive at 

metropolitan area Fair Market Rents, following HUD’s procedure for calculating the cut-offs 

(HUD 2012). HUD generally sets the Fair Market Rent for a two-bedroom apartment at 40% of 

the median rent for recent movers. For metropolitan areas, the rent is set within the boundary of 

the respective metropolitan region. For non-metropolitan areas, the rent is set at 40% of the 

median rent for that particular state’s non-metropolitan regions. For years between decennial 

censuses, HUD adjusts the FMR using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) rent and utility indexes. 

For certain housing markets where rental costs are especially high, in years between decennial 

censuses, HUD also conducts a random telephone survey of rents and adjusts the FMR 

accordingly. I was able to compute the FMR from the IPUMS files for metropolitan areas and 

non-metropolitan areas within states that are identifiable in the public data. For those areas that 

are not identifiable (such as Rhode Island and Washington, DC), I do not have FMR before 

1983. I implemented a linear interpolation to arrive at the values between census years. 

 
11

 HUD supplies official estimates of the income limits by family size only for the period 1991-

2012. For years before 1991, I estimated the income limits within metropolitan and non-

metropolitan areas using a procedure as close as possible to HUD’s official estimates. HUD sets 

the income limit for a four-person household at 80% of the median family income within a 

metropolitan area or the remainder non-metropolitan area for a state. I used the 1960, 1970, 1980 

and 1990 U.S. Census to compute the respective values of median family income for every 
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characteristics for the neighborhood of residence of all respondents
12

. I use the US Census for 

1960, 1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000 and the American Community Survey for the 2005-2009 

period. I linearly interpolated census tract values for years between the decennial censuses and 

the 2000 decennial census and the 2005-2009 ACS. 

 

 

Results 

Quality of Self-Reported Subsidized Housing Data 

 I conduct my analyses of housing assistance with particular attention to the measurement 

quality of the dependent variable, i.e. the measurement of receipt of subsidized housing. Survey 

responses to questions about housing assistance have been known to produce inaccurate data as 

recipients of housing subsidies have had trouble answering the question of whether or not their 

building is owned by a Public Housing Authority and whether or not the government is helping 

them pay for rent (Shroder 2002). Given the concern regarding the reliability of self-reports of 

subsidized housing assistance, I first look at the consistency of residential moves and entries into 

and exits from subsidized housing. I do that both for the SIPP and the PSID. Second, I compare 

self-reports of subsidized housing recipients to data coming from official administrative records. 

Due to data availability, I do that only for the PSID. Please refer to Appendix A for a full 

                                                                                                                                                             

metropolitan area in the US and for non-metropolitan parts of states. I used a linear interpolation 

to arrive at values between census years. Then, I multiplied the respective income limits by 

HUD’s official family-size factors to arrive at the income limit by family size by 

metropolitan/non-metropolitan area. 

 
12

 The SIPP does not provide census tract information on its respondents over time even in its 

internal confidential files. While the Census Bureau does have address information on all SIPP 

respondents over the course of each panel, they have not geocoded those addresses for any wave 

except for the first one in each panel. 
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discussion of the comparison between self-reports, self-reports edited for residential moves, and 

administrative data. 

For the purposes of my paper, I choose to implement all analyses for the SIPP dataset 

using the self-reports edited for residential moves. I also choose to implement all analyses for the 

PSID using the administrative data combined with the self-reports edited for residential moves. 

In this way, I can use all available years of data and explore what difference it makes to examine 

the subsidized housing program across different datasets. 

 

Life-Table Analysis 

 In this section, I present life table estimates of entries into subsidized housing and exits 

from subsidized housing. First, median time to entry into subsidized stands at 30 years (Table 2), 

meaning that half of the individuals with incomes low enough to qualify for subsidized housing 

would enter subsidized housing within 30 years of first becoming eligible to apply for subsidized 

housing. Moreover, only 10 percent of eligible recipients enter subsidized housing within their 

first three years of eligibility (Table 2). The hazard of entry into subsidized housing grows for 

the first 8 years, remains constant for approximately the next 12 years and drops off after that 

(Figure 1). These estimates reflect the fact that there are many more eligible recipients of the 

benefit compared to available slots. 

Second, median time to exit from public housing is 5 years in the PSID and 3 years in the 

SIPP (Tables 3 and 4). The respective numbers for other types of subsidized housing are 4 and 3 

years (Tables 5 and 6). As discussed in the appendix to this chapter, the PSID estimates are 

closer to HUD published estimates by subsidy type that use the Department’s internal recipient 

records. The hazards of exiting both public housing and other types of subsidized housing have 
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somewhat similar shapes with the hazard first quickly rising and gradually falling for the rest of 

the period at risk (Figures 2 and 3). 

Finally, multi-state life table estimates of transitions between public housing, other types 

of subsidized housing and the private housing market reveal that for the population at risk of 

using the subsidy over a 41-year period on average 16 person-years are spent in subsidized 

housing, 13 person-years are spent in other types of subsidized housing and 11 person-years are 

spent in private-market housing. Graphing all possible transition probabilities between the 

different types of subsidized housing and the private housing market reveals that the probability 

of entering subsidized housing from the private market is quite low over the entire period under 

study (Figure 5). The probability of exiting public housing either to the private market or another 

type of subsidized housing rises over time (Figure 5). On the other hand, the probability of 

exiting other types of subsidized housing to either public housing or the private market rises 

initially but drops subsequently (Figure 5).  

 

Discrete-Time Hazard Analysis: Entries into Subsidized Housing 

 Next, I discuss my discrete-time models of entries into and exits from subsidized housing 

that control for the socioeconomic characteristics of recipients and their households. As 

mentioned in the Methods section, all socio-economic controls are lagged one-period with 

respect to the dependent variable
13

. Table 7 shows the estimates of five models of entries into 

subsidized housing using the PSID. I first fit only the baseline hazard and subsequently add to 

that model the household demographic and social characteristics, the household economic 

characteristics and the local employment and housing market characteristics. I fit the baseline 

                                                 
13

 All time-varying covariates are marked with an asterisk in the tables. 
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hazard using a quartic polynomial for the SIPP and cubic splines with two knots for the PSID
14

. 

In the subsequent discussion, I present in detail only the results of Model 5, which includes all 

household demographic and social characteristics and all local characteristics. The standard 

errors in all models are adjusted for the clustering of observations within individuals.  

First, in Model 5 individuals living in married-couple families have lower hazards of 

entering subsidized housing than those living in other types of households, controlling for the 

socioeconomic characteristics of the household. Second, whites have the lowest hazard of 

entering subsidized housing while blacks have the highest hazard of entering subsidized housing. 

In fact, blacks have three times higher odds of entering subsidized housing compared to whites. 

Third, the effect of education on the hazard of entering subsidized housing follows a U-shape. 

Individuals living in households where the household head has either only some high school 

education or a high school diploma have the highest hazard of entering subsidized housing. 

Fourth, the presence of extended family members in the household does not seem to have an 

effect on the hazard of entering subsidized housing, but the number of children under the age of 

6 has a positive and statistically significant relationship with entering subsidized housing. Every 

additional child in the household raises the odds of entering subsidized housing by 22 percent.  

Fifth, household earnings and mean-tested benefits do seem to decrease the hazard of 

entering subsidized housing, but those effects are quite small, compared to the effects of race, 

household type and education. For every additional $1000 of household earnings, an individual’s 

                                                 
14

 This specification of the time variable does not fit the baseline hazard as well as a specification 

where all months/years are entered as dummy variables. Nevertheless, it is impractical to specify 

the baseline hazard with dummy parameters for each month/year. Therefore, I relied on a visual 

inspection of the shape of the baseline hazard and picked the one that most closely resembles the 

shape of the dummy specification. In analyses, not presented here, I also experimented with 

specifying the baseline hazard with a linear parameter, polynomials of different degree, linear 

splines every 4 months (for the SIPP) and every 5 years (for the PSID), and cubic splines with 

different numbers of knots. 
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odds of entering subsidized housing are only 1 percent lower. It should be noted, however, that 

the population in this regression is selected for its eligibility to enter subsidized housing based on 

total household money income minus any portion coming from Social Security. Therefore, the 

small association between earnings and entering subsidized housing shows that among 

individuals who are already eligible to apply for subsidized housing, earnings do not make a big 

difference in the actual process of entering subsidized housing.  

Sixth, individuals living in households where the head is unemployed are more likely to 

enter subsidized housing than those living in households where the head is employed. For 

example, individuals living in households where the head of household is unemployed but 

looking for work have 45 percent higher odds of entering subsidized housing, while those living 

in households where the head is not in the labor force have 11 percent higher odds of entering 

subsidized housing. Disability status does not seem to have a statistically significant effect net of 

the other controls in the model. However, previous spells in subsidized housing increase the 

hazard of entering subsidized housing. Individuals with at least one previous spell have 62 

percent higher odds of entering subsidized housing compared to individuals with no previous 

spells in subsidized housing. 

Finally, the county unemployment rate and the Fair Market Rent both have positive and 

statistically significant effects on the hazard of entering subsidized housing. A one percent 

increase in the county unemployment rate is associated with a two percent increase in the odds of 

entering subsidized housing, while a $100 increase in the FMR is associated with a 14 percent 

increase in the odds of entering subsidized housing. 
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Discrete-Time Hazard Analysis: Exits from Public Housing 

 Next, I discuss exits from subsidized housing both within the context of the SIPP and the 

PSID.  I also examine separately exits from public housing and exits from other types of 

subsidized housing. Again, I discuss only the results of Model 5, which includes all covariates. 

Table 8 shows the results of exits from public housing using the SIPP dataset. The PSID 

estimates are in Table 9. The results across the two tables are quite similar in terms of direction 

and also in terms of statistical significance. Individuals living in married couple families have a 

lower hazard of exiting subsidized housing compared to individuals living across other types of 

family arrangements. Whites have the highest hazard of exiting subsidized housing, while all 

other minority groups have lower hazards than whites of exiting public housing. For example, 

blacks in the SIPP have 38 percent lower odds of exiting public housing compared to whites. 

Those living in families where the household head has at least some high school education have 

a higher hazard of exiting public housing compared to those with less than 8 years of 

education
15

. Extended family members in the household increase the hazard of exiting public 

housing, while the number of children under 6 in the household decreases the hazard of exiting 

public housing. 

The age at which the individual first entered subsidized housing does make a difference 

in the hazard of exiting public housing. Older individuals, and especially those who entered 

subsidized housing above the age of 65, have significantly lower hazards of exiting public 

housing. For example, in the SIPP regressions, an individual who entered public housing above 

the age of 65 is has 84 percent lower odds of exiting public housing compared to an individual 

who entered public housing before the age of 18. Moreover, individuals who entered subsidized 

                                                 
15

 The education coefficients in the SIPP regressions as a group are not statistically significant 

when the household economic variables are entered into the model (Model 1 vs. Model 5). 
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housing in more recent decades appear to have a higher hazard of exiting public housing 

compared to those entering prior to 1980. For example, in the PSID regressions, an individual 

who entered public housing in the 2000s has 25 percent higher odds of exiting public housing 

compared to an individual who entered public housing in the 1970s. 

 Household earnings in the PSID have a positive relationship with the hazard of exiting 

public housing, while the amount of mean-tested benefits is not statistically significant. In the 

respective SIPP Model 5, household earnings have a negative but not statistically significant 

relationship with exits from public housing. However, the amount of means-tested benefits 

significantly reduces the hazard of exiting public housing. For every additional $1000 of means-

tested benefits, an individual has 24 percent lower odds of exiting public housing. On the other 

hand, the monetary amount of in-kind benefits appears to significantly reduce the time in public 

housing. For every additional $1000 of in-kind benefits, an individual has 42 percent higher odds 

of exiting public housing. 

 In the SIPP regression, the employment status of individual does not have a statistically 

significant relationship with the hazard of exiting public housing. In the respective PSID 

regression, only those individuals who live in a household where the head is both unemployed 

and not looking for work have a lower hazard of exiting public housing. In particular, they have 

14 percent lower odds of exiting public housing compared to individuals who live in households 

where the household head is employed. Previous spells in the subsidized housing program also 

decrease the hazard of exiting the current spell in public housing both in the SIPP and the PSID 

models. 

 Finally, in the PSID regression both the local unemployment rate and the Fair Market 

Rent have a negative and statistically significant relationship with the hazard of exiting public 
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housing. A one percent increase in the county unemployment rate is associated with a 5 percent 

decrease in the odds of exiting public housing, while a $100 increase in the Fair Market Rent is 

associated with a 3 percent decrease in the odds of exiting public housing. In the SIPP 

regression, these variables are not statistically significant
16

. 

 

Discrete-Time Hazard Analysis: Exits from Other Types of Subsidized Housing 

 The regressions of exits from other types of subsidized housing generally reveal the same 

patterns as those of exits from public housing (Tables 10 and 11). One exception is that in the 

SIPP regression female-headed households do not have a statistically different hazard of exiting 

other types of subsidized housing compared to married couple families. Moreover, in the PSID 

regressions, there does not appear to be a trend in the hazard of exit from other types of 

subsidized housing depending on the year when the individual entered the subsidized unit. 

Finally, none of the employment variables have a statistically significant relationship with the 

hazard of exiting other types of subsidized housing once I control for the socio-demographic 

characteristics of individuals and their households. 

 

 

Before and After Subsidized Housing 

 Finally, I present descriptive statistics of the characteristics of individuals in the PSID, 

their households and the types of neighborhoods where they live the year before entering 

subsidized housing versus their first year in subsidized housing. I estimate the same statistics for 

the last year in subsidized housing versus the first year outside of subsidized housing, and for the 

                                                 
16

 Please note that in future work, I will re-estimate the SIPP models using internal Census 

microdata, where the county and metropolitan area of residence of SIPP respondents is not 

suppressed. 
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year before transitioning from public housing to another type of subsidized housing versus the 

year after transitioning from public housing to another type of subsidized housing. I compare 

these estimates to the ones observed in the SIPP; however, I am unable to compute any changes 

in neighborhood-level characteristics as the SIPP does not provide time-varying census tract 

information even in the internal version of the Census Bureau files. 

As discussed above, there is very limited research on what happens to individuals once 

they leave the program with virtually all of it focusing only on employment outcomes (Shroder 

2002, Newman and Harkness 2002). Moreover, most research to date on the geographic mobility 

of public housing residents shows what happens once individuals switch from public housing to 

a voucher subsidy (Popkin and Cunningham 2000, Kling et al. 2005, 2007). In comparison, there 

are few studies that describe how moving out of a subsidized housing affects the life chances of 

individuals once they no longer receive any rental subsidy (Newman and Harkness 2002; 

Newman et al. 2009). Therefore, I use the PSID and the SIPP to compute descriptive statistics of 

the changes in the socioeconomic characteristics of individuals, their households, and their 

neighborhoods that go along with changes in subsidized housing status. 

 In the PSID, a transition into public housing from the private housing market involves a 

corresponding increase in the proportion of individuals living in single-headed households 

(Table 12)
17

. It also involves a decrease in family size and a decrease in whether or not extended 

family members are present. Household labor income decreases by about $4,000. Nevertheless, 

the proportion of individuals living in households where the household head is employed 

increases by about 5 percentage points. What changes most in terms of the neighborhood 

conditions of individuals transitioning into public housing is the poverty rate of the census tract 

                                                 
17

 While most of the differences in Tables 11 through 20 are statistically significant, I discuss the 

ones of the largest magnitudes as those are also the ones that are substantially interesting. 
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where they live. On average, the year after individuals transition into public housing, residents 

finds themselves in neighborhoods that are 4 percentage points poorer compared to the year 

before public housing. 

 On the other hand, a transition from public housing to the private market involves a slight 

decrease in family size and the number of children under the age of 6 in the household (Table 

13). It is also accompanied by an increase of earned income of about $2,500 and eleven 

percentage points decrease in the proportion of individuals receiving food stamps. In addition, 

individuals move to neighborhoods that are less black, less poor and where there are less single-

headed households with children. 

 The transition into other types of subsidized housing involves similar changes in 

household and neighborhood circumstances as the transition into public housing. The proportion 

of individuals in single-headed households increases, family size decreases, and household labor 

income also decreases. Nevertheless, the types of neighborhoods where individuals move to after 

transitioning into other types of subsidized housing are about the same as their previous 

neighborhoods. Moreover, the transition from other types of subsidized housing into the private 

market also does not involve any big changes (Table 15). Household income increases by less 

than $1,000, while the neighborhood poverty rate decreases by only two percentage points. 

 The SIPP analysis of changes in the circumstances of individuals before and after entries 

into public housing and other types of subsidized housing reveals similar trends as the PSID 

analysis in that individuals tend to live in neighborhoods with a greater proportion of single-

headed households, in smaller households and households with less income (Tables 17 and 19). 

Exits from public or other types of subsidized housing do not seem to produce big changes in 

individual circumstances except for increases in monthly income of about $200. The transition 
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from public housing into other types of subsidized housing, on the other hand, does not change 

individual circumstances in a significant way. 

 

 

Discussion 

 

In this paper, I investigate the pathways that residents take to enter subsidized housing 

and exit subsidized housing. In addition, I trace whether exits from the program involve upward 

mobility for the ones who transition into the private housing market. My research speaks directly 

to concerns of critics of the subsidized housing program of whether or not it creates a dependent 

class of people with little hope of transitioning out of poverty. It also takes seriously the quality 

of information on subsidized housing receipt available in national panel surveys by comparing 

estimates across two datasets and across survey and administrative data. 

I find that the median time to entry into subsidized housing is 30 years, reflecting the fact 

that most individuals who are eligible for the subsidy never receive it. On the other hand, the 

median time to exit from subsidized housing ranges from 5 years for public housing to 3 or 4 

years for other types of subsidized housing. The process of entering subsidized housing in a lot 

of ways mirrors the process of exiting subsidized housing. African Americans are the ones who 

are most likely to find themselves in subsidized housing and also the ones most likely to stay in 

subsidized housing longer. While the amount of earnings and benefits does not have an 

overwhelming association with either entering or exiting subsidized housing, the local 

employment and housing conditions do have an effect on the process of entering and exiting 

subsidized housing, with individuals living in places with higher unemployment rates and higher 

rents more likely to enter subsidized housing and also less likely to exit subsidized housing.  
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For the public housing program, the elderly and those out of the labor force are those 

least likely to exit subsidized housing. Moreover, entrants into the public housing program in the 

1990’s and 2000’s are more likely to exit it compared to those who first entered the program in 

the 1970’s. I do not find a similar trend for participants in other types of subsidized housing 

programs. While my analysis does not explicitly show why more recent entrants into the housing 

program are also more likely to exit it, the reorganization of the public housing program starting 

in the 1990’s could be partially responsible. For example, a lot of large local housing agencies 

destroyed their most distressed public housing units and provided vouchers to some of the 

displaced residents to find an apartment on the private housing market. Moreover, some local 

housing agencies stepped up eviction proceeding for households with even minor violations of 

the lease agreement or for households who have members with arrest records even if those 

arrests did not result into a conviction. Therefore, some of the exits from public housing in the 

1990’s and 2000’s could be due to the changing policies of local housing authorities either 

through the vouchering-out of public housing projects or through evictions. In future research, I 

plan to implement a competing risks model of exits from public housing disaggregating the exit 

from public housing to an exit to a private market apartment and to an exit to an apartment 

subsidized through a different type of program. This analysis would allow me to look into any 

important differences in exits that involve leaving the subsidized housing program altogether and 

exits that involve a change in subsidies. 

Comparing the household and neighborhood circumstances of individuals before and 

after entering subsidized housing shows that entries into subsidized housing are associated with 

decreases in household income while entries into public housing are also associated with living 

in poorer neighborhoods. On the other hand, exits from subsidized housing are associated with 
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increases in household income and some decrease in the poverty rate of the neighborhoods where 

individuals live. Moreover, there is some indication that transitioning from public housing to 

other types of subsidized housing is also associated with a decrease in the poverty rate of the 

neighborhoods where individuals live. Nevertheless, entries into other types of subsidized 

housing are not associated with changes in the types of places where individuals live, showing 

that the newer scattered site housing built by private developers and the voucher program do not 

help individuals move to better places at least in their first year in these programs. My findings 

confirm previous research showing that the residents of public housing programs do live in some 

of the most distressed neighborhoods and any exit from that program does improve the 

neighborhood conditions of residents. They also show that other types of subsidized housing 

programs do not have the intended effect of providing residents with better neighborhood 

environments. 
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Appendix A. Quality of Self-Reported Subsidized Housing Data 

 

 I conduct my analyses of housing assistance with particular attention to the measurement 

quality of the dependent variable, i.e. the measurement of receipt of subsidized housing. Survey 

responses to questions about housing assistance have been known to produce inaccurate data as 

recipients of housing subsidies have had trouble answering the question of whether or not their 

building is owned by a Public Housing Authority (Shroder 2002).  For example, in the 1993 

American Housing Survey 2.2 million respondents answered that they lived in public housing, 

which is double the number found in administrative records (Shroder 2002). Some of this 

problem undoubtedly arises out of the fact that many individuals in public housing are not on the 

official lease (Venkatesh 2002). Another part of the problem is that respondents do not 

distinguish between public housing, privately built subsidized housing and voucher subsidies. 

For example, a match between AHS addresses and HUD administrative records shows that 91% 

of households in public housing answered correctly the question of whether or not they lived in 

public housing. Only 37% of voucher recipients and 30% of tenants in private building-based 

housing identified their subsidy in the correct category (Casey 1992). 33% of voucher users and 

42% of tenants in private building-based housing answered that they lived in public housing 

(Casey 1992). Moreover, while only 3% of public housing recipients answered that they did not 

receive any housing subsidy, 17% of voucher users and 13% of tenants in building-based private 

housing said that they do not receive a housing subsidy (Casey 1992). On the other hand, a full 

20% of unsubsidized households said that they live in a subsidized unit (Casey 1992). However, 

this estimate could be much lower, as a later study revealed that only 50% of false positives are 

indeed false positives because of omissions in the official HUD administrative records (Gordon 

et al. 2005). 
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Given the concern regarding the reliability of self-reports of subsidized housing 

assistance, I first look at the consistency of physical address changes and entries into and exits 

from subsidized housing. I do that both for the SIPP and the PSID. Second, I compare self-

reports of subsidized housing recipients to data coming from official administrative records. Due 

to data availability, I do that only for the PSID. 

