


 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

Residence, Race, and Shared Resources:  

 

Does Kin Support Matter for Neighborhood Attainment? 

 

 

by 

 

 

Ellen Whitehead 

 

Using individual-level and census tract-level data from the Fragile Families and Child 

Wellbeing Study (N=3,916), I explore the link between family-level characteristics and 

neighborhood attainment.  Kin support, in the form of residential, financial, or childcare 

assistance, is one mechanism through which extended family networks can transfer resources 

and potentially lessen exposure to impoverished neighborhoods. I find that mothers who receive 

residential support by residing in a family member's home, relative to those who receive no 

support, have significantly lower odds of living in concentrated poverty. Both childcare and 

financial support, however, do not significantly predict mothers’ residential attainment after 

accounting for socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. In addition, accounting for kin 

support does not greatly influence the extent of the racial disparities in neighborhood quality. 

This project demonstrates that family networks and support play a role in structuring 

neighborhood outcomes, but that kin support does not help amend neighborhood-level racial 

inequalities.  
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Introduction 

 Neighborhood-level disadvantage represents a critical consideration within the study of 

poverty.  As prior research has demonstrated, concentrated neighborhood disadvantage matters 

to the life chances of individuals (Sampson 2012; Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley 

2002).  Exposure to neighborhood-level poverty has negative implications for economic 

mobility, access to resources, and other facets of well-being (Sampson 2012; Massey et al. 2013; 

Wilson 1987), and represents a sphere of disadvantage distinct from individual-level poverty.   

The effects of growing up in a poor neighborhood can matter for decades or even across 

generations, as individuals who faced neighborhood poverty as children face poorer outcomes as 

adults (Chetty and Hendren 2015; Chetty, Hendren, and Katz 2015).  Untangling the factors that 

structure exposure to neighborhood-level poverty requires an understanding of why people live 

where they live.   

Exposure to neighborhood poverty also remains a central area of racial stratification.  

Black families are more likely than whites to live in disadvantaged neighborhoods, as well as 

face exposure to neighborhood-level poverty for longer periods of time.  In fact, black children, 

on average, spend around half of their childhoods in neighborhoods with over 20 percent 

poverty, compared to 40 percent of Hispanic children and only 5 percent of white children 

(Timberlake 2007). However, this racial gap in neighborhood poverty does not merely mean that 

poor or otherwise marginalized people happen to live in poor places; it is not simply individual-

level socioeconomic or racial status that sorts people into particular neighborhoods.  Instead, 

access to high-SES neighborhoods, or exposure to poor ones, is an intergenerational process.  

The neighborhood attainment of individuals is structured by the previous generation, as 

neighborhood context can be inherited or otherwise transmitted between family members and 
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over time (Sharkey 2013).  In fact, over 70 percent of black adults (and 40 percent of whites) 

who live in poor neighborhoods grew up in poor neighborhoods as children (Sharkey 2008).  

While the types of neighborhoods individuals reside in as children are similar to the 

neighborhoods they live in as adults (Sharkey 2008; Chetty et al. 2015), the mechanisms behind 

this transmission between family members and generations is not fully understood.  The role of 

extended family is thus in need of further consideration in exploring how residential 

circumstances are structured, as well as how racial disparities in neighborhood quality are 

maintained over time.  

Kin support is one such mechanism through which resources are transferred between 

family members, and could potentially enable or constrain access to certain neighborhoods.  

Specifically, extended family members can provide support through several key pathways, 

including residential (Stack 1975; Pilkauskas 2012), financial (Shapiro 2004), or childcare 

support (Hogan, Hoa, and Parish 1990; Kalil and Ryan 2010).  Although all racial groups have 

some level of engagement with intergenerational resource transfers, vast racial disparities exist in 

terms of the type and the arrangement of the support.  High levels of need within 

socioeconomically and demographically disadvantaged households produce high levels of 

activated kin support (Pilkauskas 2012; Radey and Padilla 2009; Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004; 

Hogan et al. 1990), suggesting that these families may benefit disproportionately from any 

benefits associated with this support.   However, resource transfers within more advantaged 

extended-family networks often take on different arrangements.  While black and Hispanic 

families tend to engage in more reciprocal transfers of resources, white individuals in need have 

relatively greater access to arrangements in which they experience greater net benefits (Radey 

and Padilla 2009; Glick and Van Hook 2011; Shapiro 2004).  As such, the role of extended 
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families represents an important sphere in which to examine the ongoing racial disparities in 

socioeconomic resources.  

While extended families have bearing on much of the reproduction of racial inequality, 

their influence is not fully explored and has only recently been linked to neighborhoods and 

neighborhood attainment.  Receiving kin support can provide needed resources for individuals 

and reduce levels of material hardship (Kalil and Ryan 2010), and I ask whether receiving 

resources from kin can also reduce exposure to impoverished neighborhoods. Prior research has 

demonstrated that resources within extended families can increase chances of homeownership 

(Shapiro 2004; Hall and Crowder 2011) or decrease the chances of living in poverty (Mutchler 

and Baker 2009).  However, it is unclear whether these benefits persist when considering 

neighborhood-level disadvantage.  By providing a family member with support, an extended 

relative can help them save money, increase their resource levels, and enhance their ability to 

improve their own socioeconomic circumstances (Kalil and Ryan 2010).  Receiving residential, 

financial, or childcare support may help individuals lessen exposure to relatively disadvantaged 

neighborhoods. As prior work has documented differences in rates and characteristics of kin 

support by race (Pilkauskas 2012; Radey and Padilla 2009; Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004), kin 

support may also attenuate or exacerbate the racial gap in neighborhood quality.  Racial 

inequalities in individual-level poverty are masked slightly when not accounting for the high 

number of black families who share residential resources (Manning and Smock 1997).  Because 

of the benefit that these arrangements provide and the racial differences in receipt of kin support, 

a similar pattern may be visible when refocusing on neighborhood-level poverty. 

 Using data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS), this project 

seeks to explore the relationship between kin support, race, and neighborhood attainment, among 
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a sample of new mothers.  I explore how a mother’s individual characteristics and family-level 

networks are associated with the socioeconomic characteristics of the neighborhood in which she 

resides, as indicated by the likelihood of living in concentrated poverty.   This study examines 

the link between kin support, race, and exposure to neighborhood-level poverty by testing three 

primary research questions.  First, do mothers who share residence, receive money, or receive 

help with child care live in neighborhoods with a different SES than those who do not?  Second, 

does accounting for kin support influence the racial disparities in exposure to poor 

neighborhoods?  Finally, is the role of kin support attributable to or reflective of other types of 

support and resources, including individual SES, resource levels of the extended family, or 

receipt of government assistance?  Building on literature that explores factors that shape 

locational attainment (Logan 2011; Quillian 2012; Shapiro 2004; Rosenbaum and Friedman 

2007) and the beneficial nature of kin support (Mutchler and Baker 2009; Glick and Van Hook 

2011; Stack 1975; Hogan et al. 1990), this study examines the potential link between these two 

subfields of research.   

This study offers several contributions to the literature on race, residential attainment, and 

extended family support.  First, this project helps to explore the relationship between race and 

neighborhood attainment, particularly for poor and disadvantaged families, by analyzing the role 

of resources conferred by the extended family.  In doing so, I expand beyond an emphasis on 

individual-level poverty as a predictor of neighborhood-level poverty (South and Crowder 1998; 

Timberlake 2009; Lichter, Parisi, and Taquino 2012), instead examining how family-level 

factors can influence an individual’s locational attainment.  In addition, exploring these links 

enables us to more comprehensively understand the significance of kin support, by extending its 

influence to neighborhood attainment.  Finally, this study advances what we know about the 
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ways racial inequality is reproduced, adding to other work that notes that these inequalities occur 

across multiple generations (Sharkey 2008; 2013). 

Background 

Race and Neighborhood SES: The Role of Family Resources 

 The quality of the neighborhood in which someone lives, particularly the socioeconomic 

characteristics of the neighborhood, is an important determinant of life chances (Sampson 2012; 

Massey et al. 2013; Wilson 1987).  Economic segregation between neighborhoods has a strong 

influence on unequal outcomes between these residential spaces (Dreier, Mollenkopf, and 

Swanstrom 2001).  Economic inequality between neighborhoods results in a lack of resources 

and opportunities within segregated poor areas, conditions which subsequently influence those 

occupying housing within these communities (Sampson 2012; Wilson 1987).  Neighborhoods 

have been argued to structure residents’ circumstances in terms of proximity to jobs (Wilson 

1987), access to high-quality schools (Lareau and Goyette 2014), incidence of crime (McNulty 

1999), and exposure to food deserts (Powell et al. 2007), among other outcomes.  The negative 

implications of living in poor neighborhoods are experienced not just at one point in time, but 

can also result in decreased mobility for decades afterward (Chetty et al. 2015).  While 

individual-level poverty structures a person’s vulnerability to these outcomes, neighborhood-

level poverty functions as a separate and independent determinant of an individual’s 

circumstances and opportunities. 

Neighborhood socioeconomic conditions have frequently been measured in terms of the 

poverty level of the neighborhood (Bishaw 2014; Quillian 1999; South and Crowder 1997).  

Neighborhoods are often considered to reach concentrated or high poverty when 20 percent or 

more of the residents are in poverty, a threshold at which poverty is believed to become 
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detrimental in terms of neighborhood-level disadvantage (Massey, Gross, and Shibuya 1994; 

Quillian 1999; South and Crowder 1997; Wilson 1987; South and Crowder 1998).  The US 

Census Bureau refers to these neighborhoods with 20 percent or higher poverty as “poverty 

areas” (Bishaw 2014).  Furthermore, rates of concentrated poverty have been increasing (Bishaw 

2014).  The percentage of the population living in poor neighborhoods has risen in the past 

several decades, in the context of growing income segregation (Reardon and Bischoff 2011).   In 

2000, 18.1 percent of the population, or almost 50 million people, lived in high-poverty 

neighborhoods (Bishaw 2014).   Low-income families have become increasingly residentially 

isolated from the rest of the population, as the share of the population living in middle-income 

neighborhoods has declined from 65 percent in 1970 to 44 percent in 2007 (Reardon and 

Bischoff 2011).  In the context of increasing levels of concentrated poverty, questions arise 

regarding who is vulnerable to and experiences this form of poverty. 

Neighborhood characteristics and concentrated poverty influence peoples’ life chances; 

however, exposure to poor neighborhoods is uneven across the population.  Having a low 

individual-level socioeconomic status (SES) makes a person more vulnerable to experiencing 

neighborhood-level poverty (South and Crowder 1997; Timberlake 2009; Lichter et al. 2012).  

Furthermore, exposure to disadvantaged communities is strongly stratified by race.  Economic 

segregation and racial segregation are closely intertwined (Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 

1987; Quillian 2012), making an individual’s racial category an important predictor of the SES 

of their neighborhood.  Black and Hispanic families are significantly more likely than white 

families to live in poor neighborhoods (Logan 2011; Quillian 2012).  For example, in 2000, 38 

percent of blacks lived in poor communities, compared to almost 31 percent of Hispanics and 
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only 10 percent of whites (Lichter et al. 2012).  In addition, black and Hispanic individuals live 

in concentrated poverty for longer periods of time (Timberlake 2009).   

However, these patterns are not attributable solely to lower levels of income and 

individual SES amongst the nonwhite population.  For example, increases in income among 

black families do not always result in residential mobility to more advantaged neighborhoods 

(Cashin 2005; Friedman, Gibbons, and Galvan 2014).  Among individuals at the bottom end of 

the income distribution, a lower SES does not necessarily guarantee residence in a poor 

community; the likelihood of this depends on race.  While 18 percent of poor whites lived in 

poor neighborhoods in 2000, 49 and 42 percent of their black and Hispanic counterparts lived in 

poor communities, respectively (Lichter et al. 2012).  These trends demonstrate that these racial 

inequalities in neighborhood poverty persist even beyond factors related to individual SES.  

Studies of neighborhood attainment have sought to understand the extent to which race and 

ethnicity matter for residential outcomes (Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007; Alba and Logan 

1991; South and Crowder 1997).  A variety of potential explanations have been applied to these 

remaining racial differences, including discrimination and preferences for particular 

neighborhoods (Iceland and Wilkes 2006; Charles 2006; Cashin 2005).  However, some scholars 

have also begun to consider the role of the extended family as a component of the persistent 

racial gap in residential outcomes.      

The extended family, in terms of their influence on neighborhood-level outcomes, 

represents a potentially additional source of resources and support for those able to utilize these 

networks.  Receiving support from extended kin, in terms of housing, financial, or childcare 

resources, is one potential mechanism through which extended families could enhance an 

individual’s levels of available resources and even their neighborhood outcomes.  A limited 
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amount of research suggests that family networks matter to the residential outcomes of 

individuals, specifically relationships with and resources within the extended family.  

Relationships are key during times of financial distress and when housing conditions are 

uncertain (Desmond 2012a).  Hall and Crowder (2011) found that having relatively high levels 

of wealth in the extended family increases the likelihood of homeownership, over and above 

individuals’ economic and demographic characteristics.  According to Shapiro (2004), parents 

can enhance their adult children’s access to homeownership and higher SES neighborhoods 

through financial transfers.  In a qualitative study of single mothers of color, Clampet-Lundquist 

(2003) demonstrated that coresiding with family was a key mechanism is helping these women 

to retain housing, while also largely determining the neighborhoods in which they lived.   

This transfer of resources between family members represents a largely overlooked, yet 

potentially influential, facet of how access to certain neighborhoods is enabled or constrained. 

Individuals can capitalize on the resources offered by extended family members and friends, 

even if (or especially if) they do not possess same levels of socioeconomic resources themselves 

(Pilkauskas 2012; Keene, Prokos, and Held 2012; Radey and Padilla 2009).  For disadvantaged 

families, those most likely to live in poor areas (Lichter et al. 2012), these resource transfers 

from kin may play a protective role in reducing their exposure to neighborhood-level poverty.  

Accounting for kin support may be an additional piece in exploring the racial disparities in 

locational attainment (Cashin 2005; Friedman, Gibbons, and Galvan 2014; Charles 2006).  In 

order to fully understand neighborhood outcomes and exposure to concentrated poverty, we 

should examine the role of these family networks and transfers of resources. 
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Kin Support: What It Is and How It Matters 

The concept of kin support represents the transfer of resources, capturing a broad array of 

material and in-kind transfers, between family members (Haxton and Harknett 2009; Hogan et 

al. 1990; Pilkauskas 2012; Radey and Padilla 2009).  Kin support serves to provide resources for 

those who have constrained ability to produce those same resources for themselves or their 

nuclear family.  While the need of the recipient partially drives the activation of support, the 

existence of networks and the resources within the extended family also matter (Jayakody 1998).  

For families experiencing constrained amounts of money, time, or other resources, receiving 

support from kin can represent a substantial and necessary portion of their livelihood (Kalil and 

Ryan 2010).  Kin support is particularly utilized among new parents, a time when need is 

heightened (Nomaguchi and Milkie 2003; Nichols, Elman, and Feltey 2006).  Furthermore, 

receipt of kin support is often a gendered process, as mothers (relative to fathers) are often the 

recipients of these resources (Haxton and Harknett 2009).  Thus, the mother’s relationships and 

transfers with extended kin, relative to the father’s, are key to examining receipt of support 

within families.  The majority of mothers receive some form of private support, including cash or 

in-kind assistance, from sources not including the child’s father (Teitler, Reichman, and 

Nepomnyaschy 2004).   

Kin support can be differentiated in terms of type and arrangement.  Key types of support 

include residential, financial, and childcare (Hogan et al. 1990; Pilkauskas 2012; Radey and 

Padilla 2009; Harknett and Knab 2007).  Based on Fragile Families data, roughly 20 percent 

lived in a multigenerational home (limited to homes with a grandparent present) (Pilkauskas 

2012), 42 percent of new mothers activated financial support from kin (Mazelis and Mykyta 

2011), and over 34 percent utilized childcare provided by kin (Radey and Brewster 2007).  Kin 
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support is also characterized by the arrangement of the support, which captures whether the flow 

of resources is one-directional or reciprocal.  The arrangement of the support is defined by who 

is providing support and the extent of the net benefit.  In terms of residential support, Cohen and 

Casper (2002) distinguish between hosts, who are the householder, and guests, the family 

members living in the house.  Suggesting who is able to provide support and who is in need of 

receiving it, hosting is more common among the older generation, and being a guest occurs more 

frequently among the young population.  Radey and Padilla (2009), instead of solely considering 

whether an individual receives money, differentiate between net receivers, net givers, and those 

who engage in equal or no transfers.  Thus, although net givers might also be receiving money, 

this categorization adds nuance in describing the overall flow of resources.   