Data on physical address moves should in principle be more reliable than data on 

subsidized housing receipt. In the SIPP, all data on physical moves are not self-reported but are 

recorded by the interviewer who is required to track down the respondents to their new locations 

and to start a new control card for the new household unit
18

. Both the SIPP and the PSID have 

extensive internal procedures in place to ensure that movers are not lost to follow-up and make 

available multiple variables indicating who moves given the household rosters of the previous 

and current waves. Therefore, matching subsidized housing self-reports to move histories is a 

good way of checking the consistency of self-reports to an event that should be recorded with 

great accuracy and should be highly consistent with entries into and exits from subsidized 

housing. 

Entries into subsidized housing and exits from subsidized housing should in principle 

result in a change of address. When a household moves into a building-based subsidized housing 

unit that move should always be accompanied by a change in address. There are no government 

programs that convert market-rate units to building-based subsidized units without having the 

current occupants change addresses. Exits from some types of building-based programs, such as 

properties built by Low Income Housing Tax Credits, could theoretically result in losing the 

subsidy without physically moving. For example, Low Income Housing Tax Credit properties 

                                                 
18

 Control cards are the portion of the survey forms that record basic information that is re-used 

each wave. 
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receive construction subsidies in return for keeping rents low for a period usually of up to 20 

years. After that period, the owner of the property could opt out of the program with the end 

result usually being a conversion of the property into condos and the sale of all units. While in 

principle, subsidized tenants could purchase their units, in practice, this is a very rare occasion. 

Therefore, exits from building-based programs should in an overwhelming majority of cases also 

result in physical moves. For person-based subsidized housing programs, such as vouchers and 

certificates, entries into and exits from the program could happen at the same physical address 

with greater frequency. Nevertheless, the intent of the program is to allow residents to move to 

areas that would otherwise be too expensive. Therefore, I expect voucher users to actually move 

once they receive the subsidy but possibly stay in place once they no longer receive it. 

 As mentioned above, for a majority of the data that I have from the SIPP and the PSID, I 

know if an individual is in public housing versus other types of housing, which could be both 

building-based and person-based. Therefore, due to the aggregation of building-based and 

person-based subsidies in the second category, it is hard to speculate whether the lack of a 

physical move in either survey is consistent with an entry into or exit from subsidized housing.  

Both the SIPP and the PSID present multiple instances of individuals moving into and out 

of subsidized housing without switching addresses (Table A1). For example, in the SIPP 61% of 

public housing spells start without a corresponding change in address and 44% of public housing 

spells end without a corresponding change in address. For other types of subsidized housing in 

the SIPP, 55% of spells start without a corresponding move and 37% of exits occur without a 

corresponding move.
19

 A majority of the spells that start or end without a corresponding change 

                                                 
19

 The 1996 SIPP panel is a special exception to this case where almost no one moves into public 

housing without switching addresses and no one moves out of public housing without switching 
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in address last for only 4 months, or the length of a single wave
20

. A spell that lasts only four 

months is highly improbable given official administrative HUD estimates of length of stay in 

subsidized housing. This pattern might indicate either a wrong report on the part of the 

respondent. It could also be due to a keying error on part of the survey taker (Sussin 1999). Since 

only 5% of households in the SIPP are subsidized, even small coding errors could produce 

sufficient inflation in the number of one-wave spells that could in turn lead to an underestimate 

of the length of time that individuals use the subsidy (Sussin 1999). 

In the PSID, the consistency of residential moves and subsidized housing receipt is much 

better with only 2% of public housing spells starting without a corresponding change in address 

and only 1% of public housing spells ending without a corresponding change in address (Table 

A1). For other types of subsidized housing, these numbers are 1% and 6% respectively (Table 

A1). Nevertheless, a comparison between the self-reports of PSID respondents and 

administrative data shows that there are inconsistencies between the two (Table A2). Out of the 

person-years lived in subsidized housing between 1986 and 1995, the years in which I have both 

self-reported and administrative data, 58% are present both in the self-reports and the 

administrative data. Only 1% of person-years are in public housing in the administrative data but 

not in the self-reports; 21% of person years occur in the self-reports but not in the administrative 

data. Only 6% of person years in other types of housing are in the administrative data but not in 

self-reports. 14% of person years in other types of housing are in the self-reports but not in the 

                                                                                                                                                             

addresses. I am not aware of a specific reason why the 1996 SIPP panel data appears to be 

consistent with residential moves. 

 
20

 64% of the spells in public housing and 49% of the spells in other types of housing that start 

without a corresponding residential move last for only a single wave. 73% of the spells in public 

housing and 57% of the spells in other types of housing that end without a corresponding move 

last for only a single wave. 



47 

 

administrative data. However, it should be mentioned that the administrative data do not contain 

information on the location of voucher recipients. Therefore, there is a high chance that some 

individuals answered the subsidized housing questions correctly but are not in the administrative 

data. There is also some chance that individuals answered that they were in public housing when 

they were actually using a voucher, therefore, still being subsidized but misclassified in the 

dichotomy between public housing and other types of housing. Therefore, a lack of consistency 

between the administrative data and self-reports is not necessarily an indication of an individual 

reporting erroneous data. These discrepancies could arise out of individuals reporting voucher 

use correctly in the “other” category or incorrectly in the “public housing” category. 

In order to assess how much difference it makes to use self-reports versus administrative 

data, I implement a life-table analysis of stays in subsidized housing using only self-reports and 

only administrative data. I also recode all subsidized housing spells to start at the last residential 

move of the individual and to end at the next residential move of the individual. Then, I compare 

how different my life table estimates are once all subsidized housing moves are consistent with 

residential moves. For the SIPP, the recode of subsidized housing histories resulted in 20% of the 

person-months being recoded from non-subsidized to the public housing category and 15% of 

the person-months being recoded from non-subsidized to the other types of housing category 

(Table A3). For the PSID, the corresponding numbers were much lower at 0.5% and 2%, 

respectively (Table A3). In addition, I recoded respondents who switch between subsidies 

without switching addresses to have consistent subsidized spells under a single program. This 

involves moving respondents from one type of subsidy to another but not recoding non-

subsidized periods to subsidized ones. While in principle it is possible for respondents to live in 
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private building-based subsidized housing and simultaneously use a voucher
21

, it is not possible 

for individuals to switch between public housing and other type of subsidized housing without 

switching addresses. Therefore, switching between subsidies, while possible, should also always 

occur with a corresponding address change. In the SIPP, this involved recoding 15% of the 

person-months. In the PSID, this involved recoding 4% of the person-months. 

The administrative data in the PSID produces spells of the longest duration (Table A4). 

Median time in public housing according to the administrative data is 5 years. The corresponding 

number for other types of subsidized housing is 3 years. These estimates are consistent with 

HUD’s published data on stays in subsidized housing (Cortes et al. 2008; Freeman 2005). On the 

other hand, the median time in subsidized housing according to PSID self-reports is only 2 years. 

In the SIPP, the median time is down to only 12 months. When I edit the self-reports for 

residential moves, the median time increases to 4 years in the PSID and to about 3 years in the 

SIPP. While I cannot verify the SIPP data with official administrative data, nor do I have data on 

administrative voucher use in the PSID, editing the self-reports in the surveys to correspond to 

residential moves brings my estimates of the median stay in subsidized housing much more in 

line with the ones computed off of the administrative data. Graphs 1A through 4A illustrate what 

happens to the survival curve of individuals in subsidized housing once I recode their spells to 

start and end at a residential move. For the SIPP, Graphs A1a and A1b show the preponderance 

of exits from subsidized housing only after 4 months. On the other hand, Graph A2a and A2b 

show that this tendency to exit after 4 months disappears once I edit for residential moves. While 

this type of pattern is not as obvious in the PSID, editing for residential moves has a similar 

effect in that individuals exit much less frequently after just a single year in subsidized housing 

                                                 
21

 This type of doubling-up of subsidies occurs very frequently for properties that were built 

using Low Income Housing Tax Credits. 
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(Graphs A3a and A3b and Graphs A4a and A4b). Therefore, for the purposes of my paper, I 

choose to run all analyses for the SIPP dataset using the edited self-reports. I also choose to run 

all analyses for the PSID using the administrative data combined with the self-reports edited for 

residential moves. In this way, I can implement my substantive analyses on all available years of 

data and explore the subsidized housing program across different datasets.
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Table 1. SIPP and PSID data comparison

SIPP PSID

Period coverage 1990-2008 1968-2007

Panels
1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 

1996, 2001, and 2004
no panels

Panel length 3 to 4 years

Frequency of interviews every 4 months
annually through 1997 

and biennially thereafter

Frequency of data observations monthly yearly/biennially

Representativeness
civilian non-institutional 

population

U.S. individuals and the 

families in which they 

reside

Follow-up rule

all individuals who reside at a 

sampled address at the time 

of the first interview; sample 

persons who move are 

interviewed at their new 

address and any other persons 

who live with them are 

interviewed as long as they 

remain living with sample 

persons

all original-sample 

members; children born to 

original-sample members; 

ex-spouses and other adult 

sample members who 

move out of a PSID 

sample family unit

Data coverage

economic conditions of 

persons, families, and 

households in the U.S.; 

participation in government 

transfer programs; labor force 

status; assets and liabilities

demographic, 

socioeconomic, and health 

data on U.S. households, 

oversample of low-

income families

Geographic detail
state and metropolitan area 

identifiers

state, metropolitan area, 

county and census tract 

identifiers

Subsidized housing questions Asked in every wave

Asked in every wave 

since 1986; administratve 

data on receipt of bulding-

based subsidized housing 

for 1968-1995
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Beg. Total Entries Censored Survival Hazard

1 2 51,776 2,695 21,955 0.934 0.068

2 3 27,126 640 6,478 0.909 0.027

3 4 20,008 609 5,556 0.877 0.036

4 5 13,843 310 2,256 0.855 0.025

5 6 11,277 233 2,702 0.835 0.024

6 7 8,342 165 1,137 0.818 0.022

7 8 7,040 156 1,478 0.797 0.025

8 9 5,406 120 579 0.779 0.024

9 10 4,707 79 880 0.764 0.019

10 15 3,748 306 1,903 0.681 0.023

15 20 1,539 135 786 0.600 0.025

20 25 618 48 330 0.537 0.022

25 . 240 21 219 0.450 .

Table 2. Life table of entries into subsidized housing, administrative data and self-reports edited for 

residential moves (PSID)

Interval (years)

 
 

Beg. Total Exits Censored Survival Hazard

0 5 7,317 348 990 0.949 0.011

5 10 5,979 595 879 0.847 0.023

10 15 4,505 460 787 0.752 0.024

15 20 3,258 280 695 0.680 0.020

20 25 2,283 150 802 0.626 0.017

25 30 1,331 92 473 0.573 0.018

30 35 766 54 365 0.520 0.019

35 40 347 23 194 0.472 0.019

40 45 130 8 76 0.431 0.018

45 . 46 0 46 0.431 .

Table 3. Life table of exits from pubic housing, self-reports edited for residential moves (SIPP)

Interval (months)

 
 

 

Beg. Total Exits Censored Survival Hazard

1 2 7,917 963 1,459 0.866 0.144

2 3 5,495 840 165 0.732 0.168

3 4 4,490 705 232 0.614 0.175

4 5 3,553 649 191 0.499 0.207

5 6 2,713 435 162 0.416 0.180

6 7 2,116 322 105 0.351 0.169

7 8 1,689 221 106 0.304 0.145

8 9 1,362 159 58 0.268 0.127

9 10 1,145 136 55 0.235 0.130

10 15 954 426 230 0.116 0.136

15 20 298 122 91 0.060 0.127

20 25 85 24 36 0.038 0.087

25 . 25 10 15 0.016 .

Table 4. Life table of exits from pubic housing, administrative data and self-reports edited for residential 

moves (PSID)

Interval (years)
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Beg. Total Exits Censored Survival Hazard

0 5 3,672 212 446 0.939 0.013

5 10 3,014 331 496 0.826 0.026

10 15 2,187 194 512 0.743 0.021

15 20 1,481 157 313 0.655 0.025

20 25 1,011 84 329 0.590 0.021

25 30 598 50 223 0.530 0.022

30 35 325 20 151 0.487 0.017

35 40 154 7 79 0.457 0.013

40 45 68 2 52 0.436 0.010

45 . 14 0 14 0.436 .

Interval (months)

Table 5. Life table of exits from other types of housing, self-reports edited for residential moves (SIPP)

 
 

 

Beg. Total Exits Censored Survival Hazard

1 2 5,350 913 1,118 0.809 0.211

2 3 3,319 637 211 0.649 0.220

3 4 2,471 489 142 0.517 0.227

4 5 1,840 396 137 0.401 0.252

5 6 1,307 196 96 0.339 0.169

6 7 1,015 144 86 0.289 0.160

7 8 785 122 49 0.242 0.174

8 9 614 100 44 0.201 0.185

9 10 470 67 39 0.171 0.161

10 15 364 160 85 0.086 0.133

15 20 119 46 39 0.046 0.120

20 25 34 2 24 0.042 0.019

25 . 8 1 7 0.033 .

Table 6. Life table of exits from other types of subsidized housing, administrative data and self-reports 

edited for residential moves (PSID)

Interval (years)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Type of household (Married couple family omitted)*

0.40 0.21

(0.10) (0.10)

0.64 0.41

(0.04) (0.04)

0.70 0.45

(0.07) (0.08)

0.67 0.40

(0.07) (0.08)

Race of head of household (White omitted)

1.19 1.14

(0.04) (0.04)

0.70 0.48

(0.05) (0.06)

Education (8 years or less omitted)*

0.48 0.45

(0.05) (0.05)

0.28 0.27

(0.05) (0.06)

0.10 0.11

(0.06) (0.06)

-0.17 -0.11

(0.08) (0.08)

0.28 0.29

(0.11) (0.11)

-0.02 -0.02

(0.04) (0.04)

0.20 0.20

(0.01) (0.01)

-0.02 -0.01

(0.001) (0.001)

-0.02 -0.02

(0.003) (0.003)

Employment (employed omitted)*

0.59 0.37

(0.05) (0.05)

0.07 0.10

(0.05) (0.05)

0.64 0.39

(0.17) (0.18)
-0.22 -0.02

(0.05) (0.05)
-0.98 -0.87

(0.24) (0.24)
0.60 0.48

(0.07) (0.07)

0.06 0.02

(0.01) (0.01)

0.12 0.13

(0.01) (0.01)

-0.47 -0.57 -0.59 -0.47 -0.62

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

3.11 3.72 4.01 3.08 4.09

(0.20) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) (0.19)

-5.14 -6.09 -6.63 -5.08 -6.70

(0.35) (0.34) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35)

-1.80 -2.91 -1.01 -2.89 -3.23

(0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.09)

Log-likelihood -18928.59 -17618.63 -18554.82 -18753.09 -17409.35

N 140,364 140,364 140,364 140,364 140,364

Cubic Spline 1

Cubic Spline 2

Cubic Spline 3

Intercept

Fair Market Rent/100*

County unemployment rate*

Previous spells*

Disability (not in universe)*

Unemployment status missing

Disability preventing work*

Unemployed, not looking for work

Unemployed looking for work

Means-Tested Benefits/1000*

Earnings/1000*

Number of children under 6*

Education, missing

Extended family members present*

College Degree and Above

Some College

High School Diploma

9-12 years, no diploma

Other

Black

Family - female head

Nonfamily - male head

Nonfamily - female head

Family - male head

Table 7. Discrete time logit estimates of entries into subsidized housing, PSID (Spells clustered within 

25,258 individuals)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Type of household (Married couple family omitted)*

0.06 0.05

(0.13) (0.13)

0.19 0.15

(0.06) (0.06)

0.23 0.23

(0.11) (0.11)

0.27 0.26

(0.11) (0.11)

-0.32 -0.33

(0.42) (0.41)

Race (White omitted)

-0.48 -0.48

(0.06) (0.06)

-0.14 -0.10

(0.08) (0.08)

-0.46 -0.43

(0.09) (0.09)

Education (8 years or less omitted)*

0.33 0.20

(0.09) (0.14)

0.26 0.12

(0.10) (0.14)

0.21 0.07

(0.11) (0.15)

0.20 0.08

(0.16) (0.19)

Age first entered subsidized housing (<18 omitted)

0.06 0.01

(0.10) (0.10)

-0.20 -0.23

(0.10) (0.10)

-0.65 -0.63

(0.11) (0.12)
-1.85 -1.86
(0.22) (0.23)

0.24 0.26

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.06 -0.09

(0.02) (0.03)

-0.01 -0.03

(0.01) (0.02)

-0.29 -0.28

(0.08) (0.08)

0.35 0.35

(0.11) (0.12)

Employment (employed omitted)*

0.002 -0.06

(0.22) (0.22)

0.07 0.02

(0.12) (0.12)

-0.27 -0.11

(0.08) (0.08)

-0.15 -0.19

(0.07) (0.12)
-0.19 -0.18

(0.09) (0.10)
-0.23 -0.07

(0.08) (0.08)
-0.18 -0.19
(0.09) (0.09)

0.03 0.02

(0.02) (0.02)

-0.11 -0.09

(0.04) (0.05)

-0.49 -0.39

(0.26) (0.27)

0.42 0.43 0.42 0.42 0.43

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

-0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

(.0002) (.0002) (.0002) (.0002) (.0002)

-0.00001 -0.00001 -0.00001 -0.00001 -0.00001

(.000002) (.000002) (.000002) (.000002) (.000002)

-5.25 -5.20 -5.04 -4.93 -4.61

(0.11) (0.13) (0.13) (0.29) (0.34)

Log-likelihood -9890.56 -9738.82 -9854.39 -9884.78 -9718.90

N 106,913 106,913 106,913 106,913 106,913

Intercept

Geography suppressed*

Month^4

Earnings/1000*

19-25

26-40

41-65

Previous spells*

Unemployed, not looking for work

Disability (not in universe, age<16, age>69)*

Disability preventing work*

Employed for part of month and laid off

Unemployed looking for work

In-kind benefits/1000*

65+

Number of children under 6*

Some College

College Degree and Above

9-12 years, no diploma

High School Diploma

State unemployment rate*

Metropolitan Fair Market Rent/100*

Means-Tested Benefits/1000*

Hispanic

Other

Nonfamily - female

Group Quarters

Black

Month^3

Family - male head

Family - female head

Nonfamily - male

Table 8. Discrete time logit estimates of exits from public housing, SIPP (Spells clustered within 7,137 

individuals)

Extended family members present*

Unemployment (not in universe, age<16)

Month

Month^2
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Type of household (Married couple family omitted)*

-0.19 -0.11

(0.09) (0.10)

0.16 0.29

(0.03) (0.04)

0.02 0.10

(0.07) (0.07)

0.11 0.24

(0.07) (0.08)

Race of head of household (White omitted)

-0.35 -0.34

(0.04) (0.04)

-0.43 -0.35

(0.05) (0.06)

Education (8 years or less omitted)*

0.14 0.07

(0.05) (0.05)

0.20 0.10

(0.05) (0.05)

0.30 0.17

(0.06) (0.06)

0.29 0.14

(0.09) (0.09)

0.37 0.27

(0.10) (0.10)

Age first entered subsidized housing (<18 omitted)

0.01 -0.01

(0.04) (0.04)

-0.27 -0.27

(0.04) (0.04)

-0.51 -0.47

(0.07) (0.07)

-0.87 -0.73

(0.12) (0.12)

Year first entered subsidized housing (1969-1980 omitted)

0.05 0.07

(0.03) (0.03)

0.20 0.19

(0.04) (0.04)

0.29 0.22

(0.07) (0.07)

0.13 0.15

(0.04) (0.04)

-0.14 -0.13

(0.02) (0.02)

0.004 0.01

(0.001) (0.001)

-0.0001 0.0003

(0.003) (0.003)

Employment (employed omitted)*

0.003 0.07

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.23 -0.14

(0.05) (0.05)

0.40 0.51

(0.15) (0.15)
-0.01 0.02

(0.05) (0.05)
-0.68 -0.54

(0.19) (0.18)
-0.05 -0.06

(0.03) (0.03)

-0.06 -0.05

(0.01) (0.01)

-0.03 -0.03

(0.01) (0.01)

-1.55 -1.11

(0.47) (0.47)

-0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.25 -0.25

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

0.04 0.03 0.01 0.06 0.04

(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

0.19 0.21 0.24 0.16 0.20

(0.19) (0.20) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19)

-0.03 0.14 -0.04 0.53 0.59

(0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.11)

Log-likelihood -10992.86 -10856.47 -10945.18 -10953.50 -10791.63

N 26,833 26,833 26,833 26,833 26,833

Table 9. Discrete time logit estimates of exits from public housing, PSID (Spells clustered within 6,404 

individuals)

1990-2000

2001-2007

Family - male head

Nonfamily - male head

Black

 

Family - female head

Nonfamily - female head

Other

9-12 years, no diploma

Some College

Education, missing

High School Diploma

College Degree and Above

Unemployed looking for work

Previous spells*

Fair Market Rent/100*

Extended family members present*

19-25

26-40

41-65

65+

1981-1990

Number of children under 6*

Earnings/1000*

Disability (not in universe)*

Disability preventing work*

Geography missing*

Cubic Spline 1

Cubic Spline 2

Cubic Spline 3

County unemployment rate*

Unemployment status missing

Intercept

Unemployed, not looking for work

Means-Tested Benefits/1000*
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Type of household (Married couple omitted)*