As it is utilized at relatively high rates by socioeconomically and demographically 

disadvantaged populations (Pilkauskas 2012; Kalil and Ryan 2010; Hogan et al. 1990), kin 

support, in many instances, symbolizes disadvantage.   While upper income, white families have 

been found to engage in large financial transfers between family members (Shapiro 2004), 

disadvantaged families often offer support through a broader range of pathways including cash 

assistance, coresiding together, or providing childcare (Kalil and Ryan 2010).  Receiving 

assistance from family members is common among individuals who cannot make ends meet 

through earnings and public support alone (Edin and Lein 1997; Kalil and Ryan 2010).  Resource 

transfers from kin represent substantial sources of mother’s total support (Kalil and Ryan 2010; 

Teitler et al. 2004).  By providing individuals with resources they might not otherwise be able to 

obtain (Kalil and Ryan 2010), increasing levels of employment (Radey 2008), and reducing the 

likelihood of poverty (Mutchler and Baker 2009), kin support has also been framed as a 

beneficial resource for families.    
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All three key types of kin support—residential, financial, and childcare—are associated 

with increases in the socioeconomic resources of individuals.  Coresiding with relatives can 

provide a protective buffer against economic hardship; extended families members can share or 

reduce housing, utility, food, and childcare costs by living together (Stack 1975; Mutchler and 

Baker 2009; Keene et al. 2012).  By residing with families members, the additional incomes and 

higher concentration of resources within a household may provide a “financial safety net” for 

many families (Vespa, Lewis, and Kreider 2013).  For example, Mutchler and Baker (2009) 

found that children of single mothers who live with at least one grandparent are only 19 percent 

as likely to be in poverty as children who do not live with a grandparent.  Receiving financial 

support represents a supplemental, direct source of income. Receiving childcare is a strong 

predictor of a mother returning to work after having a child (Radey 2008), and is also associated 

with mothers spending less money on childcare (Kalil and Ryan 2010).  Although kin support is 

framed as a needed and beneficial source of resources, we do not know if receiving kin support 

can influence exposure to neighborhood-level poverty. 

While mothers may utilize these private networks to supplement their earnings and their 

receipt of public assistance, some evidence suggests that help from kin is an alternative to an 

unavailable or insufficient public safety net (Edin and Lein 1997; Kalil and Ryan 2010; Teitler et 

al. 2004).  Housing assistance represents a significant source of in-kind benefits for new mothers, 

although not all families who are in need of this form of support are able to receive it (Kalil and 

Ryan 2010).  In addition, public housing assistance is associated with a number of negative 

outcomes at the neighborhood level, as communities with public housing often experience 

concentrated poverty, high homicide rates, and an overall lack of opportunities and resources 

(Chaskin 2013; Griffiths and Tita 2009; DeLuca, Garboden and Rosenblatt 2013).  Thus, kin 
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networks may offer individuals an alternative when they are unable to obtain public housing 

assistance, or to the negative implications of this support.   

In terms of both financial and childcare assistance, limited or declining government 

assistance has promoted mothers to seek help elsewhere (Kalil and Ryan 2010; Teitler et al. 

2004).  With the introduction of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996, the government sought to reduce the amount of public 

assistance, and the number of mothers on welfare has decreased substantially (Teitler et al. 

2004).  In terms of childcare, while public options exist in an effort to increase employment 

among mothers, these programs do not have the appropriate funding to provide or subsidize 

childcare costs for all eligible mothers (Schulman and Blank 2008; Kalil and Ryan 2010).  

Facing limited or unavailable public support, mothers may turn to their private networks to make 

ends meet (Kalil and Ryan 2010).   

Although receiving support from kin provides needed resources (Stack 1975; Pilkauskas 

2012; Kochhar and Cohn 2011) and a substitute for limited public support (Kalil and Ryan 

2010), the extent of the benefits may depend on the arrangement and overall reciprocity of the 

support.  In terms of residential support, Mykyta and Macartney (2012) demonstrate that 

“primary adults” (the householders), have lower poverty rates than “additional” adults, who are 

the adults living in the home of the householder.  The younger generation (especially single 

mothers) are typically guests, relying on a more financially independent older generation for 

housing resources (Cohen and Casper 2002).  These findings suggest that the guest may be 

receiving a greater net benefit, as compared to the host, by living with a more financially stable 

relative.  In terms of financial support arrangements, those who are receiving more money than 

they are giving to relatives experience a greater net benefit (Radey and Padilla 2009).   
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Race and Kin Support.  Race matters by shaping the rates at which people engage in 

these transfers of kin support, as well as the characteristics of the resources.  Sharing household 

resources with family members is a time-honored strategy for the black and Hispanic 

communities (Stack 1975; Van Hook and Glick 2007; Glick and Van Hook 2002).  Almost five 

percent of all family households contain three or more generations, but 8.3 percent of blacks, 8.4 

percent of Hispanics, and only 3.9 percent of whites reside within this household arrangement. 

(Vespa et al. 2013).  Within the Fragile Families sample, black mothers had 34 percent higher 

odds and Hispanic mothers had 33 percent higher odds than whites of living in this household 

structure at the time of their child’s birth (Pilkauskas 2012).  Rates of other types of support also 

differ; blacks have been found to receive childcare and other forms of in-kind support at higher 

rates, while whites have higher rates of financial support (Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004; Parish, 

Hao, and Hogan 1991).  Black mothers’ primary source of childcare is a grandparent 46 percent 

of the time, compared to 34 percent among whites (Hogan et al. 1990).   

Racial differences also exist in terms of extended family resources that specifically 

influence housing outcomes.  White parents have an enhanced ability, relative to black parents, 

to give financial gifts for their adult children to apply toward a down payment on a home 

(Shapiro 2004).  Racial inequalities also exist in terms of wealth levels within the extended 

family, with these wealth levels mattering for transitions into homeownership (Hall and Crowder 

2011).  Furthermore, even if blacks are receiving help from kin, this help might not be enough to 

lift them out of neighborhood-level poverty.  Relative levels of need, opportunities, and current 

resources may also structure the meaning of the support and whether it represents a meaningful 

benefit (Kalil and Ryan 2010; Hogan et al. 1990; Radey 2008).  In terms of neighborhood 

outcomes, some groups may require a great level of support to produce the same benefit.  For 
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example, blacks have been found to need greater amounts of wealth in their extended family to 

transition to homeownership, in comparison to whites (Hall and Crowder 2011).   

  Kin support is also associated with other socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, 

many of which are strongly associated with race.  Gender and relationship status are related to 

the roles within and need of kin support.  Women are more likely than men to be hosts at all 

ages, and among the under-25 age group, women have high rates of living as guests in their 

parents’ homes (Cohen and Casper 2002).  In addition, relationship status also matters to whether 

kin support is activated (Mazelis and Mykyta 2011).  Single mothers are roughly five times as 

likely to live in multigenerational households as married mothers at the time of their child’s birth 

(45 percent of single moms, compared to 17 percent of cohabitating mothers and 9 percent of 

married mothers) (Pilkauskas 2012).  Socioeconomic disadvantage predicts need and 

engagement with kin support, although family background may partially determine the ability of 

the older generation to provide these resources (Radey and Padilla 2009; Pilkauskas 2012).  

Certain types of kin support are also more common amongst families that are foreign-born (Fry 

and Passel 2014), due to factors that arguably reflect need and/or culture (Blank 1998; Angel and 

Tienda 1982).  Other demographic factors, such as age and the number of children being cared 

for, are also important factors in considering whether an individual receives assistance from kin 

(Oberlander et al. 2009; Pilkauskas 2012; Radey and Padilla 2009).  

Race, Kin Support, and Neighborhoods.  Research on kin support has largely framed the 

benefits of these family networks in terms of a protection against poverty (Mutchler and Baker 

2009), or by providing access to needed resources (Kochhar and Cohn 2011; Angel and Tienda 

1982; Blank and Torrecilha 1998).  However, poverty operates not only at the individual or 

family level, but also at the neighborhood level (Sampson 2012; Massey and Denton 1993; 
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Lichter et al. 2012).  A limited amount of research has begun to explore their link between 

neighborhood disadvantage and receipt of kin support.  Turney and Harknett (2010), using 

Fragile Families data, found that mothers living in disadvantaged neighborhoods perceive less 

availability of kin support.  Other authors argue that kin support networks are present and 

utilized within disadvantaged neighborhoods, and are formed by low-income black women as a 

means of coping with the challenges of concentrated poverty (Jarrett, Jefferson, and Kelly 2010).  