0.51 0.69

(0.16) (0.16)

-0.08 0.10

(0.08) (0.09)

0.25 0.35

(0.18) (0.18)

0.22 0.35

(0.19) (0.20)

0.94 1.13

(0.29) (0.29)

Race (White omitted)

-0.28 -0.28

(0.08) (0.08)

-0.40 -0.35

(0.11) (0.11)

-0.40 -0.34

(0.15) (0.15)

Education (8 years or less omitted)*

0.30 0.23

(0.12) (0.20)

0.25 0.14

(0.14) (0.20)

0.11 -0.03

(0.15) (0.20)

0.43 0.15

(0.23) (0.27)

Age first entered subsidized housing (<18 omitted)

-0.06 -0.07

(0.14) (0.16)

-0.28 -0.27

(0.14) (0.16)

-0.79 -0.81

(0.18) (0.20)
-1.47 -1.44

(0.31) (0.34)

0.60 0.58

(0.08) (0.08)

0.05 0.10

(0.03) (0.03)

0.11 0.09

(0.02) (0.02)

-0.12 -0.23

(0.10) (0.10)

0.12 -0.43

(0.19) (0.23)

Employment (employed omitted)*

0.66 0.57

(0.26) (0.26)

0.01 -0.10

(0.18) (0.18)

-0.05 0.06

(0.11) (0.12)

0.13 0.01

(0.10) (0.24)

0.04 0.08

(0.14) (0.15)

-0.14 -0.10

(0.08) (0.10)

-0.26 -0.25

(0.13) (0.13)

0.01 0.01

(0.02) (0.02)

-0.03 -0.04

(0.04) (0.04)

-0.03 -0.14

(0.25) (0.27)

0.22 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.24
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

-0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

-0.00001 -0.00001 -0.00001 -0.00001 -0.00001

(0.000003) (0.000003) (0.000003) (0.000003) (0.000003)

-4.53 -4.60 -4.69 -4.52 -4.62

(0.14) (0.16) (0.17) (0.31) (0.40)

Log-likelihood -5100.45 -4995.43 -5076.59 -5097.85 -4972.36

N 50,379 50,379 50,379 50,379 50,379

19-25

Family - male head

Family - female head

Nonfamily - male

Group Quarters

Black

Nonfamily - female

Hispanic

Other

9-12 years, no diploma

High School Diploma

Some College

College Degree and Above

26-40

41-65

65+

Extended family members present*

Number of children under 6*

Earnings/1000*

Means-Tested Benefits/1000*

In-kind benefits/1000*

Employed for part of month and laid off

Unemployed looking for work

Unemployed, not looking for work

Unemployment (not in universe, age<16)

Disability preventing work*

Disability (not in universe, age>69)*

Previous spells*

State unemployment rate*

Metropolitan Fair Market Rent/100*

Table 10. Discrete time logit estimates of exits from other types of subsidized housing, SIPP (Spells 

clustered within 3,556 individuals)

Intercept

Month

Month^2

Month^3

Month^4

Geography suppressed*
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Type of household (Married couple family omitted)*

-0.19 -0.07

(0.12) (0.13)

-0.02 0.11

(0.04) (0.05)

0.11 0.26

(0.09) (0.10)

0.02 0.18

(0.09) (0.09)

Race of head of household (White omitted)

-0.19 -0.16

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.52 -0.38

(0.06) (0.07)

Education (8 years or less omitted)*

0.16 0.16

(0.07) (0.07)

0.08 0.04

(0.07) (0.07)

0.22 0.16

(0.07) (0.07)

0.35 0.24

(0.10) (0.10)

0.36 0.32

(0.15) (0.14)

Age first entered subsidized housing (<18 omitted)

-0.03 -0.05

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.16 -0.17

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.71 -0.66

(0.10) (0.10)

-1.07 -1.02

(0.13) (0.14)

Year first entered subsidized housing (1969-1980 omitted)

-0.13 -0.04

(0.04) (0.04)

-0.03 0.05

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.23 -0.20

(0.11) (0.11)

-0.08 -0.07

(0.05) (0.05)

0.04 0.04

(0.02) (0.02)

0.005 0.01

(0.001) (0.001)

0.003 0.004

(0.003) (0.004)

Employment (employed omitted)*

-0.10 -0.09

(0.06) (0.07)

-0.17 -0.01

(0.06) (0.06)

-0.24 -0.23

(0.20) (0.20)
-0.21 -0.12

(0.06) (0.06)
-0.01 -0.19

(0.24) (0.24)
-0.06 -0.05

(0.05) (0.05)

-0.05 -0.04

(0.01) (0.01)

-0.07 -0.06

(0.01) (0.01)

-0.18 -0.21

(0.52) (0.53)

-0.31 -0.33 -0.30 -0.31 -0.33

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

0.29 0.50 0.26 0.29 0.46

(0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19)

-0.29 -0.69 -0.22 -0.29 -0.60

(0.37) (0.38) (0.38) (0.38) (0.38)

0.10 0.42 0.11 0.83 0.77

(0.06) (0.10) (0.07) (0.10) (0.13)

Log-likelihood -6731.10 -6623.52 -6967.72 -6698.70 -6595.72

N 15,633 15,633 15,633 15,633 15,633

Table 11. Discrete time logit estimates of exits from other types of subsidized housing, PSID (Spells 

clustered within 4,439 individuals)

Education, missing

Family - male head

Family - female head

Nonfamily - male head

Nonfamily - female head

Black

Other

College Degree and Above

Some College

9-12 years, no diploma

High School Diploma

19-25

26-40

41-65

65+

Extended family members present*

1981-1990

1990-2000

2001-2007

Number of children under 6*

Earnings/1000*

Means-Tested Benefits/1000*

Unemployed looking for work

Unemployed, not looking for work

Unemployment status missing

Disability preventing work*

Disability (not in universe)*

Previous spells*

County unemployment rate*

Fair Market Rent/100*

Geography missing*

Cubic Spline 1

Cubic Spline 2

Cubic Spline 3

Intercept
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before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.54 0.62 0.000

Family size 3.91 3.48 0.000

Number of children, age<6 1.00 0.96 0.000

Extended family members present 0.27 0.21 0.000

Household labor income 17,330 13,864 0.000

Household transfer income 3,867 3,615 0.041

Proportion receiving foodstamps 0.36 0.38 0.001

Proportion receiving AFDC/TANF 0.05 0.07 0.000

Proportion employed (household head) 0.37 0.42 0.000

Neighborhood: percent black 46 46 0.529

Neighborhood: poverty rate 23 27 0.000

Neighborhood: unemployment rate 10 11 0.000

Neighborhood: percent on welfare 12 14 0.000

Neighborhood: percent single-headed households 32 34 0.000

Neighborhood: percent children 28 30 0.000

Table 12. Characteristics of individuals before and after entering public housing, PSID 

(N=4,966)

 
 

before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.56 0.54 0.000

Family size 3.88 3.56 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.84 0.79 0.000

Extended family members present 0.22 0.20 0.000

Household labor income 17,195 19,690 0.000

Household transfer income 3,686 3,497 0.210

Proportion receiving foodstamps 0.38 0.27 0.000

Proportion receiving AFDC/TANF 0.07 0.06 0.000

Proportion employed (household head) 0.35 0.31 0.000

Neighborhood: percent black 47 43 0.949

Neighborhood: poverty rate 27 22 0.000

Neighborhood: unemployment rate 11 10 0.000

Neighborhood: percent on welfare 14 10 0.000

Neighborhood: percent single-headed households 34 29 0.000

Neighborhood: percent children 30 28 0.000

Table 13. Characteristics of individuals before and after exiting public housing, PSID 
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before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.54 0.62 0.000

Family size 3.75 3.39 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.94 0.91 0.003

Extended family members present 0.24 0.17 0.000

Household labor income 18,286 14,475 0.000

Household transfer income 3,847 3,640 0.150

Proportion receiving foodstamps 0.36 0.40 0.143

Proportion receiving AFDC/TANF 0.07 0.07 0.623

Proportion employed (household head) 0.37 0.41 0.000

Neighborhood: percent black 41 39 0.000

Neighborhood: poverty rate 21 22 0.002

Neighborhood: unemployment rate 9 10 0.000

Neighborhood: percent on welfare 12 12 0.873

Neighborhood: percent single-headed households 31 31 0.012

Neighborhood: percent children 28 28 0.161

Table 14. Characteristics of individuals before and after entering other types of subsidized 

housing, PSID (N=3,396)

 
 

before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.53 0.53 0.737

Family size 3.79 3.59 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.94 0.88 0.000

Extended family members present 0.17 0.18 0.346

Household labor income 18,931 19,728 0.001

Household transfer income 3,412 3,239 0.027

Proportion receiving foodstamps 0.37 0.30 0.000

Proportion receiving AFDC/TANF 0.06 0.06 1.000

Proportion employed (household head) 0.34 0.35 0.203

Neighborhood: percent black 39 36 0.000

Neighborhood: poverty rate 22 20 0.000

Neighborhood: unemployment rate 10 9 0.000

Neighborhood: percent on welfare 12 10 0.000

Neighborhood: percent single-headed households 31 28 0.000

Neighborhood: percent children 29 28 0.000

Table 15. Characteristics of individuals before and after exiting other types of subsidized 

housing, PSID (N=3,582)
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before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.78 0.79 0.550

Family size 3.68 3.44 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.90 0.87 0.090

Extended family members present 0.24 0.21 0.002

Household labor income 8,224 8,464 0.449

Household transfer income 3,968 3,786 0.123

Proportion receiving foodstamps 0.59 0.49 0.000

Proportion receiving AFDC/TANF 0.09 0.09 1.000

Proportion employed (household head) 0.56 0.56 0.952

Neighborhood: percent black 52 50 0.002

Neighborhood: poverty rate 30 26 0.000

Neighborhood: unemployment rate 13 12 0.000

Neighborhood: percent on welfare 16 12 0.000

Neighborhood: percent single-headed households 38 34 0.000

Neighborhood: percent children 31 30 0.000

Table 16. Characteristics of individuals before and after moving from public to other housing, 

PSID (N=1,151)
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before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.63 0.70 0.000

Family size 3.98 3.50 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.86 0.96 0.000

Extended family members present 0.28 0.25 0.000

Proportion employed 0.23 0.23 0.143

Household labor income 1,711 1,234 0.000

Household transfer income 141 144 0.086

Household in-kind benefits 174 161 0.000

Table 17. Characteristics of individuals before and after entering public housing, SIPP 

(N=5,020)

 
 

before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.69 0.65 0.000

Family size 3.71 3.88 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.87 0.62 0.000

Extended family members present 0.26 0.24 0.022

Proportion employed 0.28 0.28 0.814

Household labor income 1,525 1,739 0.000

Household transfer income 132 122 0.000

Household in-kind benefits 145 143 0.245

Table 18. Characteristics of individuals before and after exiting public housing, SIPP 

 
 

before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.65 0.69 0.000

Family size 4.05 3.64 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.94 1.01 0.000

Extended family members present 0.28 0.22 0.000

Proportion employed 0.18 0.17 0.170

Household labor income 1,407 1,024 0.000

Household transfer income 165 166 0.536

Household in-kind benefits 252 240 0.011

Table 19. Characteristics of individuals before and after entering other types of subsidized 

housing, SIPP (N=2,826)
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before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.65 0.63 0.001

Family size 3.91 3.98 0.000

Number of children, age<6 0.99 0.73 0.000

Extended family members present 0.24 0.24 0.478

Proportion employed 0.23 0.23 0.672

Household labor income 1,352 1,570 0.000

Household transfer income 129 117 0.000

Household in-kind benefits 226 209 0.000

Table 20. Characteristics of individuals before and after exiting other types of subsidized 

housing, SIPP (N=3,182)

 
 

before after

p-value of 

difference

Proportion in single-headed households 0.78 0.77 0.556

Family size 3.80 3.71 0.007

Number of children, age<6 0.89 0.86 0.015

Extended family members present 0.24 0.21 0.031

Proportion employed 0.17 0.18 0.140

Household labor income 944 935 0.779

Household transfer income 178 169 0.000

Household in-kind benefits 240 238 0.652

Table 21. Characteristics of individuals before and after moving from public to other housing, 

SIPP (N=1,606)
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Figure 1. Hazard of entering subsidized housing (PSID) 
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Figure 2a. Hazard of exiting public housing (SIPP) 

 

 

 
Figure 2b. Hazard of exiting public housing (PSID) 
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Figure 3a. Hazard of exiting other types of subsidized housing (SIPP) 

 

 

 
Figure 3b. Hazard of exiting other types of subsidized housing (PSID) 
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Figure 4. Multi-state representation of entering and exiting subsidized housing  

 

 

 
Figure 5. Smoothed transition probability between different types of housing, multi-state 

representation (PSID) 

 

1) Private housing market 2) Public housing 

3) Other types of subsidized 

housing (vouchers and 

private building-based 

subsidized units) 
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Table A1. Consistency of entries into and exits from subsidized housing and residential moves

SIPP PSID SIPP PSID SIPP PSID SIPP PSID

No 7,344 6,362 10,738 6,420 3,489 3,656 38,009 3,482

Yes 11,722 152 8,328 94 4,286 50 24,632 224

Total 19,066 6,514 19066 6,514 7,775 3,706 62,641 3,706

Move into public housing 

without switching 

addressed

Move out of public housing 

without switching 

addresses

Move into other type of 

housing without switching 

addressed

Move out of other type of 

housing without switching 

addresses

 
 
Table A2. Discrepancies between subsidized housing self-reports and administrative data, 1986-1995 (PSID)

Person years Percent

No discrepancy 21,346 58

In public 

housing in 

administrative 

data, but not in 

self-reports

544 1

In public 

housing in self-

reports, but not 

in 

administrative 

data

7,586 21

In other types 

of housing in 

administrative 

data, but not in 

self-reports

2,042 6

In other types 

of housing in 

self-reports, 

but not in 

administrative 

data

5,117 14

Total 36,635 100%  
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Table A3. Recoded person-months or person-years given residential moves

SIPP PSID SIPP PSID

Not recoded 81,876 26,621 44,236 15,935

Recoded to other category 5,004 1,249 -- 0

Recoded to subsidized 21,457 132 6,786 319

Total 108,337 28,002 51,022 16,254

Public Housing Other housing

 
 

Table A4. Median time in subsidized housing by type of subsidy and source of data

SIPP months PSID years SIPP months PSID years

Administrative 

data
-- 5 -- 3

Self-reports 12 2 13 2

Self-reports 

edited for 

residential 

moves

36 4 34 4

Administrative 

data and edited 

self-reports 

combined

-- 5 -- 4

Median time in public 

housing

Median time in other types of 

housing
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Figure A1a. Proportion in public housing by month (SIPP) 
 

 
Figure A1b. Proportion in other types of subsidized housing by month (SIPP) 
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Figure A2a. Proportion in public housing by month, edited for residential moves (SIPP) 

 

 

 
Figure A2b. Proportion in other types of subsidized housing by month, edited for residential 

moves (SIPP) 
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Figure A3a. Proportion in public housing by year, self-reports (PSID) 

 

 
Figure A3b. Proportion in other types of subsidized housing by year, self-reports (PSID) 
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Figure A4a. Proportion in public housing by year, self-reports edited for residential moves 

(PSID) 

 

 
Figure A4b. Proportion in other types of housing by year, self-reports edited for residential 

moves (PSID) 
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Chapter 2. Subsidized Housing and Household Structure 

 

 

 

 

Two of the explicit goals of US welfare policy have been to keep families together and to 

discourage non-marital childbearing (Berrick 2006). While participation in AFDC has had a 

modest effect on divorce and separation and almost no effect on unmarried fertility, the 

program’s most pronounced influence may have been on the living arrangements of unmarried 

mothers by encouraging their independent residence away from kin (Ruggles 1997). This paper 

will examine a related but often overlooked part of the relationship between government 

subsidies and household composition, namely how the availability and receipt of subsidized 

housing affects household composition.  

Housing subsidies defray the largest expense facing families and may provide residents 

with options away from unsatisfactory relationships and crowded conditions (Freeman 2005). On 

the other hand, the strict rules regarding who may reside in the subsidized apartment and 

stepped-up enforcement of “one strike, you’re out” rules as they pertain to people with drug 

abuse histories and criminal records may limit the pool of potential partners available to 

subsidized residents and keep unions from forming in subsidized housing (Mincy 2009). 

Moreover, the act of entering and exiting the program as opposed to the length of stay in 

subsidized housing may by themselves influence household composition decisions, as a mother 

may choose to live apart from the father of her child if that means she is eligible for the subsidy 

or choose to move out if the rules in subsidized housing make certain unions or living 

arrangements impossible. Therefore, I analyze not only the dynamics of household composition 

during tenure in subsidized housing but also before families take up the subsidy and after they 

give it up. 
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Housing assistance and household structure 

Housing assistance might affect household composition in several ways. First, by 

reducing the cost of housing, rent subsidies may also reduce the economic incentive to share a 

home and thus reduce household size. This prediction is supported by empirical evidence 

showing that households receiving rent assistance have fewer adults (Ellen and O’Flaherty 2002, 

Abt Associates 2006, Freeman 2005). For example, subsidized single adults are less likely to get 

married over time (Freeman 2005). Moreover, cohabitation before the birth of a child is less 

likely if the mother lives in subsidized housing rather than other types of rental housing (Turner 

2003). In fact, in-depth interviews with recipients of Welfare-to-Work housing vouchers in a 

demonstration program for single mothers on welfare show that vouchers enabled them to stop 

living with partners in abusive circumstances (Abt Associates 2006). Therefore, by providing 

single adults and especially single women with children with a feasible alternative to staying in 

unsatisfactory relationships, housing subsidies may allow mothers with children to establish 

independent households away from partners and other family members (Turner 2003, Freeman 

2005, Abt Associates 2006).  

Nevertheless, the stringent rules of who may live under the same lease in a subsidized 

apartment may also cause unwanted family break-ups. For example, Welfare-to-Work voucher 

recipients reported amongst the reasons of not living with other relatives the mistaken belief that 

even related adult males (e.g. husbands, adult sons) could not live in the same household as the 

voucher holder. Therefore, even though housing assistance does not appear to affect the 

dissolution of partnerships once families enter the program (Freeman 2005), it may reduce the 
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number of adults in a household by forcing subsidized individuals to choose between taking up 

the subsidy or living together with other family members. 

Second, by decreasing rent burdens and freeing up family resources, housing assistance 

might make having an additional child more feasible, thus, increasing the number of children in 

the household (Freeman 2005). Nevertheless, while recipients of housing assistance do have 

more children on average than their private-market counterparts, they are less likely to have an 

additional child while in public housing (Freeman 2005). Therefore, the program itself does not 

appear to have a positive effect on the number of minors in the household. 

Third, because of their access to stable and decent housing, subsidized families may take 

in extended family members in hard times. There is some limited cross-sectional evidence 

though that subsidized residents do not appear to be doubled up with other adults. For example, 

housing assisted leavers of TANF are much less likely than non-assisted leavers to live in 

extended family or multifamily households (Mancuso et al. 2003). Moreover, Welfare-to-Work 

voucher recipients reported satisfaction with being able to leave doubled-up housing 

arrangements (Abt Associates 2006). Voucher recipients considered forming their own 

household an improvement that gave them a sense of increased stability and independence (Abt 

Associates 2006). In fact, they could still rely on support from their kin even though they did not 

live in the same housing unit (Abt Associates 2006).  

Nevertheless, the initial decrease of the number of family members living with the 

subsidized individual could still be offset over time by the stability and quality of subsidized 

housing arrangements. For example, family members who find themselves without housing 

options or with poor housing alternatives may seek help first from individuals in subsidized 

housing, thus, bringing up the number of persons in the subsidized unit over time. Therefore, 
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while initially housing subsidies may allow recipients living in extended households to move out 

and form their own households, over the long run they can also make recipients more attractive 

to pleas for help with housing from friends and extended family members. 

 

Research Model 

As the decision to enter and exit subsidized housing is related to the household 

composition of tenants who choose to take advantage of the subsidy, I examine the household 

structure of subsidized tenants not only during their stays in subsidized apartments but also 

before they take up the subsidy and after they leave the program. While there is some evidence 

that being in subsidized housing reduces the number of adults in the household compared to 

income-eligible households (Ellen and O’Flaherty 2002, Abt Associates 2006, Freeman 2005), it 

is not clear whether this reduction comes about because of lower propensity of subsidized tenants 

to marry, lower propensity to cohabit or lower propensity to live with other kin. Therefore, my 

study builds upon previous findings regarding the number of adults in subsidized households by 

using the complete household roster of subsidized units and tracking over time exactly who 

moves in or who moves out of the household. 

Moreover, it is not established whether the event of entering the program or exiting the 

program rather than the stay in a subsidized apartment has a greater salience for the marital, 

cohabitation, and doubling-up decisions of subsidized individuals. We know that over time 

subsidized individuals have lower probabilities to get married and, once partnered, lower 

probabilities to get divorced (Freeman 2005). We also know that subsidized pregnant women are 

less likely to cohabit with the father of the child compared to similar non-subsidized women 

(Turner 2003). However, these findings do not speak to how household composition changes in 



80 

 

conjunction with the event of entering or exiting subsidized housing. Moreover, the first set of 

results are only based on subsidized households in New York City who did not move between 

1996 and 1999 (Freeman 2005), while the second set of findings come from cross-sectional data  

(Turner 2003). Therefore, I build upon these previous studies of the marital and cohabitation 

decisions of subsidized households by using a nationally representative dataset of both 

subsidized and non-subsidized individuals that tracks household composition decisions and 

subsidized housing receipt on a monthly basis for the period 1990-2008. I not only explore if a 

move into subsidized housing is associated with leaving overcrowded conditions or doubled-up 

living arrangements. I also ascertain how households change over time by tracking the 

movement of specific individuals across household arrangements in conjunction with changes in 

subsidized housing receipt. 