Although this research suggests that a link exists between kin support and neighborhood quality, 

it is not clear whether receipt of kin support can provide a protective benefit from neighborhood-

level disadvantage.  As many studies have examined only one type of support (Radey and Padilla 

2009; Pilkauskas 2012) or scaled the number of support types (Turney and Harknett 2010), it is 

also not clear if all types and arrangements of support differ in the extent of their benefit. 

Distinctive case of new mothers.  New mothers are a unique demographic group 

embedded within these processes of residence, race, and kin support.  Families often have 

different residential concerns than non-family individuals, and their housing and neighborhood 

choices reflect this (Iceland et al. 2010; Laureau and Goyette 2014).  Parents typically have 

added concerns about neighborhood safety and school quality when choosing a home (Lareau 

2014; Bayoh, Irwin, and Haab 2006; Rosenbaum and Friedman 2001).  Parents’ neighborhood 

attainment matters not only for the current circumstances of the family, but also has implications 

for the children’s future: for young children, living in low-poverty areas improves future 

education, income, and residential outcomes (Chetty et al. 2015).  However, being a new parent 

represents a time period of enhanced need (Nomaguchi and Milkie 2003).  Furthermore, low 

income parents, and often parents of color, lack the resources or capacity to make such 

considerations of neighborhood quality their central focus when choosing housing. Instead, these 
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families often make housing decisions based on the adequacy of the housing unit itself or 

proximity to child care, prioritizing these factors over neighborhood characteristics (Rhodes and 

DeLuca 2014; Rosenblatt and DeLuca 2012).  Clampet-Lundquist (2003) found that even though 

neighborhood conditions were a concern, single mothers of color often had to make choices 

based on affordability or locational considerations.   

Thus, although families have different and arguably enhanced neighborhood concerns 

than non-family individuals, some have a constrained ability to provide a high level of 

neighborhood quality for themselves and their children.  However, parents may be able to 

exercise additional options to potentially improve their circumstances, such as accepting help 

from extended kin (Pilkauskas 2012; Radey and Padilla 2009).  Women are uniquely vulnerable 

to poverty (Elmelech and Lu 2004), and new mothers in particular have high levels of need 

(Kalil and Ryan 2010).  Caring for children produces stress associated with parenting, increased 

expenses, and a subsequent demand for kin support (Nomaguchi and Milkie 2003; Nichols et al. 

2006).   Rates of kin support are particularly high among new parents (Nichols et al. 2006), 

making it important to understand what types of benefits this support can offer and the extent to 

which this operates.  New mothers, therefore, are an ideal population to examine the role that kin 

support plays in influencing their locational attainment.  However, the role that this resource 

sharing plays in terms of access to higher SES neighborhoods, particularly for families operating 

within a context of constrained options, has not been fully explored.  

Data and Methods 

Data 

To assess the protective benefits of kin support on neighborhood quality, I distinguish 

between three key forms of support: residential, financial, and childcare.  In addition, taking into 
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account the arrangement of the support (Cohen and Casper 2002, Radey and Patilla 2009), this 

research evaluates whether being a residential guest or a host, or being a financial net receiver or 

net giver, differentially influences neighborhood outcomes.   In addition, considering the high 

rate of receipt of kin support among racial and ethnic minority groups (Hogan et al. 1990; 

Pilkauskas 2012; Vespa et al. 2013) and the racial differences in arrangements of this private 

support (Radey and Padilla 2009; Cohen and Casper 2002), I explore whether accounting for kin 

support influences the racial gap in neighborhood quality.  Finally, I examine whether 

accounting for additional resources and circumstances (namely, mother’s SES, family 

background, and receipt of governmental support) alters the nature of this relationship. 

The primary source of data for this study comes from the Fragile Families and Child 

Wellbeing Study (FFCWS), a longitudinal dataset of new mothers who gave birth between 1998 

and 2000 (baseline N=4,898).  The data was collected within 20 large US cities with populations 

over 200,000, and a stratified sample of hospitals and births was conducted to obtain a random 

and representative sample of mothers within these cities (Reichman et al. 2001).  This data 

contains an oversample of roughly 3,700 unmarried births, and a smaller sample of almost 1,200 

married mothers for the purposes of comparison.  As such, this oversample provides the sample 

size necessary to provide insight into the characteristics of Fragile Families, a largely 

disadvantaged population.  In addition, this sampling pattern results in a high representation of 

low-income, Black and Hispanic new mothers.  Such a sampling design allows for sufficient 

racial variation and comparisons in regards to exposure to neighborhood disadvantage.  

Furthermore, the oversample of unmarried mothers also provides an ideal sample for studying 

questions of kin support, as receiving help from family members is disproportionately common 

among single mothers (Pilkauskas 2012; Hogan, Eggebeen, and Clogg 1993) and economically 
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and sociodemographically disadvantaged groups (Pilkauskas 2012; Kalil and Ryan 2010; Hogan 

et al. 1990). 

This study obtains key measures of kin support and other characteristics of the mother 

from the publicly available FFCWS one-year follow-up data (collected between 1999 and 2002, 

when the children were one year old).
 1

  A limited amount of demographic information, if not 

considered time-variant and not repeated in the one-year follow-up survey, is included from the 

baseline data.  Five hundred and thirty four of the baseline respondents (10.9 percent) did not 

complete the one-year follow-up survey, bringing the sample size at this survey wave to 4,364.   

In addition to containing an ideal sample and measures to examine kin support, the 

FFCWS dataset provides information on the added dimension of neighborhood quality.  This 

research merges the public use FFCWS data with the restricted-use contextual data, which 

provides demographic and socioeconomic information on the neighborhoods in which the 

mothers reside. The neighborhood data is measured at the level of the census tract, and consists 

of 2000 Census data representing the total population composition of the neighborhoods in 

which the mothers reside.  Neighborhood-level data is drawn from the location of the mother’s 

residence at the time of the year-one follow-up survey, in order to examine the relationship 

between receipt of kin support during this time period and neighborhood quality.   

The sample for this study draws from the 4,364 mothers who completed the one-year 

follow-up survey.  Out of this sample, an additional 146 mothers were dropped due to missing 

information on the neighborhood-level characteristics of the dependent variables. Another 216 

mothers were missing information on neighborhood quality, race, and all measures of kin 

                                                 
1
 Using one-year follow-up data enables an analysis of the research questions during a period in which the new 

mothers are actively caring for their children, a time when kin support is utilized at high rates (Nomaguchi and 

Milkie 2003; Nichols et al. 2006).   As the baseline data was collected at the hospital directly after the birth 

(Reichman et al. 2001), patterns of kin support may not have been fully established or utilized by this time, 

particularly if this was the first child for the mother.    
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support.  After accounting for missing cases on all other control variables, the total number of 

cases without valid information on all variables comes to 448 mothers.  Listwise deletion was 

performed to account for these missing cases, resulting in a final sample size of 3,916 mothers.  

Measures 

 Concentrated Poverty.  The dependent variable for the analyses is concentrated poverty, 

representing the socioeconomic status of the neighborhood in which the mother resides.  

Neighborhoods are represented at the census-tract level.  Concentrated poverty is measured as a 

dichotomous variable, representing the likelihood of living in concentrated poverty.  

Concentrated poverty is defined as a neighborhood in which over 20 percent of the residents 

meet the federal poverty threshold (1 = concentrated poverty, 0 = not concentrated poverty), and 

reflects prior studies that have set this threshold in determining poor and non-poor 

neighborhoods (Massey et al. 1994; Wilson 1987; South and Crowder 1997; Bishaw 2014).   

Ancillary analyses were also conducted with the complementary, continuous outcome of 

median household income of the neighborhood.  As median household income is a right-skewed 

variable, this variable was logged in order to fit a more normal distribution.  Findings with this 

outcome were largely similar to the analyses predicting odds of living in concentrated poverty, in 

terms of both directions and significance.  Any notable differences are included within the 

findings, although the extent of the similarities provides confidence that these patterns persist 

when measured with more than one indicator of neighborhood SES. 

 Race.  Race is coded as a series of dummy variables, and includes responses for non-

Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, and Hispanic.   This variable is coded from two separate 

questions in the baseline FFCWS survey, where mothers self-report their race (by picking the 

one category that “best describes” their race) and Hispanic ethnicity.  Mothers who identified as 
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Hispanic are coded as Hispanic, regardless of their racial classification.  Although respondents 

could identify as other racial categories (Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian, Eskimo, or 

Aleut; or other), the size of these categories are not large enough to produce meaningful 

comparisons. Although not discussed as a distinct group, these respondents are condensed into 

an “Other” racial category and are represented in the Full Sample analyses. 

Kin Support.  Support from kin is measured through three separate variables that provide 

information on the type, the quality, and the direction of this support: residential, financial, and 

childcare support.  Drawing on Cohen and Casper (2002), I draw distinctions between mothers 

who are living as “guests” (defined as women who are living with “friends or family members” 

and do not own or rent their own home), and those living as “hosts” (those who live with friends 

or family members and are renting or owning their own home).  Then, the household roster was 

used to determine if coresiders were living with extended family members; only those living with 

relatives (not those living with only friends/roommates) were coded as receiving this type of kin 

support. Financial support signifies whether the mother has either received more money from 

family members than she has given (2 = net receiver), has given more money than she has 

received (3 = net giver) or has not given or received any money (or exchanged an equal amount) 

(ref= no support). This variable is constructed from survey questions that ask a) whether the 

mother has received financial help from anyone other than the baby’s father in the past year, b) if 

she has given help to anyone, and c) the amount of the exchanges.
2
  Finally, childcare support is 

                                                 
2
 For money received, respondents could indicate a range of money received if they could not provide an exact 

amount.  Respondents indicating a range were assigned the midpoint of that range.  If respondents said they received 

money but did not provide a value OR a range, they were assigned the median received dollar amount among 

receivers (n=60).  For money given, respondents not providing a precise amount did not have the option of 

indicating a range.  Thus, mothers who said they gave money but did not provide an amount were assigned the 

median given amount among givers (n=114).  
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measured as a dichotomous variable that indicates whether the respondent received help from 

family members (1 = receives childcare support, 0 = no support).  

 Socioeconomic status.  Several sets of control variables are included in the analysis in 

order to isolate the relationship between neighborhood quality, race, kin support.  Socioeconomic 

(SES) variables included in the models include employment status, poverty level, education level, 

and eviction status of the mother.  Employment status represents whether the mother has done 

regular work for pay in the past year, since the time of the child’s birth (1 = not employed in past 

year, 0 = employed in past year).  Poverty level is a categorical variable indicating the percentage 

of the mother’s household income relative to the poverty threshold, and distinguishes between in 

poverty (ref. = 0-99 percent of the federal poverty line), low income (100-199 percent), and 200 

percent or above. Education level reflects mother’s educational attainment at the time of the 

baseline survey, and additionally takes into account any schooling that has been completed by 

the time of the one-year follow-up survey (ref. = less than high school, 2 = high school, 3 = some 

college, 4 = Bachelor’s degree or above).  An additional, dichotomous variable represents 

whether the mother is currently in school or not (1 = currently in school, 0 = not in school).  

Eviction status is included as an additional measure of material hardship (Desmond and Kimbro 

2015; Desmond 2012b) that may influence the relationship between kin support and 

neighborhood poverty.  It is coded as a dichotomous variable (1 = evicted in the past year, 0 = 

not evicted in the past year).   

Demographic characteristics.  Several demographic characteristics of the mother are 

additionally included as controls: relationship status, nativity status, age, and number of 

children.  Prior research has documented the important influence of these demographic variables 

on receipt of kin support (Oberlander et al. 2009; Van Hook and Glick 2007; Blank 1998; 
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Pilkauskas 2012), making them necessary in isolating the relationship between neighborhood 

quality, race, and family assistance.  Relationship status is a categorical variable indicating the 

mother’s marriage and cohabitation status at the time of the one-year follow-up (ref. = married, 2 

= cohabitating, 3 = dating, 4 =  single).  The nature of the data collection of the FFCWS survey 

allows for this fine level of detail in regards to relationship status.  When completing the survey, 

mothers were asked if they were currently married; if not, they were asked a series of additional 

questions regarding the nature of their romantic relationship.  Mothers who were living with a 

partner were coded as cohabitating, and mothers were reported being romantically involved but 

not cohabiting were coded as dating.  Mothers reporting being separated/divorced, just friends 

with the child’s father, or having no relationship were coded as single. 

  Nativity status is a categorical variable representing the immigrant status of both the 

mother and the grandparents of the child, coded as ref. = mother is not an immigrant (both the 

mother and grandparents were born in the US), 2 = mother is a second generation immigrant 

(one or both grandparents were born outside the US), and 3 = mother is an immigrant (was born 

outside the US).  Age is coded as a continuous variable (range = 15 to 43).  Number of children 

is also a continuous variable, and represents the total number of children the mother has had by 

the time of the year-one follow-up survey.   

Family background.  Family background is included as an indicator of the availability of 

resources and potential help in the mother’s family network, and includes grandmother’s 

education level and whether the mother lived with both parents at age 15.  Grandmother’s 

education level is coded as a categorical variable that indicated the highest level of education 

completed by the grandmother (ref. = less than high school, 2 = high school, 3 = some college, 4 

= Bachelor’s or higher, and 5 =  does not know).  Grandmother’s education is included as an 



23 

 

 

 

appropriate proxy for SES of the extended family for the purposes of these research questions, as 

prior work has indicated that kin support often comes from grandmothers or both grandparents 

(Haxton and Harknett 2009; Stack 1975).  “Does not know” is included as a meaningful 

category, as this may indicate a lack of connectivity and ability to receive help from extended 

relatives and has been found to be significant in prior work on kin support using FFCWS data 

(Radey and Padilla 2009).  Lived with both parents at age 15 is included to represent the family 

structure in which the mother was raised, and is coded as a dichotomous variable (1 = lived with 

both parents at 15, 0 = did not live with both parents). 

Government assistance.  Government assistance is included as a potential mediator of the 

relationship between race, kin support, and neighborhood quality as help with residence, money, 

and child care can all be provided by the government.  Government assistance is included to 

reflect each type of kin support: public housing and assistance with rent for residential, receipt of 

welfare or TANF for financial, and assistance with childcare for childcare support.  All 

government assistance variables are coded as dichotomous measures of whether or not the 

mother receives government assistance of that type at the time of the one-year follow-up (1 = 

government assistance, 0 = does not receive government assistance).   

Analytic Plan 

The analysis for this study will begin by descriptively assessing the distribution of all 

dependent and independent variables by both race and kin support.  Two-tailed means 

comparison and proportion significance tests are performed to demonstrate significant bivariate 

differences between racial groups (ref: white) and by kin support status (ref: no support).  A 

series of logistic regression models will explore the relationship between kin support and 

neighborhood attainment, if receiving support from relatives mediates the relationship between 
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race and neighborhood attainment, and if the influence of kin support reflects the role of other 

types of resources. Findings will be presented in the form of odds ratios.  Residential, financial, 

and childcare support will be examined together through a series of regression models predicting 

the odds of living in concentrated poverty.  Exploring the role of three types of support 

simultaneously in the models will a) reveal the total mediating effect of kin support on the size of 

the racial disparities in exposure to neighborhood poverty, b) demonstrate whether these three 

types differ in their direction and significance, in regards to their relationship to neighborhood 

attainment, and c) determine whether the role of each support type is independent of the other 

two forms of kin support.  Model 1 will represent a bivariate regression with race as a predictor 

and neighborhood quality as the outcome.  This model will provide a sense of the extent of the 

unadjusted racial gap in neighborhood conditions.  Model 2 will include residential, financial, 

and childcare support to examine if kin support significantly predicts neighborhood quality, net 

of race.  In Model 3, I add socioeconomic characteristics of the mother to gauge how the 

mother’s individual attainment influences the relationship between race, kin support, and 

exposure to concentrated poverty.  Model 4 will include controls for demographic characteristics, 

and Model 5 will additionally control for family background.  Model 6 will examine any 

mediating effect of government support.  All analyses are performed with Stata 12.1.  The 

primary goal is to a) un-pack kin support, b) examine whether adjusting for kin support 

influences the racial gap in concentrated poverty, and c) see if the role of kin support is related to 

other characteristics.  