I answer the following questions. Is a move into subsidized housing associated with a 

decrease in the number of household members and, if so, is that decrease due to a move away 

from a spouse, cohabitor, or other kin? Is the negative effect on marriage for individuals in the 

program due to the income eligibility rules of subsidized housing or is it due to the unfavorable 

set of marital prospects that people in subsidized housing face? Are exits from subsidized 

housing associated with changes in household composition such as marriage or are they due to 

other circumstances related to increases in employment stability and earnings? How would 

household arrangements both for the subsidized and unsubsidized population change if the rates 

of entry into and rates of exit from subsidized housing change or if the number of people that the 

subsidized housing program can accommodate changes? 

I answer these questions using a multi-state life table that allows me to incorporate within 

the same analysis the sequence of decisions that individuals make regarding whether or not to 
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receive a housing subsidy and in what type of household arrangements to live. It is 

methodologically challenging to establish a causal relationship between stays in subsidized 

housing and the timing of union formation, childbearing, and doubling-up with family members 

and roommates. It may be the case that households with certain living arrangements choose to 

apply for subsidized housing in order to establish a less stressful environment for their children. 

It could also be true, however, that the rules associated with living in subsidized apartments 

discourage certain household arrangements from happening, so that the beneficiary does not lose 

the subsidy. Therefore, my study builds upon the findings of previous research regarding the 

decrease in the number of adults in subsidized housing and the decrease in the marital prospects 

of subsidized adults by examining the complete sequence of household decisions that individuals 

make in conjunction with entries into and exits from subsidized housing. Because I do not 

impose a particular causal order to household formation and subsidized housing decisions, I am 

able to see what particular circumstances lead to the realized household arrangements in 

subsidized housing, how households evolve while in subsidized housing, and how they change 

once their members leave subsidized housing. 

 

Methods 

The multi-state life table, also known as an increment-decrement life table, characterizes 

population movement over time between finite and mutually exclusive states (Schoen 1975, 

1988). The transitions from one state to another occur as a Markov process, meaning that the 

distribution of the population across all states at time t depends only on the distribution of the 

population across all states at time t-1. Multi-state life tables are useful in the analysis of life 

cycle processes that involve multiple and recurrent transitions between at least two transient 
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states. The direction of movement across states is flexible. 

In this paper, I specifically analyze the transitions of individuals between different types 

of household arrangements crossed with subsidized housing status. I categorize household 

arrangements as follows: 1) single person household; 2) married couple family household; 3) 

single householder with at least one child under 18; 4) married couple family household with at 

least one child under 18; 5) single householder with a cohabitor
22

, or non-primary family 

members, or roommates
23

; 6) single householder with at least one child under 18 and a cohabitor, 

or non-primary family members, or roommates; 7) married couple household with non-primary 

relatives, or roommates; 8) married couple household with at least one child under 18 and non-

primary relatives, or roommates. These household arrangements can occur both within and 

outside subsidized housing, yielding a sixteen state space. Figure 1 is a schematic representation 

of all household arrangements crossed with subsidized housing status.
24

 I examine transitions 

between all states in the figure. All transitions are reversible and there are no absorbing states. 

Transitions can occur on a monthly basis. The clock in the analysis is age measured in months. 

My analysis proceeds in three steps. First, I calculate the observed transition rates 

between distinct states in my multi-state life table (nM
ij

x). Second, using these observed rates, I 

                                                 
22

 The SIPP only started collecting data on cohabitation with the 1996 panel. Before the 1996 

panel, any cohabitor would be classified as a “non-relative” member of the household. Therefore, 

I choose to classify cohabitors in the “non-primary relative/roommate” category, so that I use 

consistent household categories over time. In future research, I will explore the possibility of 

coding cohabitors for panels prior to the 1996 one, using the householder’s age, sex and marital 

status to construct implied cohabitation status. 

 
23

 Non-primary family members are the following: parent of the householder, grandchild of the 

householder, brother/sister of the householder, foster child of the householder, other relative of 

the householder. 

 
24

 Note that for neatness not all transitions have been marked with an arrow. However, I examine 

transitions between all states in the figure. 
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estimate the following multi-state life table quantities for a synthetic cohort of 10,000 people: 1) 

the number of people in state i at age x (l
i
(x)); 2) the number of transitions from state i to state j 

between ages x and x+1 (nd
ij

x); 3) the probability of leaving state i between age x and age x+1 

(q
i
x); and 4) the number of person-months lived in state i between ages x and x+1 (nL

i
x). The 

mathematical relationships between these measures are as follows: 

l
i
(x+n) = l

i
(x) + Σ nd

ji
x – Σ nd

ij
x                                                            (1) 

nd
ij

x = nM
ij

x * nL
i
x                                                                                 (2) 

nL
i
x = .5 * [ l

i
(x) + l

i
(x+n)]                                                                  (3) 

q
i
x = 1 – (l

i
(x) – l

i
(x+n)) /  l

i
(x)                                                             (4) 

(Palloni 2001: 263) 

 Third, after I construct my multi-state life table using the observed transition rates 

between each state, I conduct a number of simulations that show what would happen to the 

household arrangements of the subsidized and the non-subsidized population under different 

policy regimes that would affect either the rates of entry into and exit from subsidized housing or 

the number of people in subsidized housing. Specifically, I manipulate the rate of entry into 

subsidized housing and the rate of exit from subsidized housing to be zero, half, twice or four 

times its current rate at any age. Second, I manipulate the number of people in subsidized 

housing at age 0 or age 18 to be zero, half, twice or four times the current number. These 

simulations show how changing who gets in or gets out of subsidized housing would change the 

household composition of the non-subsidized and the subsidized population. 

 

Data 

I implement the multi-state life table analysis using data from the 1990, 1991, 1992, 
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1993, 1996, 2001 and 2004 panels of Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) 

covering the period between 1990 and 2008. The SIPP is a nationally representative, longitudinal 

survey of the U.S. civilian non-institutionalized population. It was designed to measure the 

effectiveness of federal, state, and local programs and to collect measures of economic 

wellbeing. Each SIPP panel lasts between 3 and 4 years. Interviews are conducted every four 

months with information available for each of the preceding four months. The SIPP has a 

detailed household roster, which allows me to create different categories of household 

composition. In addition, the SIPP has been asking householders whether they live in public 

housing or whether they receive any other help from federal, state or local sources in paying their 

rent in every wave of each panel. The “other” category of subsidized housing includes both 

privately managed building-based subsidized housing (such as properties built using Low 

Income Housing Tax Credits) and housing vouchers that subsidized individuals can use on the 

private market. 

Descriptive statistics (Table 1) indicate that the distribution of person-months spent in 

different types of household arrangements is similar across the two types of housing subsidies. 

For example, 19 percent of person-months in public housing are spent in a single-person 

household, while the corresponding number for other types of subsidized housing is 15 percent. 

Twenty-five percent of person-months in public housing are spent in a household with a married 

couple with at least one child versus 23 percent in other types of subsidized housing. The biggest 

difference between the two housing subsidy types is in the category of single parent with child 

where 41 percent of person-months in public housing occur. The corresponding number for other 

types of subsidized housing is 51 percent. Despite this last difference, for simplicity, I combine 

both categories of subsidized housing into a single one. 
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Results 

My analysis uses the monthly longitudinal housing and household composition histories 

of all individuals in all SIPP panels from 1990 through 2008. I use information on more than 17 

million person-months, clustered within 604,052 individuals. About 5 percent of these 

individuals (N=31,860) have ever been in subsidized housing. I observe a total of 7,181 

transitions into subsidized housing and a total of 9,018 transitions out of subsidized housing 

(Table 2). As Table 2 shows, States 1 through 6 experience a fair amount of both outflow and 

inflow, while States 7 and 8 experience very few transitions into and out of them. States 15 and 

16 also send very few individuals into subsidized housing. While I keep these states in my 

analysis for completeness, in all subsequent discussions I focus my attention on describing the 

states where individuals spend the most time (i.e. States 1, 3 and 4, see Table 2) and the 

transitions between states that are most frequent (i.e. transitions into and out of States 1, 2, 3, 4 

and 5, see Table 2). 

 

Unconditional and Conditional Durations 

Table 3 shows the expected number of years spent in each of the 16 states of my multi-

state life table overall and disaggregated by age period. The total duration shows that over an 

entire life course, an individual is expected to spend about 4 years (1.18+0.31+1.41+0.74+ 

0.13+0.12+0.01+0.02 = 3.92) in subsidized housing with the rest of the time – outside of 

subsidized housing
25

. The longest expected duration overall is for State 12 – a married couple 

                                                 
25

 The SIPP dataset includes individuals as young as 1 month old and as old as 89 years old. 

Therefore, the expected durations in the table are computed off of the observed transitions in the 

dataset given the age span of respondents. 



86 

 

family with at least one child outside of subsidized housing (36 years). Within subsidized 

housing, the longest expected durations are for State 3 – single householder with at least one 

child (1.4 years), followed by State 1 – single person household (1.2 years).  

States 3 and 1 correspond to the most frequent household arrangements within subsidized 

programs targeted, respectively, at families and at the elderly. There is a strong life course 

component to the ages at which subsidized individuals live in these particular household 

arrangements. For example, 73% (0.86/1.18*100) of the expected duration in subsidized housing 

as a single person household occurs after age 65, while 58% (0.82/1.41*100) of the expected 

duration in subsidized housing in a single parent household occurs before age 18. In contrast, 

outside of subsidized housing only 56% of the expected duration in a single person household 

occurs after age 65 and only 30% of the expected duration in a single parent household occurs 

before age 18. 

 Because of the strong age patterns of household arrangements in subsidized housing, next 

I ask the question of what happens to individuals once they are in a certain household 

arrangement at a certain age (Tables 4 and 5). The first line in Tables 4 and 5 represents the 

unconditional duration in each state, or the average duration spent in each state regardless of the 

state of origin at either age 0 or age 18. The unconditional durations in Table 4 match the ones 

from Table 3 as I compute them over the entire life course. The unconditional durations in Table 

5 cover the period of life after age 18 and sum up only to 71.4 years. The rest of the rows in 

Tables 4 and 5 show conditional durations in each state. These durations depend on the state in 

which each individual was at either age 0 or age 18
26

. 

                                                 
26

 Since no one can be in a single person household or a married couple household without a 

child at age 0, in Table 4 I do not present conditional durations for states 1, 2, 9, and 10. 
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Similarly to the unconditional durations, the conditional durations show that the longest 

lasting states in subsidized housing are a single person household (State 1) and a single-headed 

householder with at least one child (State 3). In particular, depending on the state in which an 

individual is at birth, that individual is expected to spend between 1.45 and 2.78 years in a single 

parent household in subsidized housing
27

. The longest duration in that state is for children who 

are born to a single parent outside of subsidized housing. These children are expected to spend a 

total of 6 years over their entire life course (1.19+0.31+2.78+1.20+ 0.15+0.34+0.01+0.06 = 6.04) 

in subsidized housing with the largest share of that time (2.78 years) in a single-parent 

household. The total duration in subsidized housing for children who start out life in single-

parent families (State 12) is about 2 years longer than any of the other durations in subsidized 

housing conditional on being born into a particular household arrangement. 

After age 18, the unconditional expected duration in subsidized housing is about 3 years 

(Table 5). Compared to this unconditional duration of 3 years, individuals who started out in a 

single-parent household outside of subsidized housing (State 12) at age 18 are expected to spend 

about 4 years in subsidized housing. Taken together Tables 4 and 5 show that it is individuals 

who start off in single-parent households outside of subsidized housing who end up staying the 

longest in subsidized housing. 

 

Transitions across States: A Graphical Approach 

 Next, I present in graph form the annual transition probabilities between different 

                                                 
27

 Please note that the years spent in a particular state are calculated over an entire life. 

Therefore, an individual could be in subsidized housing in a single parent household either as the 

child to a single parent or the single parent to a child. Table 4 does not show distinctions between 

what role in the household each individual holds as it sums across all instances of life spent 

across different household arrangements over an entire lifespan. 



88 

 

household states over time
28

. Figures 2 through 7 graph the probabilities of transition from 

household states in subsidized housing, while figures 8 through 19 graph the probabilities of 

transition from household states outside of subsidized housing. The clock in all figures is age. I 

present transition probabilities that are based on at least 50 total transitions
29

. Dashed lines graph 

transitions into different types of household arrangements in subsidized housing, while solid 

lines graph transitions into different household arrangements on the private housing market. For 

all transitions out of subsidized housing (out of States 1 though 9) and into subsidized housing 

(into States 1 through 9), I also plot on the same graph the total number of transitions between 

distinct states off of which I compute the transition probabilities. I plot the number of transitions 

with a dot. Each dot represents the total number of transitions in the ten-year period around the 

dot. For example, the first dot from the left on each graph shows the total number of transitions 

between ages 0 and 10, the second dot – the total number of transitions between ages 11 and 20, 

the third dot – the total number of transitions between ages 21 and 30, etc. 

First, Figure 2 shows the probability of transitioning from a single-person household in 

subsidized housing to any other type of household.
30

 That single person has the highest 

probability of transitioning to either a single-parent household with child in subsidized housing 

(State 1 to State 3) or to living in a single-person household outside of subsidized housing (State 

                                                 
28

 The graphed annual transition probabilities are smoothed using the –lowess– command in 

STATA 10, a running-mean smoothing method with a bandwidth of 1 (Cox 2005). I also 

experimented with smoothing the transition probabilities using a regression of the transition 

probabilities on a third-order polynomial of age. The graphs across the two methods are similar 

in terms of the resulting shape and order of the lines. 

 
29

 As discussed above, there are very few transitions between certain states (see Table 2). 

Therefore, I choose to present only the lines that are based on more than 50 transitions between 

two states. 

 
30

 No one lives in a single-person household or a married couple household before the age of 16. 

Therefore, the transition probabilities into and out of States 1, 2, 9, and 10 start at age 16. 
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1 to State 9). Second, Figure 3 shows the transition probabilities for a married couple living in 

subsidized housing. A similar pattern to Figure 2 emerges in that households have high 

probabilities of transitioning outside of subsidized housing in the same household arrangement 

(State 2 to State 10) and high probabilities of welcoming a child to the family (State 2 to State 4) 

especially before age 40. In addition married couple households have a growing probability over 

time of transitioning into a single-person household (State 2 to State 1), which could be 

attributable to divorce earlier in life and mortality later in life. 

Third, Figure 4 shows the transition probabilities for a single householder with child in 

subsidized housing. The probability of transitioning outside of subsidized housing in the same 

household arrangement stays about the same through age 20 and drops off after that (State 3 to 

State 11), while the probability of staying in subsidized housing as a single person household 

picks up after age 20 (State 3 to State 1). The first pattern is consistent with parents leaving 

subsidized housing with their minor children. The second pattern is consistent with children 

leaving the nest as they and their parents age. In addition, Figure 4 shows small probabilities of 

transitioning to a married couple household with child (State 3 to State 4) or a single householder 

with cohabitor/roommates (State 3 to State 5). This pattern implies that single parents in 

subsidized housing do marry but the probability of marriage is much lower than the probability 

of leaving subsidized housing altogether (State 4 vs. State 11). Moreover, it suggests that as 

children age they may stay with their parents in subsidized housing as adult roommates (State 5).  

Figure 5 reveals similar patterns to Figure 4 in that individuals transition outside of 

subsidized housing in the same household arrangement as they were in subsidized housing, in 

this case – a married couple household with at least one child (State 4 to State 12). It also shows 

that starting with age 35, the probability of transitioning to a married couple household without 
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any children picks up which is consistent with children leaving the nest. Figure 5 also shows that 

the probability of transitioning from a married couple family to a single parent family (State 4 to 

State 3) decreases up to age 50 and increases after that. This pattern reveals that there is some 

probability of married couples in subsidized housing splitting up over time. 

Finally, in terms of the transitions from household states in subsidized housing, Figures 6 

and 7 show that there is not one distinct pattern of transition probabilities for households with 

cohabitors and/or roommates (State 5 or State 6). While these households do have relatively high 

probabilities of transitioning outside of subsidized housing in the same household arrangement 

(State 5 to State 13 or State 6 to State 14), there are also high probabilities of transitioning to a 

single parent household (States 3 and 11) and somewhat lower probabilities of transitioning to a 

married couple household with child (State 4).  

Overall, the figures showing the transitions from household arrangements in subsidized 

housing (transitions from States 1 through 8) suggest that when individuals living in subsidized 

housing transition to a different household arrangement, that transition happens to a household 

arrangement in subsidized housing. When they leave subsidized housing, they have the highest 

probabilities of transitioning in the same household arrangement. The figures also imply that the 

probability of marriage for single parents in subsidized housing is much lower than the 

probability of leaving subsidized housing altogether. The figures also show that the probability 

of a split for married parents with children is much lower than leaving subsidized housing 

altogether. 

Next, Figures 8 through 13 plot the transition probabilities from household arrangements 

not in subsidized housing to all other types of household arrangements (transitions from States 9 

through 16). Individuals living across all types of household arrangements outside of subsidized 



91 

 

housing have probabilities of transitioning into subsidized housing very close to 0. The only 

exceptions to this pattern are individuals living in single-parent households (State 11, Figure 10), 

cohabitor/roommate households (State 13, Figure 12), and single-parent households with a 

cohabitor/relatives/roommates (State 14, Figure 13), where the probability of entering subsidized 

housing as single-parent household is modest especially before the age of 40 (States 11, 13, or 14 

to State 3). 

Because of the very low probabilities of transitioning into subsidized housing compared 

to transitioning to different types of household arrangement outside of subsidized housing, I plot 

separately all transitions into subsidized housing from different types of household arrangements 

outside of subsidized housing (Figures 14 through 19). First, single individuals outside of 

subsidized housing have the highest probability of transitioning into subsidized housing as a 

single individual compared to any other household arrangement (State 9 to State 1, Figure 14). 

Before age 50, they also have a declining probability of transitioning into subsidized housing that 

is associated with the birth of a child (State 9 to State 3, Figure 14). 

Second, individuals living in a married couple household outside of subsidized housing 

have a fairly low and steady probability of entering subsidized housing as a single individual 

(State 10 to State 1, Figure 15), while individuals living in single parent households outside of 

subsidized housing overwhelmingly enter the program again as a single parent household (State 

11 to State 3, Figure 16). 

Third, individuals who are already married with children have the highest probability of 

entering subsidized housing as a married couple with child (State 12 to State 4, Figure 17), while 

individuals who live in the same household with a cohabitor, relatives and/or roommates up until 

age 30 have a high probability of transitioning into subsidized housing as a single householder 
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with a child  (State 13 to 3, Figure 18) and a modest probability thereafter of transitioning into 

subsidized housing either as a single householder or a single householder with 

cohabitor/roommates (State 13 to States 1 and 5, Figure 18). Finally, individuals who live in a 

household with a child and cohabitor/relatives/roommates have high probabilities of transitioning 

into subsidized housing as a single parent with child (State 14 to State 3, Figure 19) and modest 

ones of transitioning either as a cohabitating couple with child (State 14 to State 6, Figure 19) or 

as a married couple with child (State 14 to State 4, Figure 19).  

Overall, these results suggest that the entry into subsidized housing could reduce 

household size by the movement of individuals away from cohabitors, relatives or roommates. 

Nevertheless, married couples with children who enter subsidized housing have higher 

probabilities of making the transition in the same household arrangement as opposed to as a 

single-parent household. Moreover, while households with cohabitors/roommates have a high 

probability of transitioning into subsidized housing as a single-parent household they also have 

modest probabilities of bringing the cohabitor/roommate along with them. Therefore, subsidized 

households have lower numbers of adults because the program ends up admitting individuals 

who already live in single-parent households and because individuals living with cohabitors or 

roommates move away from them. However, the program does not seem to break up marriages 

that are already in existence.  

Looking back at Table 2, this is not a surprising result. For example, 86 percent of the 

transitions of single parent households into subsidized housing involve entering subsidized 

housing as a single parent household (State 11 to State 3), while 72 percent of the transitions of 

married couple households with children involve entering subsidized housing again as a married 

couple with children (State 12 to State 4). Moreover, 40 percent of the transitions into subsidized 
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housing of households with a cohabitor/roommate involve bringing the cohabitor/roommate 

along (State 13 to State 5). On the other hand, when households with children and 

cohabitors/relatives/roommates enter subsidized housing about half of those transitions involve 

leaving the cohabitor/relatives/roommates behind (State 14 to State 3). Therefore, Table 2 and 

the graphs of transitions into subsidized housing indicate that the entry into subsidized housing is 

associated with moving away from cohabitor/relatives/roommates for single parents with 

children; however, it is rarely associated with the break-up of an actual marriage.  

 

Simulations 

 As a final step in my analysis of the relationship between subsidized housing and 

household composition, I conduct a series of simulations that show what would happen to the 

household arrangements of the subsidized and the non-subsidized population should either the 

rates of entry into and exit from subsidized housing change or the number of people in 

subsidized housing change. Specifically, I first manipulate the rates of entry into subsidized 

housing and the rates of exit from subsidized housing for all individuals in my multi-state life 

table (Table 6). This simulation multiplies the transition rates by the same amount across all ages 

of the individuals in my analysis. Second, I manipulate the number of individuals in subsidized 

housing at age 0 (Table 7) and age 18 (Table 8). This manipulation involves changing the 

number of individuals across different household states only for ages 0 and 18. 

 Table 6 shows the results of my first simulation. The columns in this table represent the 

proportion of person-months lived over the course of a lifetime, given the observed rates of entry 

into and exit from subsidized housing and given the simulated rates of entry into and rates of exit 

from subsidized housing. I start with a simulation that assumes rates equal to 0 and proceed with 
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rates that are half the current observed rate, twice the current observed rate, and four times the 

current observed rate. 