The present study falls within the line of locational attainment literature that has sought to 

determine how individual- and family-level characteristics influence individuals’ neighborhood-

level outcomes (Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007; South and Crowder 1998; Sharkey 2008; Alba 
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and Logan 1993; Alba and Logan 1991; Logan et al. 1996; Sharkey 2010).   This study, 

consistent with other locational attainment studies, can be framed as predicting individuals’ 

outcomes, measured at the neighborhood level.  Neighborhood attainment analyses seek to 

examine "how individual-level characteristics affect the spatial locations of persons and 

households," and specifically how "individual human capital variables, such as education and 

income, and marital and parental status are converted into residence in neighborhoods" of 

varying qualities and characteristics (Alba and Logan 1992:367-368). Thus, I seek to examine 

the factors related to where individuals’ achieve residence; this contrasts from analyzing the 

influence of a neighborhood on individuals (a multilevel analysis) or a framework that views 

individuals as altering the composition or characteristics of the neighborhood itself.  Instead, 

locational attainment models can be interpreted as exploring the “degree of conversion of a 

householder’s or household’s characteristics, such as income or education, into a residential 

context of higher quality” (Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007).  This project explores kin support 

as an additional individual-level characteristic that can be utilized to achieve potentially higher 

neighborhood attainment. 

Locational attainment studies often face potential issues due to data limitations and when 

clustering exists within neighborhoods (Alba and Logan 1992; Rosenbaum and Friendman 

2007).   As both individual- and aggregate-level data is needed, not all datasets can be utilized to 

complete such an analysis (Alba and Logan 1992).  However, for this project, the individual-

level FFCWS survey data is linked to aggregate-level census data, through a restricted-use 

contract.  This provides information on the full socioeconomic composition of the census tracts 

in which the mothers live, and removes concerns about data limitations (Alba and Logan 1992).  

Additional tests have been performed to test for whether clustering of individuals within the 
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same neighborhood impacts the size of standard errors or significance tests.   In order to provide 

the most conservative estimates and account for concerns of clustering, I ran all of my models 

with robust standard errors.
 3

  Notably, the significance levels of variables of interest did not 

differ between the models with robust standard errors and those without.  With data that includes 

both needed individual- and neighborhood-level data, and having adjusted for potential issues of 

clustering, it is possible to interpret models as predicting better or worse residential attainment. 

Findings 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 1 displays the sample distribution of neighborhood quality, kin support, and control 

variables for the full sample and for Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics separately.  For the 

dependent variable of concentrated poverty, 52 percent of blacks and 43 percent of Hispanics 

live in high poverty areas, compared to only around 10 percent of white mothers.  Reflecting the 

disadvantaged nature of the Fragile Families sample, these percentages are slightly above the 

2000 national average for each racial and ethnic group (Lichter et al. 2012).  However, this 

overall pattern, in which blacks experience the highest level of neighborhood disadvantage, 

whites experience the least, and Hispanics occupy an in-between status, reflects the findings of 

other nationally representative samples (Lichter et al. 2012; Logan 2011).  

                                                 
3
 In regards to the issue of clustering within neighborhoods, this can occur when several respondents reside in the 

same neighborhood, resulting in potentially correlated error terms.  The sampling design of the study ensures that 

only a small to moderate amount of clustering occurs (please see http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/ 

contextual.asp for more information).  For the sample utilized within this study, the 3,916 mothers reside in a total of 

2,479 unique census tracts.   Although the level of clustering is limited, I performed additional analyses to test and 

adjust for heterogeneity in my error variances.   I performed the Breusch-Pagan/Cook-Weisberg test for 

heteroscedasticity for my ancillary continuous outcome (logged neighborhood median level income).  A comparable 

test for evaluating logistic regressions models is currently unavailable.  However, finding evidence of significant 

heteroskedasticity, I applied the most conservative approach and ran all models with robust standard errors using 

Huber-White sandwich estimators (Huber 1967; White 1980).  This approach produces more conservative estimates 

and adjusts for issues of heterogeneity in the standards errors of my models.   



27 

 

 

 

 Turning to the receipt of kin support by race, we see that race does stratify who receives 

help from family members, but these distinctions are not consistent across support types nor do 

they follow the same direction.  In terms of residential support, the large majority of each racial 

group receives no residential support, yet the most prevalent arrangement of support is residing 

as a guest; therefore, more mothers are receivers of residential support than givers.  Twenty-four 

percent of black mothers and 21 of Hispanic mothers are guests.  Both of these rates are 

significantly higher than the 12 percent of whites who live as guests.   In addition, both nonwhite 

groups are more likely to be host than whites, as 7 percent of blacks, 12 percent of Hispanics, 

and less than 4 percent of whites have other family members living in their home.  Thus, while 

blacks and Hispanics do receive higher rates of residential support from whites, these descriptive 

figures demonstrate that they also are more likely to provide support as a host.   

A similarly complicated picture is apparent within patterns of financial support, in which 

blacks are more likely than whites to be both net receivers (41 percent vs. 32 percent) and net 

givers (26 percent vs. 21 percent).  Hispanics are less likely to receive more money than they 

give compared to white mothers; only 25 percent of Hispanic mothers are net financial receivers.  

In terms of net giving, however, Hispanics are comparable to whites, with a rate of 21 percent.  

In regards to childcare, blacks receive a higher rate of help from family members that do whites 

(24 percent vs. 21 percent), with marginal significance.  Hispanics, however, do not significantly 

differ from whites, with roughly 23 percent receiving this form of support.   

 Table 1 also demonstrates racial differences in socioeconomic status, demographic 

characteristics, family background, and government assistance.  Blacks and Hispanics are less 

likely to be college educated and more likely to be in poverty.  In addition, black mothers are less 

likely to have not been employed in the last year and more likely to have been in school  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics on Dependent and Independent Variables by Race
  

 
(FFCWS Year-One Follow-Up, N= 3,916) 

Percentages and Means with Bivariate Significance Tests (ref.: White) 

Variables Full Sample
1
 White (ref.) Black Hispanic 

Dependent Variable    

Living in Concentrated Poverty
  39.35 10.21 52.22*** 42.98*** 

Kin Support     

Residential      

Guest
 20.81 12.41 24.00*** 21.39*** 

Host
 7.71 3.60 7.06*** 11.91*** 

No Support
 71.48 83.99 68.95*** 66.70*** 

Financial      

     Net Receiver
 34.24 31.90 40.67*** 25.07** 

     Net Giver
 23.65 20.77 25.65** 21.10 

     No Support 42.11 47.33 33.67*** 53.82** 

Childcare     

Received Help 23.34 21.23 24.27
+
 22.75 

No Support 76.66 78.77 75.73
+
 77.25 

Mother’s Socioeconomic Status    

Not Employed in Past Year 26.58 29.81 19.62*** 36.69** 

Education Level     

Less than High School
 29.85 15.89 27.63*** 47.34*** 

High School 29.62 24.83 34.63*** 26.04 

Some College
 27.78 29.12 30.04 22.36*** 

Bachelor’s or Higher 12.74 30.16 7.70*** 4.26*** 

Currently in School
 18.97 14.04 23.84*** 14.91 

Poverty Level    

In Poverty (0-99%)
 42.54 16.94 50.94*** 50.53*** 

Low Income (100-199%)
 24.90 22.62 24.53 27.98** 

     200%+
 32.56 60.44 24.53*** 21.49*** 

Evicted in the Past Year 2.73 2.09 2.99 3.00 

Demographic Characteristics    

Mother’s Marital & Cohabitation Status    

Married
 31.66 56.15 17.96*** 32.82*** 

Cohabiting 31.74 24.71 32.82*** 37.66*** 

Dating 15.88 7.42 22.98*** 10.55* 

Single 20.74 11.72 26.24*** 18.97*** 
1
Full Sample values include “Other” racial category. 

+ p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 

(continued) 
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Table 1. (continued)  

Variables Full Sample
1
 White Black Hispanic 

Nativity      

Not an Immigrant 
 80.08 92.81 92.94 52.66*** 

Second Generation 4.34 3.13 2.57 8.62*** 

Immigrant 15.58 4.06 4.50 38.72*** 

Mother’s Age
 26.43 28.29  25.71***  25.92***  

Number of Children 2.18  1.89 2.38*** 2.10 *** 

Family Background    

Grandmother’s Education Level    

Less than High School
 18.90 8.70 9.30  44.72*** 

High School 49.62 53.71 56.87 34.85*** 

Some College 11.67 14.85 13.95 5.23*** 

Bachelor’s or Higher
 11.95 19.26 11.97*** 4.65*** 

Does Not Know
 7.87 3.48 7.91*** 10.55*** 

Lived with Both Parents at 15
 43.18 58.70 29.29*** 52.76** 

Government Assistance     

Public Housing 13.41 3.36 18.33*** 13.65*** 

Assistance with Rent 12.13 3.36 17.69*** 10.55*** 

Welfare or TANF 24.46 10.09 34.74*** 19.07*** 

Assistance With Childcare 9.04 3.83 13.04*** 6.58** 
1
Full Sample values include “Other” racial category. 