First, using the observed rates of entry into and exits from subsidized housing, I show 

that individuals are expected to spend about 5 percent of their lives in subsidized housing across 

any of the eight household arrangements (States 1 through 8). In terms of calendar time spent in 

subsidized housing, individuals are expected to spend about 4 years in subsidized housing. When 

the rate of entry into subsidized housing drops to 0 and all rates of exit stay at their current 

levels, the corresponding percent of life lived in subsidized housing drops to 1 percent, or about 

1 year. When the rate is halved, the corresponding percent drops to 3, or about 3 years. When the 

rate is doubled, the corresponding percent increases to 8, or about 7 years. Finally, when the rate 

of entry is quadrupled, the corresponding percent increases to 15, or about 13 years. 

It is interesting to point out that increasing the rates of entry into subsidized housing does 

not have the same multiplicative effect across different types of household arrangements. For 

example, when the rate of entry into subsidized housing is quadrupled, the time spent in either a 

single-parent household (State 3) or a married couple household with child (State 4) only 

doubles, while the time spent in a single-person household quadruples (State 1). Given the age 

distribution across these household arrangements, this simulation implies that if the rates of entry 

into subsidized housing increased by the same factor across all ages, individuals would spend 

more of their lives in subsidized housing as single-person elderly households as opposed to 

younger single-parent or married couple households.  

If no one exits subsidized housing (rate of exit = 0) but the corresponding rates of entry 

are kept at their current levels, the percent of life lived in subsidized housing across all 

household states would be very similar to the observed percent of life lived in subsidized 
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housing, or about 5 percent. Even if the rate of exit is halved, doubled, or quadrupled, individuals 

would still spend about 5 percent of their lives in subsidized housing. Therefore, the expected 

percent of life lived in subsidized housing would stay about the same even if no one exited 

subsidized housing or if the current rates quadruple. 

Taken together the above simulations that manipulate the rates of entry into and rates of 

exit out of subsidized housing show that changing how fast people enter subsidized housing as 

opposed to changing how fast they exit subsidized housing would have a greater effect on the 

amount of time spent in subsidized housing. Moreover, increasing the rates of entry into 

subsidized housing does not have the same multiplicative effect across different types of 

household arrangements. If the rates of entry into subsidized housing increased by the same 

factor across all ages, the program would house single-person elderly households for longer 

periods of time compared to younger single parent or married couple households. 

Tables 7 and 8 show the results of my second simulation that manipulates the number of 

individuals in subsidized housing at either age 0 or age 18. Since I only simulate the number of 

individuals in subsidized housing at these two ages, my simulations amount to asking either what 

would happen to individuals if a different number of them are born into subsidized housing or 

what would happen to individuals if a different number of them start their adult lives in 

subsidized housing. 

I first start with a simulation that assumes that no one is born into subsidized housing. 

Then, I assume that half of the observed number of people are born into subsidized housing, 

twice the observed number of people are born into subsidized housing, and four times the 

observed number of people are born into subsidized housing.
 31

 As the first column in Table 7 

                                                 
31

 For all of these analyses, I use a synthetic cohort of 10,000 people and weigh the number of 
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shows, over the course of an entire lifetime given the current observed distribution of births 

across different household arrangements, an individual is expected to spend about 5 percent (or 

about 4 years) of his/her life in subsidized housing. If no one is born into subsidized housing, 

about 4 percent of person-months (or about 3 years) would be spent in subsidized housing. If 

only half of the current number of people is born into subsidized housing, about 5 percent of 

person-months (or about 4 years) would be spent in subsidized housing. When I double and 

quadruple the numbers at age 0, the corresponding percent of person-months are 6 percent (or 

about 5 years) and 8 percent (or about 7 years). 

Simulating the number of people in different household states at age 0 has the most 

impact on the percent months individuals spend in either single-parent households (State 3) or 

married couple households with children (State 4). For example, doubling the number of children 

at age 0 in subsidized housing increases the percent months spent in States 3 or 4 by about 40%, 

while quadrupling the number of children at age 0 in subsidized housing doubles the percent 

months spent in States 3 or 4. It is interesting to point out that this simulation has the same 

multiplicative effect on the percent months spent in both State 3 and State 4. Therefore, this 

simulation implies that if the relative proportions of children at age 0 across household states 

                                                                                                                                                             

people in each state according to their proportion across all household states in the SIPP. This 

analysis amounts to assuming that there are a total of 10,000 newborns across different 

household arrangements both inside and outside of subsidized housing or that there are a total of 

10,000 eighteen-year olds across all types of household arrangements. In order to maintain a 

starting cohort of 10,000 people, I either add or subtract the number of people who otherwise 

would have been in subsidized housing to the non-subsidized population. For example, if we 

assume that 500 of these 10,000 people are born in subsidized housing, it follows that 9,500 

children are born to households outside of subsidized housing. In the simulation where half the 

number of children is born in subsidized housing, I assume that only 250 children are born in 

subsidized housing and that 9,750 children are born outside of subsidized housing. In the 

simulation where twice the number of children are born in subsidized housing, I assume that 

1,000 children are born in subsidized housing and 9,000 children are born outside of subsidized 

housing. 
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stay the same, multiplying the absolute numbers by the same amount would not change the 

relative amounts of time spent across these household states in subsidized housing. In other 

words, the proportion of life spent in single parent or two-parent households in subsidized 

housing would not change if the relative rates of birth into these types of families also do not 

change.  

Table 8 shows the results of similar simulations to the ones in Table 7. In Table 8, I start 

with a cohort of 18-year olds instead of a cohort of newborns. The first column in Table 8 shows 

that given the current distribution of people in subsidized housing, an 18-year old is expected to 

spend about 4 percent of his/her life in subsidized housing (or about 3 years). Even if no one 

starts out in subsidized housing at age 18, the percent of life spent in subsidized housing would 

again be about 4. If half of the current number of people starts out in subsidized housing at age 

18, the percent would again stay at about 4. When I double or quadruple the number of 

individuals in subsidized housing at age 18, the corresponding percent of person-months goes up 

to about 5, representing an expected duration in subsidized housing after age 18 of about 4 years. 

The simulations in Tables 7 and 8 suggest that the biggest changes in the expected 

duration in subsidized housing occur when I manipulate how many people get into subsidized 

housing at birth as opposed to how many people are in subsidized housing at age 18. Unlike the 

simulations in Table 6, the ones in Table 7 and 8 also indicate that multiplying the number of 

people across household states at age 0 or 18 by the same number does not change the relative 

proportion of time spent in subsidized housing across different household arrangements. 

 

Discussion 

 This paper examines an understudied aspect of the relationship between government 



98 

 

subsidies and household structure, namely how entering subsidized housing, staying in 

subsidized housing and exiting into the private housing market interacts with the choices that 

subsidy recipients make regarding the kind of households they live in. Housing subsidies may 

provide families a way out of crowded and stressful living arrangements. At the same time, the 

income and behavioral rules associated with keeping the subsidy may make adding extra 

members to the household, especially adult members, a tough choice if that means losing the 

housing benefit. 

My multi-state life table results show that there is a distinct life course pattern to the entry 

into subsidized housing with younger individuals transitioning into subsidized housing as single 

parents with children and older individuals transitioning as single householders. In fact, a 

majority of years that subsidized individuals spend in a single parent household occur before age 

18, while a majority of years that subsidized individuals spend in single person households occur 

after age 65. Moreover, it is children who are born into single parent households outside of 

subsidized housing as opposed to those who are born to single parent households in subsidized 

housing who spend the most time in the program. Since single parent households and single 

person households are a majority of subsidized housing participants, the program seems to be 

serving the most vulnerable members of society – children in single parent household and the 

elderly – for the longest amounts of time. 

My results also show that the entry into subsidized housing is accompanied by changes in 

household composition that reduce the number of adults. Specifically, single parents living with 

cohabitors, roommates and other kin in a majority of cases move into subsidized housing leaving 

the cohabitors, roommates, and relatives behind. Nevertheless, the entry of married couple 

families into subsidized housing happens without any corresponding changes in household 
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composition. Therefore, while entries into subsidized housing may break up living arrangements 

with cohabitors, roommates, and relatives, they do not seem to break up marriages. 

I also find no strong evidence that marriages break up once individuals are in subsidized 

housing, but I do find that single mothers with children have low probabilities of marriage while 

in subsidized housing. Households in subsidized housing do not seem to take in cohabitors or 

extended family members while receiving the subsidy. Moreover, individuals tend to exit 

subsidized housing in the same household arrangement as they were in subsidized housing, 

indicating that these moves may be associated with other changing circumstances such as greater 

economic stability rather than changes in household composition. 

Finally, the simulations in my paper suggest that the biggest changes in the expected 

number of years that individuals spend in subsidized housing occur with changes in the rates of 

entry into subsidized housing or changes in how many people are born into subsidized housing. 

In fact, the expected percent of life lived in subsidized housing would stay about the same even if 

the current rates of exit quadrupled. These results indicate that a policy aimed at speeding the 

transitions of individuals out of subsidized housing would not change the amount of time that 

individuals spend in subsidized housing without any corresponding changes in the rates of entry 

into subsidized housing. Moreover, increasing the rates of entry into subsidized housing does not 

have the same multiplicative effect across different types of household arrangements. In fact, a 

policy that allows individuals across all ages to transition more frequently into subsidized 

housing would shift the program towards housing single-person elderly households for longer 

periods of time compared to younger single parent or married couple households. 

While my multi-state life table results extend our knowledge of the sequence of 

household transitions that happen along with entries into, stays in, and exits from subsidized 
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housing, as mentioned above, they do not imply a particular causal order to the decision with 

whom to live and the decision whether to use the subsidy. Therefore, my results cannot speak to 

what would have happened to households had they not received the subsidy, nor can they 

indicate if households engage in particular types of behaviors because they expect to receive the 

subsidy or because they are trying to keep the subsidy. Therefore, while I find descriptively that 

single parents in subsidized housing do not get married and that subsidized households do not 

take in additional adult members, it could be the case that the rules associated with who could be 

on the lease or what the maximum amount of household income should be might prevent some 

marriages from happening or might change with whom subsidized individuals choose to live. 

Nevertheless, I do not know if these single parents would have had better marriage prospects had 

they not been in subsidized housing nor do I know if households would have taken in additional 

members had they not been in subsidized housing. Therefore, a next step in this line of research 

would establish whether the associations I find in my paper are a function of the rules of the 

program or would have occurred even without the presence of the program. 
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Table 1. Percent Months Lived in Different Types of Household Structure by Subsidized Housing Status, SIPP 1990-2008

Household Structure Percent N Percent N Percent N

Single 18.6 131,834 14.8 37,922 11.2 1,818,846

Married 6.3 44,694 3.4 8,807 17.2 2,800,370

Single with child 40.9 289,945 50.5 129,641 13.1 2,137,077

Married with child 24.5 173,604 23.1 59,409 48.2 7,859,592

Single with cohabitor/relatives/roommates 3.9 27,662 3.8 9,777 5.1 823,071

Single with child and cohabitor/relatives/roommates 4.5 31,939 3.8 9,809 2.7 439,571

Married with relatives/roommates 0.3 1,836 0.1 247 0.7 106,754

Married with child and relatives/roommates 1.0 7,138 0.4 1,081 1.9 310,285

Total 100% 708,652 100% 256,693 100% 16,295,566

Public Housing

Other Types of 

Subsidized Housing

Not in Subsidized 

Housing
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Table 2. Total number of transitions between states (17,260,911 person-months clustered within 604,052 individuals; 31,860 individuals ever in subsidized housing)

Inflow state 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

Outflow 

state

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, or 

non-primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, or 

non-primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, or 

non-primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, or 

non-primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

1 120 294 38 125 12 3 4 570 33 55 41 107 12 36 26 1,476

2 145 5 329 25 1 1 1 12 222 3 18 3 3 1 9 778

3 325 6 743 153 187 1 3 117 20 3,176 339 105 399 9 131 5,714

4 36 179 868 70 32 2 26 86 24 114 2,086 47 62 4 68 3,704

5 227 59 151 131 66 16 2 91 7 64 46 233 13 7 6 1,119

6 10 4 248 68 92 0 35 19 1 140 36 20 254 2 13 942

7 4 2 2 3 15 0 13 7 2 1 2 2 2 9 0 64

8 2 2 18 17 1 39 9 4 0 13 16 6 10 1 53 191

9 639 19 53 34 79 14 4 4 5,487 4,979 2,804 4,745 252 410 280 19,803

10 19 247 10 20 4 4 0 0 4,997 403 14,401 785 143 87 218 21,338

11 93 11 2,295 102 41 123 3 15 6,167 712 10,159 2,408 2,693 190 861 25,873

12 101 29 269 1,339 58 29 5 20 5,736 12,227 14,062 2,318 1,647 296 1,692 39,828

13 113 14 75 25 176 14 5 7 7,280 3,050 2,180 2,823 1,363 599 232 17,956

14 23 10 324 79 21 197 0 15 409 245 3,527 2,857 1,700 49 765 10,221

15 13 1 8 2 9 0 6 0 537 143 140 281 542 53 472 2,207

16 34 13 216 47 4 24 0 23 427 363 1,171 1,960 221 1,030 497 6,030

Total 1,784 716 4,836 2,977 873 742 55 168 26,459 22,536 30,028 37,869 13,242 7,936 2,197 4,826 157,244

In subsidized housing Not in subsidized housing
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Table 3. Expected duration in years by state and age

Age

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Ages 0-18 0.00 0.00 0.82 0.37 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 3.36 12.60 0.06 0.90 0.05 0.68 19.0

Ages 19-35 0.05 0.01 0.48 0.23 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.01 1.84 1.20 2.97 8.54 0.92 0.34 0.12 0.22 17.0

Ages 36-64 0.25 0.08 0.34 0.25 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 3.94 6.00 3.29 13.24 1.08 0.25 0.07 0.15 29.0

Ages 65+ 0.86 0.21 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00 7.70 10.14 1.55 1.75 1.15 0.18 0.30 0.36 24.4

Total 1.18 0.31 1.41 0.74 0.13 0.12 0.01 0.02 13.68 17.80 11.15 35.99 3.26 1.66 0.55 1.41 89.4

Expected number of years to be lived in state j =

In subsidized housing Not in subsidized housing
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Table 4. Expected duration in years by state and state of originState of 

origin (at 

birth)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

All 1.18 0.31 1.41 0.74 0.13 0.12 0.01 0.02 13.68 17.80 11.15 35.99 3.26 1.66 0.55 1.41 89.4

1

2

3 1.18 0.31 1.45 0.86 0.14 0.16 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 10.99 35.98 3.26 1.63 0.55 1.40 89.4

4 1.18 0.31 1.64 0.77 0.14 0.16 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.08 35.77 3.26 1.64 0.55 1.40 89.4

5 1.18 0.31 1.68 0.88 0.14 0.17 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.06 35.66 3.26 1.63 0.55 1.40 89.4

6 1.18 0.31 1.65 0.88 0.14 0.12 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.04 35.75 3.26 1.62 0.55 1.40 89.4

7 1.18 0.31 1.68 0.88 0.14 0.17 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.06 35.66 3.26 1.63 0.55 1.40 89.4

8 1.18 0.31 1.67 0.88 0.14 0.16 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.06 35.67 3.26 1.63 0.55 1.39 89.4

9

10

11 1.18 0.31 1.62 0.89 0.14 0.16 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 10.55 36.23 3.25 1.61 0.55 1.40 89.4

12 1.19 0.31 2.78 1.20 0.15 0.34 0.01 0.06 13.72 17.78 13.15 30.11 3.33 2.59 0.60 2.09 89.4

13 1.18 0.31 1.68 0.88 0.14 0.17 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.06 35.67 3.25 1.63 0.55 1.40 89.4

14 1.18 0.31 1.65 0.88 0.14 0.16 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 10.94 36.10 3.25 1.36 0.55 1.39 89.4

15 1.18 0.31 1.68 0.88 0.14 0.17 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.06 35.67 3.26 1.63 0.53 1.40 89.4

16 1.18 0.31 1.66 0.89 0.14 0.16 0.01 0.03 13.68 17.80 11.01 36.01 3.26 1.60 0.54 1.14 89.4

Expected number of years to be lived in state j =

In subsidized housing Not in subsidized housing
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Table 5. Expected duration in years by state and state of originState of 

origin (at 

age=18)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

person

Married 

couple

Single 

householder 

with at least 

one child 

under 18

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18

Single 

householder 

with a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Single 

householder 

with child 

and a 

cohabitor, 

or non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

Married 

couple with 

at least one 

child under 

18 and non-

primary 

relatives, or 

roommates

All 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.60 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

1 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.60 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

2 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.60 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

3 1.17 0.31 0.73 0.54 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.81 7.84 23.83 3.24 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

4 1.18 0.31 0.91 0.48 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 13.69 17.80 7.88 23.65 3.24 0.81 0.51 0.76 71.4

5 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.61 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

6 1.18 0.31 0.92 0.55 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.63 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

7 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.60 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

8 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.79 7.86 23.60 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

9 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.67 17.79 7.86 23.61 3.23 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

10 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.68 17.78 7.87 23.60 3.24 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

11 1.17 0.31 0.92 0.58 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.60 17.81 6.81 24.70 3.20 0.80 0.52 0.77 71.4

12 1.23 0.32 1.44 0.73 0.16 0.08 0.01 0.02 13.92 17.74 9.81 19.91 3.55 1.03 0.59 0.86 71.4

13 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.56 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.67 17.78 7.87 23.65 3.20 0.80 0.51 0.76 71.4

14 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.56 0.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 13.66 17.78 7.88 23.77 3.17 0.72 0.51 0.76 71.4

15 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.55 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.67 17.78 7.87 23.63 3.23 0.80 0.49 0.75 71.4

16 1.18 0.31 0.93 0.56 0.13 0.06 0.01 0.01 13.67 17.78 7.88 23.67 3.23 0.80 0.49 0.71 71.4

In subsidized housing Not in subsidized housing

Expected number of years to be lived in state j =
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Table 6. Proportion of person-months lived between ages 0 and 89, observed and simulated rates

State

Observed 

rate

Rate of entry 

= 0

Rate of entry 

= 1/2

Rate of entry 

= x2

Rate of entry 

= x4

Rate of exit 

= 0

Rate of exit 

= 1/2

Rate of exit 

= x2

Rate of exit 

= x4

1 0.013 0.000 0.006 0.028 0.058 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.013

2 0.003 0.000 0.002 0.007 0.014 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

3 0.019 0.004 0.012 0.030 0.045 0.021 0.021 0.022 0.022

4 0.010 0.002 0.006 0.016 0.023 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.010

5 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.006 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002

6 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002

7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

9 0.153 0.144 0.149 0.161 0.172 0.137 0.138 0.144 0.151

10 0.199 0.194 0.197 0.202 0.204 0.184 0.185 0.190 0.197

11 0.124 0.128 0.126 0.120 0.111 0.120 0.121 0.125 0.130

12 0.399 0.449 0.423 0.356 0.289 0.434 0.428 0.408 0.382

13 0.036 0.035 0.036 0.037 0.039 0.033 0.034 0.036 0.039

14 0.018 0.020 0.019 0.017 0.014 0.019 0.019 0.020 0.021

15 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.007

16 0.016 0.017 0.016 0.015 0.013 0.016 0.017 0.018 0.019

Total 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  
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Table 7. Proportion of person-months lived between ages 0 and 89, observed and simulated number of people

State

Observed 

number of 

people at age 

0

Number of 

people at age 

0 = 0

Number of 

people at age 

0 = 1/2

Number of 

people at age 

0 = x2

Number of 

people at age 

0 = x4

1 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013

2 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

3 0.019 0.016 0.019 0.027 0.038

4 0.010 0.008 0.010 0.014 0.020

5 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002

6 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.005

7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001

9 0.153 0.153 0.153 0.153 0.153

10 0.199 0.199 0.199 0.199 0.199

11 0.124 0.125 0.124 0.121 0.117

12 0.399 0.403 0.399 0.388 0.374

13 0.036 0.036 0.036 0.036 0.037

14 0.018 0.019 0.018 0.017 0.016

15 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006

16 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.015 0.015

Total 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  
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Table 8. Proportion of person-months lived between ages 18 and 89, observed and simulated number of people

State

Observed 

number of 

people at age 

18

Number of 

people at age 

18 = 0

Number of 

people at age 

18 = 1/2

Number of 

people at age 

18 = x2

Number of 

people at age 

18 = x4

1 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017

2 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004

3 0.013 0.010 0.011 0.013 0.016

4 0.008 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.009

5 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002

6 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

9 0.192 0.192 0.192 0.192 0.191

10 0.249 0.250 0.249 0.249 0.249

11 0.110 0.112 0.111 0.110 0.108

12 0.330 0.333 0.332 0.330 0.328

13 0.045 0.046 0.045 0.045 0.045

14 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011

15 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007

16 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011

Total 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  
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Figure 1. Multi-state representation of household structure by housing status 

     In Subsidized Housing            Out of Subsidized Housing 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2) Married couple 

 

1) Single person 

3) Single householder with 

at least one child under 18 

4) Married couple with at 

least one child under 18 

5) Single householder with 

a cohabitor, or non-primary 

relatives, or roommates 

7) Married couple with non-

primary relatives, or 

roommates 

8) Married couple with at 

least one child under 18 and 

non-primary relatives, or 

roommates 

9) Single person 

10) Married couple 

 

11) Single householder with 

at least one child under 18 

12) Married couple with at 

least one child under 18 

13) Single householder with a 

cohabitor, or non-primary 

relatives, or roommates 

15) Married couple with non-

primary relatives, or 

roommates 

16) Married couple with at 

least one child under 18 and 

non-primary relatives, or 

roommates 

6) Single householder with 

child and a cohabitor, or 

non-primary relatives, or 

roommates 

14) Single householder with 

child and a cohabitor, or non-

primary relatives, or 

roommates 
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Figure 2. Transition probabilities from State 1   Figure 3. Transition probabilities from State 2 

(Single individual, in subsidized housing)    (Married couple, in subsidized housing) 

 

  
Figure 4. Transition probabilities from State 3   Figure 5. Transition probabilities from State 4 

(Single householder with child, in subsidized housing)  (Married couple with child, in subsidized housing) 
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Figure 6. Transition probabilities from State 5   Figure 7. Transition probabilities from State 6 

(Single with cohabitor/roommates, in subsidized housing)  (Single with child, cohabitor/roommates, in subsidized housing) 
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Figure 8. Transition probabilities from State 9   Figure 9. Transition probabilities from State 10 

(Single person, not in subsidized housing)    (Married couple, not in subsidized housing) 

  
Figure 10. Transition probabilities from State 11   Figure 11. Transition probabilities from State 12 

(Single householder with child, not in subsidized housing)  (Married couple with child, not in subsidized housing) 
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Figure 12. Transition probabilities from State 13   Figure 13. Transition probabilities from State 14 

(Single with cohabitor/roommates, not in subsidized housing) (Single w/ child, cohabitor/roommates, not in subsidized housing) 
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Figure 14. Transition probabilities from State 9   Figure 15. Transition probabilities from State 10 

(Single person, not in subsidized housing)    (Married couple, not in subsidized housing) 

  
Figure 16. Transition probabilities from State 11   Figure 17. Transition probabilities from State 12 

(Single householder with child, not in subsidized housing)  (Married couple with child, not in subsidized housing) 
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Figure 18. Transition probabilities from State 13   Figure 19. Transition probabilities from State 14 

(Single with cohabitor/roommates, not in subsidized housing) (Single w/ child, cohabitor/roommates, not in subsidized housing)
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Chapter 3. Transitions to Adulthood of Children in Subsidized Housing 

 

 

 

Early adulthood is a demographically dense period characterized by multiple short-

spaced transitions to higher education, marriage, parenthood, employment, and independent 

living. It is a period when young adults “[try] out various life possibilities and gradually [move] 

toward making enduring decisions” (Arnett 2000, 473). However, the life circumstances of many 

young people may compel them to adopt adult roles at earlier ages or limit the types of 

transitions they can make (Keller et al. 2007). The timing and order of assuming adult 

responsibilities can set in place trajectories that are difficult to reverse, and thus, can have long-

term consequences for individual wellbeing. This chapter examines how children who grew up in 

subsidized housing make the transition to adulthood and the extent to which they return to the 

subsidized housing program as adults. 