+ p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 

 

compared to Whites.  Blacks and Hispanics are less likely to be married than whites, and more 

likely to be cohabitating, dating, or single.  Hispanic mothers are significantly more likely to be 

immigrants or second-generation, and both blacks and Hispanics have significantly younger 

mean ages and a higher mean number of children than white mothers.  The family background of 

the sample also varies by race, as Hispanic respondents are significantly more likely to have 

mothers (the grandmothers of the children) who have low levels of education.  Blacks and 

Hispanics have lower rates of grandmothers with college degrees, and whites were more likely to 

be raised in households with both parents.  Therefore, while whites receive certain types of kin 

support less than Blacks or Hispanics, their families may be in a better position to provide it.  
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Levels of disadvantage within the sample are also apparent in terms of rates of government 

assistance; both blacks and Hispanics are more likely to live in public housing, as well as receive 

government funds for rent, welfare/TANF, and childcare assistance. 

 Table 2 shows the distribution of key variables by kin support status, exploring the 

characteristics of those who receive each type of support.  “Hosting” (that is, living with relatives 

in a home the mother herself is owning or renting), is marginally associated with a higher levels 

of concentrated poverty; 44 percent of mothers who are residential hosts live in poor 

neighborhoods as compared to 38 percent of those receiving no support.  The neighborhood 

conditions of guests do not differ significantly from those who do not live with family members.  

Both receivers and givers of financial assistance live in statistically comparable neighborhoods to 

mothers who do not give or receive (i.e. no support).  Finally, receiving child support does not 

differentiate neighborhood circumstances.  Thus, while residential support status divides the 

neighborhood circumstances of mothers, this is not the case for receiving financial or childcare 

assistance.  Based on similarities in neighborhood disadvantage, we might expect mothers to be 

comparable in terms of their levels of individual- and family-level disadvantage, with only 

mothers who host having a lower SES.  The remainder of Table 2 explores whether this 

expectation is upheld. 

 In terms of socioeconomic status, interestingly, both net receivers and net givers are less 

likely to have not been employed in the past year.  A significantly lower percentage of those who 

did receive childcare support, in contrast who did not, were not employed in the past year.  Both 

guests and hosts have higher rates of having less than a high school degree than those with no 

support, suggesting a relatively disadvantaged status among those who live with family 

members.  Those who are net receivers have a lower percentage of college graduates, while net  
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givers have a higher percentage, than those who engage in no financial support.  Mothers who 

received childcare support have a significantly lower percentage of those who did not complete 

high school, and a higher rate of mothers who have completed some college.  Mothers who are 

guests, net receivers, net givers, and recipients of childcare support are also more likely to 

currently be in school.  In terms of poverty levels, mothers engaging in both types of residential 

support and net receivers are more likely to be in poverty, while net givers and those receiving 

childcare support are less likely to be in poverty.  In addition, suggesting a link between eviction 

and receiving kin support, bot guests and net receivers are more likely to have been evicted in the 

previous year. 

 Examining the demographic characteristics of each kin support status, we see that 

relationship status is a consistent indicator of those who do and do not receive familial support.  

Guests, hosts, net receivers, those who receive childcare assistance are more likely to be dating 

or single (and less likely to be married) in comparison to the “no support” category.  In addition, 

nativity status is significantly associated with receipt of kin support, but not in a similar direction 

for all support categories.  For example, hosts are significantly more likely to be immigrants, 

while guests have significantly higher percentages of being second generation immigrants than 

those in the “no support” category.  In contrasts, both mothers who are net receivers and net 

givers are less likely to be immigrants than those who do not exchange money with relatives.  

Mothers who receive childcare support are composed of a lower percentage of immigrants, yet a 

higher percentage of second-generation mothers, than those who do not.  Among all these types 

of kin support, mothers who receive help from family members are significantly younger and 

have fewer children than those who do not.   
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In terms of family background, guests, net receivers, and net givers all have lower rates 

of mothers who did not complete high school than those with no support.  Mothers who guest 

and those who host have significantly lower rates of mothers who obtained a bachelor’s degree, 

while both net receivers and net givers have higher rates of mothers with a college degree than 

respondents who receive no support.   In addition, both net receiver and net givers were less 

likely to live with both parents at age 15 than those who do not receive financial assistance.  

Turning to patterns of government assistance, guests are significantly less likely to live in public 

housing and receive funds for rent, as compared to the no support category.  This suggests that, 

at least for guests, living with extended family members perhaps operates as an alternative to 

receiving government assistance with housing for many mothers.  Among net receivers, 

however, this form of kin support appears to be an indicator of disadvantage, as this status is 

associated with significantly higher rates of receipt for all four forms of government assistance.  

Those who receive childcare support from kin have significantly lower rates of living in public 

housing, receiving funds for rent, and receiving welfare/TANF, but have higher rates of 

receiving government assistance with childcare.  Overall, Table 2 demonstrates that patterns of 

neighborhood and socioeconomic disadvantage, demographics characteristics, and receipt of 

government resources differ between support statuses, but also depend on the type of support 

being received.  Despite similarities in neighborhood context between support statuses (with the 

exception of mothers who host), mothers who are engaged in a support network tend to be 

relatively disadvantaged in terms of their poverty and education levels, demographic 

characteristics, and family background.  Specifically, mothers who are guests, hosts, and net 

receivers tend to have low levels of personal and familial resources.  This trend, however, is 

relatively less consistent for net givers and those who receive childcare support. 
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 Table 3 explores the racial variation in kin support, and whether distinguishing by both 

race and kin support reveals within- and between-race differences in concentrated poverty.  

These figures and significance tests reveal whether receiving support is beneficial for 

neighborhood outcomes, whether giving support is detrimental, and whether these patterns are 

consistent across race (at this descriptive level).  Significance tests between racial groups 

(represented by the 
a 
superscript) demonstrate that differences persist between whites and blacks, 

and between whites and Hispanics, within each category of kin support (p<0.001).  Thus, 

engaging in kin support does not diminish the racial gap in neighborhood quality to the level of 

non-significance for any type of support examined here.  While these significant racial 

differences persist, the racial gap does widen or decrease within certain support statuses.  For 

example, 52 percent of black mothers who receive no residential support live in concentrated 

poverty, compared to 10.5 percent of white mothers, a gap of almost 42 percent.  However, this 

gap decreases to 40 percent among guests and increases to 57 percent among hosts.  While 

receiving kin support theoretically operates as a benefit for individuals and giving kin support 

operates as a loss of resources, we see that this does not function to the same extent or even the 

same direction for each race at this descriptive level (as evident in the shifting size of the racial 

disparities). 

 Significant differences between support statuses, within racial groups, are indicated by 

the level of confidence (+ p<0.10; * p<0.05;  ** p<0.01;  *** p<0.001).  While most within-race 

support statuses do not significantly differ in terms of their neighborhood quality, black mothers 

who host (with marginal significance) are more likely to live in concentrated poverty than those 

who receive no support.  Thus, while kin support does not distinguish neighborhood outcomes 

among most groups, black mothers who host are the one exception. 
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Table 3. Percent Living in Concentrated Poverty by Race and Kin Support Status 

(Fragile Families Year-One Follow-Up, N= 3,916) 

Percentages and means with significance tests within race by kin support status 

(ref.: No Support) and within kin support status by race (ref.: White) 

 

Full Sample
1 White (ref.) Black Hispanic 

Residential Support     

     Guest 40.98 10.28 49.89
a 41.18

a 

     Host 44.04
+
 3.23 59.85

+,a 39.84
a 

     No Support (ref.) 38.37 10.50 52.25
a
 44.12

a 

     

Financial Support 
     Net Receiver 41.54 10.91 52.43

a
 45.17

a
 

     Net Giver 37.26 8.94 47.08
**,a

 42.20
a
 

     No Support (ref.) 38.75 10.29 55.87
a
 42.27

a
 

     

Childcare Support     

Received Support 37.31 8.20 48.24
+,a

 41.70
a
 

No Support (ref.) 39.97 10.75 53.49
a
 43.36a

a
 

1
Full Sample values include “Other” racial category. 

+ p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001: Difference is significant from No Support 

category. 
a
Difference is significant from White category (p<0.001) (tests conducted for Black and Hispanic 

categories).  