A persistent controversy in academic and policy circles has been whether government 

programs aimed at helping the poor undermine the upward mobility of those who receive 

assistance. The importance of the issue can hardly be overstated, especially when it concerns the 

federal subsidized housing program. There are roughly 2 million families with children in 

subsidized housing; median length of stay for these families is about 3 years, but lengths of stay 

up to 25 years occur (Lubell et al. 2003). Therefore, it is important to know if the subsidized 

housing program is not only helping to meet shelter needs, but also does not hinder the 

educational, economic, and marriage prospects of children who grow up in subsidized housing. 

My project is a detailed examination of how children who grew up in subsidized housing 

make the transition to adulthood. Specifically, I estimate the effect of subsidized housing on the 

timing of first marriage, first birth, and the establishment of an independent household. I also 
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assess whether living in subsidized housing makes children less likely to complete high school, 

continue their education after high school, and complete college, and more likely to live in 

subsidized housing after age 18. I use propensity score matching to statistically match children 

who grew up in subsidized housing to ones who are similar on observable characteristics but did 

not live in subsidized housing. I use these “treatment” and “control” groups to derive race- and 

gender-specific estimates of the effect of subsidized housing on the transition to adulthood. I also 

assess whether these effects vary by the stage in childhood when the stay in subsidized housing 

occurred, i.e. early childhood, middle childhood, or adolescence.  

I find that subsidized housing accelerates the first birth and the establishment of an 

independent household only for black girls who were in subsidized housing between the ages of 

6 and 11. Moreover, white children who grew up in subsidized housing have consistently worse 

educational outcomes compared to similar white children who did not grow up in subsidized 

housing. The most consistent finding in my paper, however, is that children who grew up in 

subsidized housing during any age in childhood are also much more likely to remain in 

subsidized housing as adults. If the subsidized housing program is indeed reproducing itself to a 

high degree and if subsidized units continue to be located in some of the poorest and socially 

marginalized inner-city neighborhoods, the program may be creating a persistent marginalized 

population that is not able to transmit the needed human and social capital to the next generation, 

so that it would not need further government assistance. 

 

Determinants of the Timing and Pathways out of the Parental Home 

Non-traditional family arrangements as well as low socioeconomic status accelerate the 

transitions out of the parental home. First, children in stepfamilies (White and Booth 1985) and 
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single-parent families (Bianchi 1987, Mitchell, Wister, and Burch 1989, Aquilino 1991, 

Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1993) leave the nest sooner than children who live with both 

biological parents. The differences between children in two-parent families versus those who 

grew up with other living arrangements is particularly large when it comes to leaving home to 

attend college. (Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1998). Growing up in a variety of alternative 

family arrangements decreases the likelihood of leaving home via college attendance and 

increases the likelihood of leaving early, especially to independence and marriage (Goldscheider 

and Goldscheider 1998). Nevertheless, among children who do not leave home to attend college, 

delayed home leaving and a period of premarital residential independence are associated with 

higher educational attainment (White and Lacy 1997).  

Second, children from more affluent homes leave the nest later (Bianchi 1987) and marry 

later (Goldscheider and DaVanzo 1989, Michael and Tuma 1985) than less affluent children. 

This shows that parents could use their income to retard very early departures of their children 

and to deter the youngest adults from leaving via marriage (Avery, Goldscheider and Speare 

1992). Leaving home early while not being well prepared to enter the labor force or at the 

expense of additional educational attainment may restrict the future options of young adults 

especially with respect to career and family formation (Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1998). 

Gender and race also have discernible effects on the timing and pathways out of the 

family home independent of family circumstances. Women leave the nest earlier than men, with 

most differentials stemming from women’s earlier age at marriage (Goldscheider and DaVanzo 

1985, DaVanzo and Goldscheider 1990). Girls with a stepparent and stepsiblings are more likely 

to establish early residential independence than girls from intact families (Aquilino 1991). 

Unmarried mothers, however, are much more likely to live with their parents than unmarried 
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fathers (Goldscheider and DaVanzo 1985, Aquilino 1991). Blacks are less likely and Asians are 

much less likely than whites to be home leavers, with the differentials for blacks largely 

attributable to lower likelihoods of leaving for marriage (Goldscheider and DaVanzo 1989). 

Nevertheless, parental resources, gender and race are only part of the determinants of 

leaving home. Housing costs (Christian 1989, Haurin, Hendershott and Kim 1993, Whittington 

and Peters 1996), job opportunities (Whittington and Peters 1996) and for women the extent of 

government-provided cash assistance (Ellwood and Bane 1995) affect when and how children 

transition to adulthood. First, children are more likely to live outside their parents’ homes if rents 

are lower and wage opportunities higher (Haurin et al. 1992). Second, higher welfare benefits 

reduce the likelihood of a single mother living with her parents (Ellwood and Bane 1985, 

Hutchens et al. 1989). In fact, the growth of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 

may have had as much an impact on the increase in the proportion of those ages 15 to 24 who 

head their own households between 1961 and 1979 as the growth in real wages (Kent 1992). 

 

The Transitions to Adulthood and Government Assistance 

 Given the relationship between poverty and leaving home early especially for reasons 

other than education, one might expect that children whose parents received some form of 

government assistance would follow the paths out of the home that poor children usually take. 

Indeed, parental welfare receipt has a negative effect on children’s educational attainment, 

regardless of race and gender, especially for children whose mothers received welfare payments 

when the child was an adolescent (Ku 2001). Teens whose mothers received welfare are more 

likely to give birth out of wedlock and to become female heads of households (An et al. 1993, 

Rank and Cheng 1995). Moreover, there is a strong association between parental use of welfare 
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and offsprings’ use of welfare (An et al. 1993, Gottschalk 1996). Although there is mixed 

evidence whether this association is causal in nature, what is more important is that receiving 

welfare does not seem to break the cycle of the intergenerational transmission of poverty 

(Gottschalk 1996, Rank and Cheng 1995). Growing up poor has a negative impact upon the 

development of human capital, which in turn places individuals at a greater risk of needing aid 

from public assistance programs at some point later in life (Rank and Cheng 1995). 

When it comes to the subsidized housing program specifically, results from Britain show 

that children of public housing tenants compared to children of renters and home-owners 

experience most transitions to adulthood faster (Kneale and Sigle-Rushton 2010). They not only 

become parents sooner but also are more likely to stop their education at an earlier phase (Kneale 

and Sigle-Rushton 2010). The beneficial aspects of public housing do not work through 

investments in education but through the parents’ ability to provide housing in kind, especially 

for their sons (Kneale and Sigle-Rushton 2010). The negative effects of subsidized housing 

appear to be concentrated in more recent cohorts as the subsidized housing program in Britain 

has become smaller and more focused on the most disadvantaged (Lupton et al. 2009). 

Therefore, the transition of the housing program to serving poorer households over time 

counteracted the beneficial effects of housing quality and stability and sped up children’s 

transition to adulthood (Kneale and Sigle-Rushton 2010). 

Nevertheless, there is some limited evidence that increasing the levels of government 

support to poor families leads to an increase in children’s educational attainment, boosting the 

likelihood that a child would complete some college (Butler 1990). This finding indicates that 

parents may choose to use the extra income from government benefits to invest in their 

children’s human capital. It is also consistent with the contention that rather than undermining 
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the children’s self-esteem and control over their lives, adequate welfare levels provide a floor of 

income security and allow the family to focus on the future rather than worry about daily 

expenses (Perlman 1960, Butler 1990). 

 

Research Model and Hypotheses 

 Given the mostly negative effects of growing up poor and receiving government benefits 

on children’s life chances as well as the accelerated departures out of the home for children from 

disadvantaged backgrounds, how does subsidized housing influence the decision of children to 

leave the parental nest?  

First, compared to all income-eligible renters, subsidized households are more likely to 

be female-headed and to rely on income from Social Security, TANF, SSI, and Food Stamps 

(HUD 2008). Therefore, given their more disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds, I expect 

children in subsidized housing to transition to adulthood at younger ages, especially via birth or 

via residential independence as opposed to enrollment in higher levels of schooling. 

Nevertheless, I also expect these differences to be due to selection into the program rather than 

any other features of the program itself. 

Second, subsidized housing residents are less likely to experience overcrowding, more 

likely to stay in their apartments longer, and more likely to have access to higher quality housing 

than they would otherwise enjoy in the private market (HUD 2008, Newman and Schnare 1997). 

Therefore, as subsidized tenants have access to housing that is appropriate for their family size 

and in better condition than what is available for the same price on the private market, children 

may not be compelled to move out at the first available opportunity. Indeed, as a study of the 

British subsidized housing program indicates, parents in subsidized housing provide their adult 

sons with housing delaying the process of leaving the parental home (Kneale and Sigle-Rushton 
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2010). Therefore, I expect that boys in subsidized housing leave the parental home at later ages 

compared to boys from similar socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Third, as rents in subsidized housing are lower than rents in the private sector, parents 

may have relatively more disposable income to invest in their children possibly cushioning the 

transition out of the family home (Newman 2008). In fact, children in subsidized housing are less 

likely to have been held back in school (Currie and Yelowitz 2000) and less likely to be 

undernourished (Meyers et al. 1995, 2005) compared to children of similar socioeconomic 

backgrounds who did not grow up in subsidized housing. These findings suggest that even 

though children in subsidized housing grow up in families that are more socio-economically 

disadvantaged, some of the negative effects of growing up in a poor family may be mitigated by 

access to affordable housing that leaves parents with more disposable income. 

Nevertheless, since the program helps to offset the largest expense in the budget of low-

income families, having rent covered might actually reduce the labor force participation of 

subsidized households (for an extensive review of this topic see Rosenthal 2007)
32

. Moreover, 

taking up the subsidy may lead to suboptimal residential location choices if the only available 

subsidized housing is in neighborhoods with poor schools and low levels of safety, meaning that 

in some cases families would have to make a choice between living in affordable housing versus 

living in a better neighborhood but in more expensive housing. In fact, compared to other rental 

housing and to housing occupied by welfare recipients, public housing is far more likely to be 

                                                 
32

 There are two reasons why households receiving housing subsidies may work less. First, since 

the rent of households in subsidized housing is tied to the amount of income earned, the penalty 

that households receive for increasing work effort reduces the value of work for subsidized 

households compared to other households. Therefore, subsidized households may choose to 

devote more time to leisure as opposed to work, an effect that labor economists call a 

“substitution effect.” Second, since subsidies represent a form of income, that amount must no 

longer be earned to maintain current utility levels, an effect that labor economists call an 

“income effect.” 



 

124 

located in racially segregated areas with high concentrations of households in poverty (Newman 

and Schnare 1997). Segregated poor neighborhoods could prevent children in subsidized housing 

from coming into contact with middle-class role models leading to the development of cultural 

norms that may be at odds with mainstream social conventions (Wilson 1987). The assumption 

of norms that are different from mainstream values may in turn lead to early sexual initiation, 

non-marital childbirth and engagement in illicit activities (Wilson 1987). Moreover, the poor 

schools in segregated neighborhoods may not prepare children for future college attendance.  

Therefore, in terms of the household and neighborhood resources available to children, 

the subsidized housing program has an ambiguous effect on the transition to adulthood. If 

parents choose to live in affordable housing that is in disadvantaged neighborhoods, the gains to 

children due to good housing quality and stability might be counteracted by the bad quality of the 

local environments especially in terms of schools and safety. Moreover, if parents reduce work 

effort because of the housing subsidy, the lower income levels of parents might offset the 

positive effects of living in a stable home.  

Lastly, ethnographic evidence suggests that many families have been in subsidized 

housing for generations (Venkatesh 2002).  While the intergenerational transmission of 

subsidized housing status may be only a feature of the most distressed public housing projects, it 

could be the case that the subsidized housing program is reproducing itself by elevating the risk 

of children reentering the program as adults. Therefore, the program may be creating a persistent 

marginalized population that is not able to transmit the needed human and social capital to the 

next generation, so that it would not need further government assistance. Therefore, I expect 

subsidized children to find themselves in subsidized housing as adults. I also expect this 

difference not to disappear once I adjust for socioeconomic and neighborhood characteristics. 
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In sum, the subsidized housing program may exert countervailing effects on the transition 

to adulthood. First, because the program admits households that are relatively disadvantaged, I 

expect that children who grow up in subsidized housing would experience most transitions to 

adulthood at an early age. Nevertheless, I also expect those differences to be small once I adjust 

for family and neighborhood characteristics. Second, I expect that subsidized housing may 

postpone some of the transitions to adulthood, especially when it comes to establishing an 

independent residence for the adult sons of subsidized housing recipients. Third, I expect that 

being in subsidized housing as a child elevates the risk of utilizing the program as an adult. 

The primary contributions of my paper are, first, to describe the effect of a large 

government support program on the launching process of young adults and, second, to provide 

estimates of the degree to which the housing program has a tendency to reproduce itself by 

having those who were subsidized as children remain in the program as adults. My study is only 

the second one to my knowledge to link housing subsidies and the transition to adulthood 

(Kneale and Sigle-Rushton 2010) and the first one to do so within the U.S. context. Moreover, it 

is the first one to describe and quantify the intergenerational continuity in the receipt of housing 

assistance. Although there is a long standing interest in the transmission of AFDC receipt from 

parents to children and the transition to adulthood of children who grew up in single-parent 

families receiving welfare (Gottschalk 1996, Rank and Cheng 1995), we know little about what 

happens to children who grew up in the subsidized housing program, except for their 

employment outcomes and earnings in adulthood (Newman and Harkness 2002). Moreover, 

while there is ethnographic evidence that some families remain in subsidized housing for 

generations (Venkatesh 2002), we do not know the degree to which the subsidized housing 
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program is reproducing itself and whether the strong intergenerational component is only a 

feature of the most distressed public housing projects rather than the program as a whole. 

 

Methods 

I explore the following transitions to adulthood: (a) first marriage, (b) first birth, (c) 

establishing an independent household, (d) high school completion, (e) continuing education 

after high school, (f) college completion, and (g) living in subsidized housing after age 18. I 

compare these transitions to adulthood between children who were in subsidized housing 

between ages 2 through 5, ages 6 though 11, and ages 12 through 17 to the transitions to 

adulthood of children who did not live in subsidized housing across these age periods. 

In order to estimate the comparisons in my analysis, I use the potential outcome approach 

in which the effect of subsidized housing is defined as the difference between the two potential 

outcomes in the “treatment” (in subsidized housing) and “control” (not in subsidized housing) 

groups (Morgan and Winship 2007, Heckman 2005, Imbens 2004, Rubin 1974). This amounts to 

asking whether children who lived in subsidized housing across the different age periods in 

childhood would have had different transitions to adulthood had they not lived in subsidized 

housing. 

The potential outcome approach to estimating the effect of living in subsidized housing is 

meant to address the fundamental problem of causal inference. The problem stems from the 

impossibility to observe the same child experience both the “treatment” and “control” conditions 

(Holland 1986). The main limitation of the potential outcome approach is the assumption of 

“ignorability” or “selection on observables.” This assumption states that conditional on the set of 

pretreatment observable covariates, there are no additional confounders between children who 
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grew up in subsidized housing and ones who did not. While this is an assumption, which is 

impossible to verify in practice, my dataset provides me with a set of pre-treatment covariates 

that allow me to create “treatment” and “control” groups that are statistically similar on observed 

characteristics. 

My analysis proceeds in three steps. First, I estimate the probability of being in 

subsidized housing between ages 2 and 5, ages 6 and 11 and ages 12 and 17 based upon a set of 

pre-treatment observed socioeconomic covariates. I obtain these probabilities using a probit 

regression of the following form: 

P = p(di = 1 | X) = Φ ( Σ
K
 k=0 ( k Xik),      (1) 

where P is the propensity score; di indicates whether or not individual i is in subsidized housing; 

and X represents a vector of observed socioeconomic covariates lagged with respect to the 

treatment period in childhood. I estimate separate probit models by race and compute the 

probability of being in subsidized housing respectively between ages 2 and 5, ages 6 and 11 and 

ages 12 and 17. The covariates for the first model are evaluated at birth, for the second model at 

age 3, and for the third model at age 9
33

. 

The procedure described above creates three separate treatment effects that depend on the 

different ages over childhood that individuals can be in subsidized housing, i.e. early childhood 

(ages 2-5), middle childhood (ages 6-11) and adolescence (ages 12-17). Treatment in childhood 

can occur in none, any, or all of the three periods. The controls include all those children who do 

not experience the treatment during a childhood period regardless of whether they experience the 

treatment in prior or subsequent periods. 

                                                 
33

 Therefore, children who are in the analysis for ages 2 through 5 are those who entered the 

PSID at birth. Children who are in the analysis for age 6 through 11 are those who entered the 

PSID before age 3. Finally, children who are in the analysis for ages 12 through 17 are those who 

entered the PSID before age 9.  
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 Second, I estimate the effects of subsidized housing on first birth, first marriage, and 

establishing an independent household using discrete-time event history analysis. The 

conditional probability of each of these outcomes at time t is the discrete-time hazard rate: 

ln (fit / 1- fit )  = αt + δdi  + βPi +  λ1Ait + λ2Ait
2
,     (2) 

where fit is a binary variable equal to 1 if the outcome occurs to the i
th

 observation at time t and 0 

otherwise; di indicates whether or not individual i was in subsidized housing during the relevant 

childhood period; Pi represents the propensity for being in subsidized housing as estimated by 

equation (1); and A indicates age. The parameter δ is the average effect of subsidized housing. 

For simplicity, I only condition on the propensity score P as a function of X rather than X itself
34

. 

The clock in all event history analyses starts at age 15. Individuals leave the analysis if they 

experience the event (i.e. first marriage, first birth, establishment of an independent household) 

or if they are right-censored (i.e. they leave the survey before experiencing the event). 

Third, I estimate unadjusted differences in the probability of high school completion, 

continuing education after high school, college completion, and living in subsidized housing 

after age 18 and compare these to kernel matching estimates where children are matched 

according to their propensity to be in subsidized housing during childhood using a weighted 

distance between each treated child and each untreated child based on the propensity of each 

child to be in subsidized housing for each period during childhood (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983, 

1984, Rubin 1997). I estimate the propensity to be in subsidized housing during childhood using 

equation (1). Then, I derive the average treatment effect on the treated (TT) as: 

E[δ | d =1, P] = E[y
d=1

 – y
d=0

 | d =1, P]     (3) 

                                                 
34

 Work by Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983, 1984) demonstrates that it is sufficient to only use the 

propensity score as opposed to the whole vector of observables that go into the estimation of the 

propensity score whenever X has a linear regression on some scalar function of the propensity 

score P. 
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Unlike the discrete time hazard analyses above, for all binary outcomes I estimate the 

average treatment effect only for children who were at least 25 years old in 2007 and did not 

attrit from the survey before they reached 25. This gives respondents sufficient time to complete 

most educational transitions as well as sufficient time to experience a return to subsidized 

housing. 

While there is no consensus as to which matching estimator performs best (Morgan and 

Harding 2006; Morgan and Winship 2007), kernel matching (Leuven and Sianesi 2003) has the 

least bias with a well-specified propensity equation. On the other hand, nearest neighbor 

matching with five neighbors (Abadie et al. 2004; Herr et al. 2004) performs best with a poorly 

specified propensity score equation. Therefore, as a sensitivity test for misspecification of my 

propensity score equation, I compare the estimates I obtain with kernel matching to estimates I 

obtain with nearest neighbor matching with five controls. In addition to using different ways of 

estimating the propensity score, I also experiment with different combinations of the independent 

variables in my propensity score equation. 

 

Data 

I use the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) for my analysis. The PSID is a 

nationally representative, longitudinal survey of US households, which started in 1968. It was 

conducted annually through 1997 and biennially thereafter. The PSID contains a rich set of 

household structure and socioeconomic variables with an oversample of low-income and 

minority families. Attrition from the PSID has been modest and has not compromised the 

representativeness of the data (Fitzgerald et al. 1998, Lillard and Panis 1994). The PSID has been 

asking household heads whether they live in public housing or whether they receive any other 
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help from federal, state or local sources in paying their rent in every wave of the survey since 

1986. Moreover, out of concern for the quality of information obtained by asking respondents 

about their receipt of housing subsidies (Shroder and Martin 1996), each PSID family in every 

year through 1995 has been identified as living in a subsidized unit by matching its address to 

HUD and local Public Housing Agencies’ administrative records (Newman et al. 2009). The 

subsidized status of voucher recipients has not been matched to administrative records, as HUD 

does not maintain a database with the addresses of those subsidized through the voucher 

program. In order to identify children who have lived in a home that has received a low-income 

housing subsidy, I use both the self-reports of household heads regarding their receipt of housing 

assistance as well as the information matched to administrative records. This allows me to use 

the full span of PSID data from 1968 through 2007. I do not disaggregate across different types 

of housing subsidies, as there are too few cases to support such analyses especially for white 

children. 

In addition to using the PSID demographic and socioeconomic data on respondents, I also 

incorporate into the analysis the PSID-geocode files, which match the addresses of PSID 

respondents to the corresponding metropolitan area, county, and census tract in which they live. I 

use these codes to attach census tract and metropolitan-level information to every respondent at 

each interview year. Although census tracts are only an approximation of the concept of a 

neighborhood, their use in this capacity is widespread in sociological research. I use the 

Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB) to access U.S. Census data for 1970, 1980, 

1990 and 2000 in constant 2000 census tract boundaries. The consistency of census tracts across 

decades allows me to employ linear interpolation to compute the census tract characteristics of 

PSID respondents during intercensal years. 
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Results: Descriptive Statistics 

Tables 1 and 2 describe the covariates used to predict stays in subsidized housing by 

childhood stage and by race.
35

 These measures include socioeconomic characteristics associated 

with the household of each child in addition to characteristics that may make some households 

more likely to participate in the subsidized housing program given the administrative rules of the 

program. Covariates for the 2 to 5 age period are measured at birth, for the 6 to 11 age period are 

measured at age 3, and for the 12 to 17 age period are measured at age 9. 

The descriptive statistics show that children who are in subsidized housing during each 

respective period are much more likely to have been in subsidized housing before the treatment 

period. They are also more likely to come from a single-headed household and slightly less likely 

to have extended family members present in the household. Subsidized children also come from 

slightly smaller families and are slightly more likely to have a sibling of the opposite gender. I 

am including the covariate that describes the gender composition of the sibship because of a 

subsidized housing regulation that states that children of opposite genders above the age of 5 

need to have their own bedrooms. This rule could make households with children of opposite 

genders less likely to live in a subsidized housing apartment if there are no units available that 

are big enough to accommodate the family given the gender composition of the sibship. 

On average, non-subsidized children live with more educated parents and have family 

income about twice that of subsidized children. The families of subsidized children, on the other 

hand, receive at least 50 percent more transfer income, are more likely to be on food stamps and 

                                                 
35

 The group of non-black children is overwhelmingly non-Hispanic white. Even though the 

PSID has made an effort to fold in a sample of Latinos after 1990, their numbers are not large 

enough to warrant a separate group for analysis. 
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receive AFDC/TANF payments. Children in subsidized housing are less likely to live in smaller 

MSAs and more likely to live in MSAs of a size between 500,000 to 5,000,000 people. Finally, 

children in subsidized housing are more likely to come from neighborhoods with higher 

proportion of non-Hispanic blacks, and higher rates of poverty, unemployment, welfare receipt, 

female-headed households and density of children. The neighborhood characteristics that I am 

using in this paper correspond to the scale of neighborhood “concentrated disadvantage” 

developed by Sampson et al. (1997) to study the effect of neighborhoods on children’s outcomes. 

In the context of my study, it is important to fold into the propensity score the types of 

metropolitan areas that children come from as well as the types of neighborhoods they live in 

prior to experiencing the treatment of subsidized housing. That makes the propensity score 

reflect the disadvantage that children are facing not only with respect to their family 

environments but also with respect to their neighborhood environments. 

 

Results: Propensity score estimation 

Tables 3 and 4 show the probit results of the estimation of the propensity score of being 

in subsidized housing by childhood stage. I estimate the propensity score separately by race. This 

separation in the analyses for blacks and non-blacks provides a better statistical balancing of the 

estimated propensity score between children who were in subsidized housing during childhood 

and those who were not. Nevertheless, please note that non-black children have a significantly 

lower propensity to enter subsidized housing. Therefore, any analyses of the non-black 

population should be interpreted with caution as they are based on few “treatment” cases. For 

example, only 4 percent of non-black children in the PSID are in subsidized housing between the 

ages of 2 and 5 (N=267). The corresponding number for black children is 24 percent (N=1,562). 
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These numbers reflect the reality of the U.S. subsidized housing program, where black 

households with children represent an overwhelming majority of the tenants of units targeted to 

families with children while white households represent a majority of the tenants of units 

targeted to the elderly (Bickford and Massey 1991). Therefore, while I present results for non-

black children below, those analyses are based on few actual cases and should be interpreted 

with caution. 

The betas in the probit propensity score models in Tables 3 and 4 are z-scores that can be 

interpreted as the expected changes in the standard deviation units in the latent dependent 

variable for each covariate in the model. Previous stays in subsidized housing, household 

composition, and family labor income are consistently statistically significant predictors of being 

in subsidized housing across all childhood periods. Children who have previous history of being 

in subsidized housing are significantly more likely to find themselves in subsidized housing 

during any of the childhood periods. Increasing labor income reduces the probability of being in 

subsidized housing both for black and non-black children, while black children who live in 

single-headed households are more likely than those from two-parent families to find themselves 

in subsidized housing. 

Other variables in the two probit regressions have the expected sign but are generally not 

statistically significant. For example, black children who have siblings of different gender and 

those who are living with extended family members are less likely to be in subsidized housing. 

Children from families in the middle of the educational distribution are more likely to be in 

subsidized housing. Similarly to family labor income, family transfer income and the receipt of 

AFDC/TANF generally reduce the probability of being in subsidized housing.  For black 

children, the percent non-Hispanic black and the percent unemployed in the neighborhood 
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reduces the probability of being in subsidized housing while the percent female-headed 

households increases that probability. 

 

Results: First marriage, first birth, and the establishment of an independent household 

 Tables 5, 6 and 7 show discrete-time hazard analyses of the probability of first marriage, 

first birth, and establishment of an independent household disaggregated by childhood stage in 

subsidized housing, gender and race. As mentioned above, the coefficient on the variables that 

indicates whether a child is in subsidized housing represents the average effect of being in 

subsidized housing during the respective period in childhood. For example, black boys who were 

in subsidized housing between the ages 2 and 5 have a .13 lower hazard of getting married (or 

12% reduction in the odds of getting married) than similar black boys who were not in 

subsidized housing between the ages of 2 and 5. This effect of subsidized housing is not 

statistically significant. On the other hand, black girls who were in subsidized housing between 

the ages of 2 and 5 have .29 higher hazard of getting married (or a 34% increase in the odds of 

getting married) than similar black girls who were not in subsidized housing between the ages of 

2 and 5. This effect of subsidized housing is also not statistically significant.  

In fact, subsidized housing does not seem to have a statistically significant effect on most 

of the outcomes across gender, race, and childhood stage. There are no statistically significant 

results for black boys. For black girls, a stay in subsidized housing during the ages of 6 and 11 is 

associated with 40% higher odds of first birth. Again for black girls, a stay in subsidized housing 

between the ages of 6 and 11 is associated with 48% higher odds of establishing an independent 

household. 



 

135 

On the other hand, for non-blacks the effect of subsidized housing is statistically 

significant only for males in the regressions of fathering a child for the first time. Non-black 

boys have 103% higher odds of becoming a father for the first time if they were in subsidized 

housing between the ages of 12 and 17. While this is indeed a large estimate, it is based on very 

few cases. Therefore, I present it here for completeness rather than to draw substantive 

conclusions about the effect of subsidized housing.  

While for most children in most childhood periods there are no statistically significant 

effects of subsidized housing on the outcomes that I examine, it is possible that the coefficients 

in the regression might be biased due to matching on endogenous variables. Even though all 

covariates in the matching regressions in Tables 3 and 4 are measured prior to the treatment in 

terms of temporal ordering, it is possible that parents who anticipate to enter subsidized housing 

in the future might modify their labor force participation, so that their incomes remain low 

enough during the process of being approved for a subsidized apartment. It is also possible that a 

single mother might hold off on marrying her partner if that would disqualify her from entering 

subsidized housing. It is also possible that households might postpone moving to a different 

neighborhood in anticipation of getting a housing subsidy. Any of these scenarios would imply 

that the treatment of subsidized housing is jointly determined with income, household structure, 

and neighborhood choice even prior to entering subsidized housing. Therefore, I implement a 

series of robustness checks using different combinations of the covariates in the propensity score 

equations. I estimate the propensity score without including a control for prior stays in 

subsidized housing, without including controls for neighborhood characteristics, without 

including controls for income, without including controls for household structure, and without 

including controls both for income and household structure. The results across all regressions 
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stay robust across all different specifications of the propensity score equation. Tables A1 and A2 

in Appendix A present the coefficient on the subsidized housing covariate across all discrete time 

models using different specifications of the propensity score equation
36

. The stability of the 

results across all models gives me confidence that any possible matching on confounding 

variables does not lead me to different substantive conclusions regarding the effect of subsidized 

housing.  

 

Results: Education in young adulthood and return to the subsidized housing program 

In Tables 8 and 9, I report unmatched and matched differences between children who 

were in subsidized housing by childhood stage and children who were not in subsidized housing 

in that particular childhood stage for the last two sets of outcomes: being in subsidized housing 

after age 18 and the probability of reaching different educational milestones. The unmatched 

differences establish baseline estimates of the effect of subsidized housing against which I can 

compare my matched results. The unmatched differences show that children who were in 

subsidized housing during childhood are more likely to be in subsidized housing after age 18, 

either as a head of household or not, less likely to complete high school, less likely to continue 

their education after high school and less likely to get a college degree. The only unmatched 

differences that are not statistically significant at least at the .05-level are the ones that show the 

differences in educational outcomes between black children who were in subsidized housing 

between the ages of 2 and 5 and black children who were not in subsidized housing at those ages. 

Kernel matching reduces both the point estimates of the effect of subsidized housing and 

the statistical significance of the estimates especially for black children. When I match children 

                                                 
36

 Full model estimates are available from the author upon request. 
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using the propensity of being in subsidized housing, black children who were in subsidized 

housing during any stage in childhood do not have statistically different educational outcomes 

from black children who were in subsidized housing during the respective childhood stage. The 

only outcome for black children that remains consistently statistically significant at the .05-level 

after the matching procedure involves being in subsidized housing as a head of household after 

age 18. For example, black children who were in subsidized housing between the ages of 2 and 5 

have a 19 percent higher level of being in subsidized housing as a head of household after age 

18. The corresponding numbers for the 6-11 and 12-17 age groups are 21 percent and 59 percent. 

The results of this outcome are similar for white children in the 6-11 and 12-17 age groups, who 

also have higher probabilities of being in subsidized housing as a head of household after age 18. 

For example, white children who were in subsidized housing between the ages of 12 and 17 have 

a 32 percent higher level of being in subsidized housing after age 18 as a head of household.  

Unlike black children, white children who grew up in subsidized housing do seem to 

have worse educational outcomes than similar white children who did not grow up in subsidized 

housing. These effects are especially big for white children who were in subsidized housing 

between the ages of 12 and 17. Nevertheless, as mentioned above these results should be 

interpreted with caution given the small number of white children who actually received the 

“treatment” of subsidized housing. 

The nearest neighbor estimates are in line with the kernel estimates and do not change the 

substantive conclusion I reach while using the kernel estimates. As mentioned above, kernel 

matching (Leuven and Sianesi 2003) has the least bias with a well-specified propensity score 

equation (Morgan and Winship 2007). Matching with five nearest neighbors (Abadie et al. 2004, 

Herr et al. 2004) has the least bias with a poorly specified propensity score equation (Morgan 
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and Winship 2007). Moreover, as Tables A3 and A4 show, my kernel matching estimates do not 

change substantially in size and statistical significance once I remove certain covariates from the 

matching equation. The results of my sensitivity analyses give me confidence that my 

conclusions hold under different assumptions regarding the propensity score equation. 

 

Discussion 

The timing and circumstances of leaving home are an important part of the status 

attainment process (White and Lacy 1997). To the extent that early transitions interfere with 

investments in education or hasten the assumption of family roles, these patterns can contribute 

to the intergenerational transmission of poverty and disadvantage. Early transitions to adulthood 

may have negative consequences for the life chances of children who may not be prepared to 

take on adult responsibilities or be able to sustain adult roles successfully (Chassin et al. 1992). 

As subsidized housing provides stable and better-quality housing than what most families would 

be able to afford on their own (Newman et al. 2009), children growing up with rental subsidies 

may be shielded from some of the adverse consequences of growing up in poor families. On the 

other hand, if growing up in subsidized housing makes children more likely to remain in 

subsidized housing as adults, the program may be confining generations of individuals to poor 

disadvantaged neighborhoods. By analyzing how government support in childhood interacts with 

the transitions of children into adulthood as well as the probability of re-entering subsidized 

housing as an adult, this project sheds light on whether federal policies aimed at supporting poor 

families hinder the upward mobility of children. 

I use nationally representative longitudinal data on children that follows them across 

different stages in childhood and into adulthood. I focus on the subsidized housing program as a 
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possible intervening mechanism in the transition to adulthood. I adopt the potential outcome 

approach using propensity score matching to explore the following transitions to adulthood: (a) 

first marriage, (b) first birth, (c) establishing an independent household, (d) high school 

completion, (e) continuing education after high school, (f) college completion, and (g) living in 

subsidized housing after age 18. I compare these transitions to adulthood between children who 

were in subsidized housing between ages 2 through 5, ages 6 though 11 and ages 12 through 17 

to the transitions to adulthood of children who did not live in subsidized housing across these age 

periods. I find that subsidized housing accelerates the establishment of an independent household 

and the timing of first birth only for black girls who were in subsidized housing between the ages 

of 6 and 11. Moreover, all children who grew up in subsidized housing during any age in 

childhood are much more likely to remain in subsidized housing as adults by establishing their 

own independent households.  While these findings show the launching process of subsidized 

children is not that different from the launching process of non-subsidized children, they also 

show that the subsidized housing program does reproduce itself by having those who grew up in 

subsidized housing establish their own households in the program after age 18. 

The main limitation to my findings is the assumption of “ignorability” based on observed 

covariates, which implies that I have adequately controlled for all covariates that influence the 

propensity to be in subsidized housing. While this is not an assumption that is verifiable using 

observational data, it is crucial to interpreting the effects I find as causal as opposed to just 

associational. Even though I have access to extensive measures on family and neighborhood 

characteristics for every child in the PSID, it could still be the case that children who never were 

in subsidized housing are different in unmeasured ways from those who did have experience 

with the program. For example, even though I control for the neighborhood environment of 
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children before they enter subsidized housing, my measures capture the average levels of 

concentrated disadvantage within census tracts only at a single point in a child’s life. These 

measures are only crude approximations of the type of disadvantage that children face in their 

daily lives; therefore, any unmeasured neighborhood characteristics might be responsible for 

some of the statistically significant effects of subsidized housing. Moreover, even though I 

separate out the exposure to subsidized housing across different childhood stages, I do not 

explicitly control for the actual length of time that children live in subsidized housing. Therefore, 

I am averaging over the effects of subsidized housing across children who may have stayed 

briefly in the program and those who may have stayed for longer periods of time. Finally, due to 

sample size limitations, I am averaging over the effects of building-based and voucher subsidized 

housing. These two programs could potentially have very different implications for the 

development of children as voucher users can use their subsidy on the private housing market 

and do tend to live in slightly more advantaged neighborhoods than families in traditional 

building-based subsidized housing. 

Despite these limitations, my study is an important first step in understanding the 

implications of subsidized housing for the intergenerational transmission of disadvantage. While 

it is the case that subsidized housing seems to speed up the first births and residential 

independence of black girls who received the subsidy in middle childhood, the most consistent 

finding in my paper is that children who grew up in subsidized housing are much more likely to 

remain in subsidized housing as adults not because parents are providing housing for their adult 

children but rather because subsidized children grow up to form their own households in the 

subsidized housing program. The policy implications of this conclusion depend on the 

underlying mechanisms that link the subsidized housing program to the behavior of children who 
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grew up in it. It could be the case that parents pass information to children regarding the process 

of entering subsidized housing. Therefore, children who grew up in subsidized housing are better 

informed about the program compared to children who never lived in subsidized housing. In this 

case, as Gottschalk (1996) has observed with respect to welfare, the intergenerational 

transmission of subsidized housing status resembles the process of the intergenerational 

transmission of occupations. In other words, as the costs of obtaining information about the 

subsidized program are lower for children living in subsidized households, these children will 

have higher probabilities of participating in the program as adults. Any policy that changes the 

participation rates of the parents’ generation would not change the participation rates in the 

children’s generation, as children who grew up in subsidized housing would still have the 

informational advantage. 

On the other hand, if subsidized parents are not able to transmit the needed human and 

social capital to the next generation because of their participation in the subsidized program, then 

the consequences of growing up in subsidized housing might be amenable to policy changes. My 

study suggests some possible mechanisms that might make children who grew up in subsidized 

housing more likely to return to the program as adults, namely the earlier ages of first birth for 

some black females and the lower levels of educational attainment for white children. A possible 

explanation for these findings may be the fact that the subsidized program could reduce work 

effort for parents (Rosenthal 2007) and thus also reduce the amount of available resources to 

children. Another explanation for these findings might be the geographic location of subsidized 

units in some of the most segregated neighborhoods with high percentage of unemployed males 

(Newman and Schnare 1997). Thus, it could be case that the lower levels of family resources 

might be responsible for some of the negative outcomes, but it could also be the case that the 
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physical presence of the program in some of the worst neighborhoods might be harmful for 

children. If the first mechanism is at work, that would imply changing the incentives to work for 

subsidized parents. If the second mechanism is at work, that would imply changing the 

geographic placement of subsidized units. Therefore, a valuable next step in this research is to 

test further the causality link between subsidized housing and the transition to adulthood and to 

investigate the specific features of subsidized housing that have an impact on children’s life 

chances. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics (Blacks)

Non-

subsidized Subsidized

Non-

subsidized Subsidized

Non-

subsidized Subsidized

In subsidized housing at birth/age3/age9 0.075 0.459 0.091 0.406 0.075 0.496

Sibling of different gender 0.497 0.546 0.538 0.562 0.651 0.677

Family size 4.832 4.778 4.799 4.714 5.340 5.258

Household structure

Married/cohabitating couple 0.618 0.366 0.615 0.398 0.597 0.337

Single-headed household 0.382 0.634 0.385 0.602 0.403 0.663

Number of children under age 6 1.880 1.981 1.922 2.031 0.803 0.915

Extended family members present 0.327 0.373 0.267 0.238 0.242 0.208

Education of household head

Less than 8th grade 0.127 0.115 0.129 0.105 0.175 0.138

Some high school 0.276 0.389 0.283 0.373 0.274 0.361

High School Diploma 0.296 0.302 0.288 0.316 0.268 0.297

Some college 0.231 0.174 0.237 0.185 0.213 0.171

College Diploma/Grad School 0.070 0.019 0.062 0.020 0.070 0.034

Income (in 2000 $)

Family labor income (in '000s) 24.371 12.988 24.964 13.003 26.981 12.540

Family transfer income (in '000s) 3.288 4.158 3.375 4.816 4.056 5.944

Whether receiving food stamps 0.269 0.538 0.294 0.574 0.278 0.592

Whether receiving AFDC/TANF 0.108 0.149 0.117 0.172 0.124 0.211

MSA population

Less than 250,000 0.054 0.038 0.055 0.031 0.050 0.028

250,000-500,000 0.136 0.145 0.141 0.144 0.134 0.130

500,000-1,000,000 0.085 0.101 0.092 0.089 0.094 0.093

1,000,000-5,000,000 0.485 0.530 0.488 0.555 0.497 0.571

5,000,000+ 0.241 0.186 0.224 0.181 0.225 0.178

Neighborhood Characteristics

Percent non-Hispanic black 55.049 63.824 56.109 64.541 56.531 65.652

Percent in poverty 22.061 29.145 22.247 29.388 21.795 30.422

Percent unemployed 9.358 11.993 9.139 11.729 8.846 11.703

Percent receiving welfare 11.911 16.906 12.481 18.324 12.183 18.981

Percent female-headed households 31.198 41.482 31.710 43.113 31.000 43.650

Density of children 28.552 30.714 29.118 31.319 29.466 32.727

N 5,021 1,562 4,711 1,403 4,908 1,277

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics (Non-blacks)

Non-

subsidized Subsidized

Non-

subsidized Subsidized

Non-

subsidized Subsidized

In subsidized housing at birth/age3/age9 0.017 0.262 0.015 0.276 0.010 0.342

Sibling of different gender 0.356 0.375 0.485 0.487 0.614 0.617

Family size 3.987 3.835 4.279 4.026 4.749 4.752

Household structure

Married/cohabitating couple 0.927 0.760 0.905 0.719 0.870 0.624

Single-headed household 0.073 0.240 0.095 0.281 0.130 0.376

Number of children under age 6 1.664 1.667 1.773 1.886 0.584 0.624

Extended family members present 0.078 0.135 0.066 0.070 0.076 0.054

Education of household head

Less than 8th grade 0.054 0.090 0.055 0.066 0.076 0.154

Some high school 0.143 0.266 0.147 0.351 0.155 0.362

High School Diploma 0.266 0.337 0.270 0.316 0.256 0.242

Some college 0.299 0.243 0.298 0.202 0.287 0.161

College Diploma/Grad School 0.238 0.064 0.231 0.066 0.227 0.081

Income (in 2000 $)

Family labor income (in '000s) 47.331 21.063 48.033 20.915 51.704 22.902

Family transfer income (in '000s) 1.798 2.900 2.005 3.104 2.909 4.434

Whether receiving food stamps 0.077 0.363 0.084 0.430 0.076 0.423

Whether receiving AFDC/TANF 0.019 0.082 0.022 0.118 0.023 0.148

MSA population

Less than 250,000 0.099 0.075 0.095 0.088 0.098 0.060

250,000-500,000 0.100 0.139 0.103 0.114 0.105 0.081

500,000-1,000,000 0.119 0.157 0.123 0.101 0.120 0.040

1,000,000-5,000,000 0.298 0.206 0.299 0.272 0.297 0.228

5,000,000+ 0.383 0.423 0.380 0.425 0.380 0.591

Neighborhood Characteristics

Percent non-Hispanic black 6.295 6.839 6.077 9.029 5.986 10.872

Percent in poverty 8.841 12.041 8.485 12.044 8.468 12.456

Percent unemployed 4.838 6.496 4.691 6.413 4.649 6.481

Percent receiving welfare 4.125 5.848 4.256 6.298 4.233 7.180

Percent female-headed households 12.301 15.723 12.220 17.175 11.973 18.037

Density of children 24.237 24.060 24.360 24.196 24.793 23.286

N 7,349 267 6,280 228 6,142 149

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17
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Table 3. Probit regression of propensity of being in subsidized housing by childhood stage (Blacks only)

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

In subsidized housing at birth/age3/age9 1.213 0.048 0.903 0.050 1.193 0.051

Sibling of different gender 0.046 0.043 -0.057 0.044 -0.037 0.050

Family size 0.001 0.015 0.030 0.013 0.022 0.013

Household composition (Married/cohabitating couple omitted)

Single-headed household 0.224 0.049 0.109 0.051 0.139 0.054

Number of children under age 6 -0.018 0.024 -0.012 0.024 0.043 0.023

Extended family members present 0.071 0.051 -0.184 0.051 -0.132 0.052

Education of Head (Less than 8th grade omitted)

Some high school 0.097 0.066 0.143 0.070 0.156 0.067

High School Diploma 0.088 0.069 0.207 0.072 0.215 0.071

Some college -0.025 0.074 0.072 0.077 0.081 0.077

College Diploma/Grad School -0.369 0.121 -0.201 0.126 0.092 0.110

Income

Family labor income (in '000s) -0.006 0.001 -0.008 0.001 -0.010 0.002

Family transfer income (in '000s) -0.009 0.004 0.003 0.004 -0.003 0.004

Whether receiving food stamps 0.274 0.045 0.279 0.047 0.290 0.050

Whether receiving AFDC/TANF -0.128 0.063 -0.101 0.061 -0.047 0.063

MSA population (5,000,000+ omitted)

Less than 250,000 0.021 0.098 -0.105 0.106 -0.076 0.116

250,000-500,000 0.127 0.069 0.167 0.072 0.084 0.079

500,000-1,000,000 0.156 0.075 0.037 0.080 0.085 0.084

1,000,000-5,000,000 0.009 0.054 0.084 0.058 0.067 0.061

Neighborhood Characteristics

Percent non-Hispanic black -0.003 0.001 -0.003 0.001 -0.003 0.001

Percent in poverty -0.004 0.002 -0.003 0.003 -0.002 0.003

Percent unemployed -0.007 0.004 -0.019 0.004 -0.024 0.005

Percent receiving welfare -0.001 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004

Percent female-headed households 0.018 0.002 0.018 0.002 0.017 0.002

Density of children -0.003 0.002 -0.002 0.002 0.000 0.003

Intercept -1.306 0.107 -1.360 0.112 -1.594 0.118

N 6,583 6,114 6,185

Log-likelihood -2857.32 -2727.85 -2389.79

Note: Coefficients statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two-tailed) are in bold.

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17
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Table 4. Probit regression of propensity of being in subsidized housing by childhood stage (Non-blacks only)

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

In subsidized housing at birth/age3/age9 1.249 0.104 1.298 0.114 1.601 0.139

Sibling of different gender 0.103 0.081 0.012 0.079 -0.113 0.095

Family size -0.103 0.046 -0.065 0.037 0.070 0.032

Household composition (Married/cohabitating couple omitted)

Single-headed household -0.060 0.101 -0.112 0.107 0.157 0.127

Number of children under age 6 0.011 0.060 0.091 0.054 -0.029 0.059

Extended family members present 0.233 0.115 -0.076 0.138 -0.423 0.182

Education of Head (Less than 8th grade omitted)

Some high school -0.115 0.134 0.237 0.156 0.063 0.144

High School Diploma 0.013 0.129 0.160 0.155 -0.154 0.149

Some college -0.058 0.134 0.054 0.161 -0.211 0.155

College Diploma/Grad School -0.219 0.159 0.016 0.185 -0.202 0.188

Income

Family labor income (in '000s) -0.012 0.002 -0.013 0.002 -0.006 0.002

Family transfer income (in '000s) -0.002 0.007 -0.016 0.009 -0.011 0.008

Whether receiving food stamps 0.426 0.087 0.420 0.096 0.385 0.117

Whether receiving AFDC/TANF 0.074 0.150 0.289 0.146 0.292 0.168

MSA population (5,000,000+ omitted)

Less than 250,000 -0.159 0.120 -0.153 0.131 -0.359 0.167

250,000-500,000 0.087 0.104 -0.125 0.123 -0.346 0.151

500,000-1,000,000 0.093 0.100 -0.251 0.123 -0.759 0.192

1,000,000-5,000,000 -0.205 0.092 -0.150 0.097 -0.454 0.119

Neighborhood Characteristics

Percent non-Hispanic black -0.004 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.002

Percent in poverty -0.014 0.006 -0.013 0.007 -0.026 0.010

Percent unemployed 0.047 0.013 0.036 0.014 0.045 0.018

Percent receiving welfare -0.007 0.011 -0.021 0.013 0.008 0.016

Percent female-headed households 0.012 0.005 0.023 0.006 0.025 0.007

Density of children -0.003 0.004 -0.001 0.004 -0.007 0.005

Intercept -1.315 0.205 -1.688 0.228 -2.063 0.225

N 7,616 6,508 6,291

Log-likelihood -919.71 -758.84 -497.56

Note: Coefficients statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two-tailed) are in bold.

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17
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b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period -0.13 0.22 0.29 0.19 0.53 0.29 -0.19 0.29

Propensity Score -1.61 0.63 -1.28 0.49 -1.98 1.09 0.89 0.85

Age 1.30 0.16 1.04 0.12 1.42 0.10 1.21 0.09

Age Squared -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.00

Intercept -20.71 1.95 -16.81 1.40 -21.28 1.21 -17.63 1.00

N 13,511 13,908 16,178 14,576

Log-likelihood -879.71 -1161.65 -2158.41 -2494.91

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period -0.24 0.18 -0.07 0.15 0.15 0.22 0.02 0.25

Propensity Score -1.08 0.50 -1.12 0.42 -0.58 0.79 -0.47 0.69

Age 1.00 0.11 0.92 0.09 1.30 0.09 1.16 0.08

Age Squared -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00

Intercept -17.14 1.35 -15.28 1.11 -19.75 1.05 -16.91 0.90

N 16,609 17,084 17,412 15,516

Log-likelihood -1221.11 -1542.23 -2440.69 -2815.98

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period -0.18 0.14 -0.26 0.13 0.46 0.24 -0.03 0.22

Propensity Score -0.34 0.29 -0.76 0.28 -1.62 0.76 0.10 0.50

Age 0.93 0.07 0.71 0.06 1.18 0.07 1.02 0.07

Age Squared -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00

Intercept -15.93 0.92 -12.43 0.70 -17.98 0.88 -15.08 0.74

N 23,300 24,495 18,371 16,217

Log-likelihood -2210.43 -2637.77 -2894.52 -3306.27

Note: Coefficients statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two-tailed) are in bold.

First marriage, Males First marriage, Females First marriage, Males First marriage, Females

Blacks Non-blacks

Ages 2-5

Ages 6-11

Ages 12-17

First marriage, Males First marriage, Females First marriage, Males First marriage, Females

First marriage, Males

Table 5. Discrete time hazard model of first marriage by childhood stage

First marriage, Females First marriage, Males First marriage, Females
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b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period -0.07 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.28 0.31 -0.25 0.31

Propensity Score 0.17 0.31 0.31 0.25 2.80 0.86 3.30 0.74

Age 1.35 0.13 1.08 0.11 1.05 0.09 0.68 0.07

Age Squared -0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Intercept -18.05 1.39 -14.03 1.08 -17.59 1.11 -11.91 0.78

N 11,199 9,794 17,237 15,354

Log-likelihood -1796.35 -2275.66 -1920.01 -2463.11

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period -0.01 0.11 0.34 0.10 0.27 0.24 0.03 0.25

Propensity Score 0.51 0.27 0.23 0.23 2.02 0.65 2.15 0.60

Age 1.18 0.11 0.96 0.09 1.06 0.08 0.64 0.06

Age Squared -0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Intercept -16.44 1.13 -12.99 0.91 -17.50 1.03 -11.36 0.68

N 13,671 11,846 18,724 16,610

Log-likelihood -2231.46 -2755.39 -2134.92 -2794.87

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period 0.09 0.10 0.03 0.09 0.71 0.25 0.23 0.22

Propensity Score 0.32 0.20 0.73 0.18 0.14 0.67 0.82 0.47

Age 0.89 0.07 0.84 0.06 1.04 0.07 0.67 0.05

Age Squared -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Intercept -13.40 0.73 -11.74 0.67 -17.01 0.88 -11.45 0.59

N 18,938 16,234 20,482 17,969

Log-likelihood -3318.86 -3966.87 -2587.74 -3347.31

Note: Coefficients statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two-tailed) are in bold.

First birth, Females First time father, Males First birth, Females

Blacks Non-blacks

Ages 2-5

Ages 6-11

First time father, Males

Ages 12-17

First time father, Males

Table 6. Discrete time hazard model of first birth by childhood stage

First birth, FemalesFirst time father, MalesFirst time father, Males First birth, Females

First birth, Females First time father, Males First birth, Females



 

149 

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period 0.10 0.14 0.19 0.12 0.44 0.25 -0.36 0.24

Propensity Score 0.64 0.32 0.28 0.28 0.19 0.79 4.14 0.72

Age 1.71 0.13 1.98 0.12 2.28 0.12 2.31 0.12

Age Squared -0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.00 -0.04 0.00 -0.05 0.00

Intercept -24.81 1.52 -26.50 1.38 -30.35 1.37 -29.86 1.37

N 12,825 11,763 14,605 13,396

Log-likelihood -1698.46 -2082.63 -2698.32 -2792.77

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period 0.24 0.28 0.39 0.10 0.89 0.57 -0.10 0.21

Propensity Score 0.14 0.11 0.05 0.24 0.07 0.19 1.47 0.55

Age 1.71 0.11 1.99 0.11 2.10 0.11 2.21 0.11

Age Squared -0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.00 -0.04 0.00 -0.04 0.00

Intercept -24.61 1.33 -26.57 1.23 -28.39 1.22 -28.50 1.24

N 15,652 14,474 15,911 14,476

Log-likelihood -2145.49 -2565.84 -2943.58 -3069.58

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Subsidized in age period 0.05 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.00 0.22 0.39 0.19

Propensity Score 0.25 0.20 0.26 0.18 0.52 0.57 0.30 0.44

Age 1.22 0.07 1.57 0.07 1.79 0.08 2.15 0.10

Age Squared -0.02 0.00 -0.03 0.00 -0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.00

Intercept -18.81 0.79 -21.56 0.83 -24.48 0.98 -27.13 1.08

N 23,058 21,306 17,884 15,961

Log-likelihood -3366.94 -3911.79 -3391.14 -3503.47

Note: Coefficients statistically significant at the p<.05 level (two-tailed) are in bold.

Ages 12-17

Males

Non-BlacksBlacks

Ages 2-5

Ages 6-11

Males Females Males Females

Females Males Females

Table 7. Discrete time hazard model of establishing an independent household by childhood stage

Males Females Males Females
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Table 8. Matched outcomes (Blacks)

Unmatched 

differences

PS kernel 

matching, TT 

(psmatch2)

PS nearest 

neighbor 

matching  (5 

controls), TT 

(nnmatch)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.290 *** 0.186 *** 0.273 ***

(head of household) (.041) (.069) (.052)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.126 *** 0.114 † 0.123 *

(not head of household) (.047) (.067) (.055)

High School Completion -0.043 0.007 -0.032

(.028) (.048) (.034)

Continuing education after high school -0.069 † -0.051 -0.069

(.040) (.066) (.045)

College degree -0.039 -0.081 † -0.020

(0.029) (0.046) (0.031)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.366 *** 0.212 *** 0.346 ***

(head of household) (.033) (.045) (.039)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.103 *** 0.043 0.075

(not head of household) (.041) (.051) (.047)

High School Completion -0.060 ** -0.006 -0.053 †

(.023) (.030) (.028)

Continuing education after high school -0.064 * 0.027 0.006

(.032) (.040) (.037)

College degree -0.075 *** -0.022 -0.021

(0.023) (0.026) (0.023)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.619 *** 0.591 *** 0.585 ***

(head of household) (.021) (.041) (.028)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.146 *** 0.083 0.148 **

(not head of household) (.037) (.053) (.045)

High School Completion -0.089 *** -0.056 † -0.064 **

(.018) (.031) (.024)

Continuing education after high school -0.084 *** -0.044 -0.050

(.025) (.042) (.030)

College degree -0.034 * 0.015 -0.017

(0.016) (0.028) (0.018)

† p<.10 * p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests)

In subsidized housing ages 6-11

In subsidized housing ages 12-17

In subsidized housing ages 2-5
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Table 9. Matched outcomes (Non-Blacks)

Unmatched 

differences

PS kernel 

matching, TT 

(psmatch2)

PS nearest 

neighbor 

matching  (5 

controls), TT 

(nnmatch)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.103 *** 0.025 0.108 †

(head of household) (.031) (.051) (.062)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.249 *** 0.244 *** 0.224 ***

(not head of household) (.057) (.090) (.085)

High School Completion -0.079 † -0.020 -0.028

(.048) (.071) (.071)

Continuing education after high school -0.299 *** -0.186 *** -0.222 **

(.081) (.089) (.091)

College degree -0.243 *** -0.145 *** -0.178 **

(0.078) (0.060) (0.067)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.173 *** 0.152 *** 0.162 ***

(head of household) (.022) (.063) (.061)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.158 *** 0.042 0.052

(not head of household) (.047) (.073) (.078)

High School Completion -0.136 *** -0.020 -0.035

(.037) (.062) (.068)

Continuing education after high school -0.331 *** -0.165 *** -0.144 †

(.062) (.077) (.078)

College degree -0.191 *** -0.076 -0.032

(0.060) (0.064) (0.058)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.365 *** 0.317 *** 0.308 ***

(head of household) (.017) (.072) (.074)

In subsidized housing after age 18 0.125 *** 0.105 0.051

(not head of household) (.048) (.077) (.079)

High School Completion -0.169 *** -0.141 *** -0.176 **

(.034) (.061) (.068)

Continuing education after high school -0.305 *** -0.165 *** -0.205 *

(.058) (.075) (.087)

College degree -0.225 *** -0.129 *** -0.197 ***

(0.054) (0.057) (0.064)

† p<.10 * p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests)

In subsidized housing ages 2-5

In subsidized housing ages 6-11

In subsidized housing ages 12-17
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Appendix A. 

 
Table A1. Coefficients of models using different specifications of the propensity score (Blacks)

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17 Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.10 0.24 0.05 0.19 0.39 0.11

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.19 0.32 0.08 0.21 0.37 0.13

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.11 0.30 0.02 0.19 0.39 0.08

Without adjustment for income 0.07 0.23 0.04 0.18 0.40 0.12

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.11 0.23 0.07 0.20 0.39 0.12

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.08 0.24 0.10 0.21 0.40 0.16

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17 Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.13 -0.24 -0.18 0.29 -0.07 -0.26

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.31 -0.30 -0.17 0.19 -0.06 -0.24

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.16 -0.31 -0.22 0.26 -0.12 -0.36

Without adjustment for income -0.13 -0.25 -0.19 0.31 -0.10 -0.24

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.13 -0.24 -0.17 0.26 -0.07 -0.26

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.17 -0.25 -0.19 0.23 -0.13 -0.26

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17 Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.07 -0.01 0.09 0.12 0.34 0.03

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.10 -0.04 0.05 0.10 0.30 0.04

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.07 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.32 0.04

Without adjustment for income -0.08 0.00 0.10 0.13 0.37 0.09

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.06 -0.01 0.10 0.10 0.35 0.05

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.04 0.05 0.15 0.15 0.41 0.16

A. Discrete time hazard model of establishing an independent household

B. Discrete time hazard model of first marriage

C. Discrete time hazard model of first birth

Males Females

Males Females

Males Females
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Table A2. Coefficients of models using different specifications of the propensity score (Non-Blacks)

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17 Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.44 0.89 0.00 -0.36 -0.10 0.39

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.34 1.36 0.07 -0.11 -0.02 0.39

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.44 0.97 0.05 -0.36 -0.08 0.33

Without adjustment for income 0.47 1.05 0.05 -0.27 -0.05 0.40

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.45 0.68 -0.06 -0.31 -0.12 0.37

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.50 1.25 -0.04 -0.12 -0.05 0.39

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17 Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.53 0.15 0.46 -0.19 0.02 -0.03

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.39 0.11 0.37 -0.16 -0.09 -0.04

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.41 0.07 0.40 -0.41 -0.17 -0.15

Without adjustment for income 0.52 0.22 0.49 -0.14 0.08 -0.01

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.54 0.17 0.46 -0.22 0.01 -0.04

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.49 0.20 0.42 -0.21 0.03 -0.03

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17 Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.28 0.27 0.71 -0.25 0.03 0.23

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.30 0.34 0.68 -0.09 0.06 0.09

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.31 0.25 0.69 -0.29 -0.03 0.17

Without adjustment for income 0.38 0.35 0.73 -0.07 0.30 0.31

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.28 0.28 0.70 -0.25 0.01 0.19

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.38 0.30 0.75 -0.01 0.26 0.36

A. Discrete time hazard model of establishing an independent household

Males Females

B. Discrete time hazard model of first marriage

Males Females

C. Discrete time hazard model of first birth

Males Females
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Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.186 0.212 0.591

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.214 0.279 0.505

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.234 0.228 0.583

Without adjustment for income 0.203 0.241 0.593

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.240 0.215 0.584

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.238 0.250 0.587

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.114 0.043 0.083

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.110 0.104 0.148

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.050 0.027 0.098

Without adjustment for income 0.137 0.071 0.121

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.078 0.056 0.074

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.064 0.083 0.125

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.007 -0.006 -0.056

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.021 -0.002 -0.036

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.003 -0.013 -0.061

Without adjustment for income -0.006 -0.006 -0.067

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.000 -0.013 -0.058

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.011 -0.020 -0.070

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.051 0.027 -0.044

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.045 -0.004 -0.038

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.038 0.042 -0.049

Without adjustment for income -0.060 0.022 -0.055

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.028 0.026 -0.046

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.047 0.001 -0.056

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.081 -0.022 0.015

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.012 -0.028 0.007

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.036 -0.026 0.006

Without adjustment for income -0.077 -0.036 0.012

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.012 -0.023 0.015

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.037 -0.046 0.004

Table A3. Kernel matching treatment estimates using different 

specifications of the propensity equation (Blacks)

E. College degree

A. In subsidized housing after age 18 (Head of household)

B. In subsidized housing after age 18 (Not head of household)

C. High School Completion

D. Continuing education after high school
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Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.025 0.152 0.317

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.109 0.144 0.291

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.050 0.140 0.324

Without adjustment for income 0.067 0.169 0.346

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.059 0.131 0.326

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.061 0.150 0.342

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables 0.244 0.042 0.105

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
0.234 0.110 0.100

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
0.247 0.050 0.052

Without adjustment for income 0.257 0.162 0.103

Without adjustment for 

household structure
0.236 0.063 0.074

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
0.259 0.163 0.107

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.020 -0.020 -0.141

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.041 -0.067 -0.084

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.042 -0.052 -0.154

Without adjustment for income -0.019 -0.153 -0.167

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.055 0.013 -0.118

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.026 -0.067 -0.165

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.186 -0.165 -0.165

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.195 -0.203 -0.154

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.243 -0.191 -0.171

Without adjustment for income -0.197 -0.268 -0.199

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.196 -0.174 -0.185

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.230 -0.252 -0.160

Ages 2-5 Ages 6-11 Ages 12-17

All variables -0.145 -0.076 -0.129

Without adjustment for previous 

stay in subsidized housing
-0.154 -0.104 -0.115

Without adjustment for 

neighborhood characteristics
-0.179 -0.095 -0.160

Without adjustment for income -0.161 -0.146 -0.180

Without adjustment for 

household structure
-0.154 -0.063 -0.137

Without adjustment for income 

and household structure
-0.191 -0.154 -0.174

Table A4. Kernel matching treatment estimates using different 

specifications of the propensity equation (Non-Blacks)

A. In subsidized housing after age 18 (Head of household)

B. In subsidized housing after age 18 (Not head of household)

C. High School Completion

D. Continuing education after high school

E. College degree
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