 

 Turning to financial support, we again find that the relationship between support status 

and neighborhood quality varies by race.  Black net givers tend to live in less disadvantaged 

neighborhoods than those who do not give or receive: 47 percent of black mothers who are net 

givers live in neighborhoods with poverty rates of 20 percent or higher, but this number reaches 

56 percent of black mothers in the “no support” category.  In terms of childcare support, only 

small differences exist between mothers who do and do not receive this category of kin support.  

Black mothers again have the only significant within-race difference, with 48 percent of mothers 

who receive childcare support living in concentrated poverty, compared to 53 percent among 

those who do not.  While the racial differences remain significant within each kin support 

category, we do see that kin support status is associated with differential neighborhood quality 

for specific support types and within certain racial groups.  At this descriptive level, being a 
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receiver of kin support is associated with significantly improved neighborhood SES only in the 

case of childcare support, and only among black mothers.  Providing support as a host appears 

detrimental in terms of concentrated disadvantage for blacks, yet is associated with lower 

(though non-significant) concentrated poverty rates for whites in contrast to no support.  

Multivariate regression analyses provide greater insight into these patterns, and whether they are 

altered by accounting for SES, demographic, family background, and government support 

characteristics.  

Regression Analyses 

 Table 4 displays results from regression analyses predicting the odds of living in 

concentrated poverty.  The models demonstrate whether each type of support—residential, 

financial or childcare—is associated with the odds of living in concentrated poverty and whether 

accounting for this type of kin support impacts the racial gap in neighborhood outcomes.  Model 

1, with race as the sole independent variable, demonstrates the vast racial disparities in regards to 

exposure to neighborhood-level disadvantage.  Black mothers have 9.6 higher odds of living in 

concentrated poverty than do white mothers, and Hispanic mothers, though not occupying the 

same levels of neighborhood disadvantage as black mothers, are 6.7 as likely as white mothers to 

live in poor neighborhoods.
4
  As Model 2 demonstrates, adding the additional variables of 

residential kin support alters the racial gap in exposure to neighborhood poverty only slightly.  

For black mothers, the size of the odds ratio increases by only 0.267 after controlling for kin 

                                                 
4
 The vast racial disparities captured in these odds ratios reflect both the unequal patterns found in nationally 

representative datasets (Lichter et al. 2012; Bishaw 2012) and the distinctive nature of the FFCWS sample.  These 

odds ratios are not directly comparable to nationally representative datasets, due to the oversampling of unmarried 

mothers in the FFCWS data; however, the relationship between race and neighborhood quality is similar to patterns 

found elsewhere.  On a descriptive level, the percent living in concentrated poverty by race is 1.2 higher for whites, 

2.7 for Hispanics, and 5.9 higher for blacks in the FFCWS sample in comparison to 2000 census data (Bishaw 

2014).  Although these numbers are similar and patters are consistent, these percent differences suggest that the 

sampling design of the FFCWS dataset results in slightly exacerbated racial differences in neighborhood SES. 
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support, and for Hispanic mothers, the odds ratio increases by only 0.063.  These increases are 

small in regards to the immense size of the odds ratios predicting the high likelihood that black 

and Hispanic mothers live in high poverty neighborhoods, in comparison to white mothers.  

However, the increased size of the odds ratios, after accounting for kin support, does suggest that 

black and Hispanic mothers do experience a marginally disproportionate benefit from kin 

support in regards to neighborhood attainment.  Furthermore, this appears to operate to a greater 

extent for black mothers than Hispanic mothers.  Without the receipt of residential, financial, and 

childcare support, the size the racial differences in exposure to neighborhood poverty would be 

slightly larger.  However, while kin support thus plays a small role in mitigating the racial gap in 

neighborhood quality, the disparities remain large. 

Model 2 additionally demonstrates which type and arrangement of kin support is 

independently related to neighborhood attainment, controlling for race and the other two types of 

support.  While only controlling for race, financial support, and childcare support, residential kin 

support is not significant.  However, the odds ratio is in a direction indicating that mothers who 

are guests, but not hosts, receive a benefit in terms of lower odds of experiencing neighborhood-

level poverty.
5
   In regards to financial support, Model 2 demonstrates that those who are net 

givers have significantly lower odds of living in a poor neighborhood (p<.05), controlling for 

race and other types of support.    Also in this model and with these controls, the coefficient for 

childcare support is significant in predicting 14 percent lower odds of living in a poor 

neighborhood, in comparison to those who receive no childcare support.   

 

                                                 
5
 In the ancillary analyses, residential support is significant in Model 2 in predicting a higher logged median 

household income (p<0.05).  This differs from the non-significance of residential kin support when predicting odds 

of living in concentrated poverty, when only accounting for race and other forms of kin support.   
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Table 4. Odds Ratios Predicting Living in Concentrated Poverty (FFCWS Year-1 Follow-up, N=3,916) 

         

   
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

         Race (Ref: White) 
     

 

Black 

 

9.612*** 9.879*** 6.740*** 6.284*** 6.363*** 5.895*** 

   

(1.169) (1.213) (0.857) (0.815) (0.828) (0.771) 

 

Hispanic 

 

6.630*** 6.693*** 4.038*** 4.620*** 4.438*** 4.348*** 

   

(0.854) (0.869) (0.551) (0.670) (0.650) (0.636) 

         Residential Support (Ref: No Support) 

    

 

Guest 

  

0.909 0.781** 0.764** 0.769** 0.826+ 

    

(0.0798) (0.0718) (0.0757) (0.0770) (0.0842) 

 

Host 

  

1.075 0.926 0.972 0.961 0.985 

    

(0.135) (0.124) (0.132) (0.131) (0.136) 

         Financial Support (Ref: No Support) 

    
 

Net Receiver 

 

1.002 0.991 0.930 0.949 0.921 

   
 

(0.0826) (0.0852) (0.0823) (0.0845) (0.0831) 

 
Net Giver 

 
 

0.827* 1.053 1.025 1.038 1.020 

   
 

(0.0753) (0.101) (0.0995) (0.101) (0.0998) 

         Received Childcare Support 

     

    

0.856+ 1.033 1.042 1.033 1.055 

    

(0.0711) (0.0927) (0.0941) (0.0936) (0.0969) 

         Mother's Socioeconomic Status 
    Not Employed in Past Year 

 

1.312** 1.401*** 1.391*** 1.285** 

     

(0.114) (0.125) (0.125) (0.119) 

Mother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

  

0.897 0.939 0.960 1.002 

     

(0.0841) (0.0897) (0.0923) (0.0983) 

 

Some 

College 

  

0.752** 0.841 0.906 0.983 

     

(0.0770) (0.0897) (0.0986) (0.108) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

 

0.440*** 0.593** 0.649* 0.683* 

     

(0.0746) (0.107) (0.119) (0.127) 

Currently in School 

 

1.205* 1.170+ 1.195+ 1.166 

     

(0.112) (0.110) (0.113) (0.112) 

Poverty Level (Ref: In poverty: 0-99%) 

    

 

Low Income (100-199%) 

 

0.615*** 0.646*** 0.658*** 0.713*** 

     

(0.0549) (0.0587) (0.0600) (0.0664) 

 

200%+ 

   

0.317*** 0.371*** 0.387*** 0.433*** 

     

(0.0331) (0.0409) (0.0430) (0.0494) 

         Evicted in Past Year 

 

1.022 0.991 0.997 0.937 

     

(0.220) (0.211) (0.213) (0.202) 

       

                  (continued) 
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Table 4. (continued)      

Demographic Characteristics 

     Relationship Status (Ref: Married) 

    

 

Cohabitating 

   

1.256* 1.251* 1.210+ 

      

(0.132) (0.131) (0.128) 

 

Dating 

    

1.258+ 1.260+ 1.173 

      

(0.163) (0.164) (0.155) 

 

Single 

    

1.406** 1.394** 1.244+ 

      

(0.168) (0.167) (0.154) 

Nativity Status (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 

   

 

2nd Generation 

  

0.758 0.728+ 0.717+ 

      

(0.143) (0.138) (0.139) 

 

Immigrant 

    

0.731* 0.703** 0.748* 

      

(0.0903) (0.0902) (0.0967) 

Mother's Age 

    

0.974** 0.972*** 0.976** 

      

(0.00796) (0.00800) (0.00809) 

Number of Children 

  

1.141*** 1.140*** 1.131*** 

      

(0.0374) (0.0376) (0.0376) 

         Family Background 
     Grandmother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

    

0.914 0.937 

       

(0.1000) (0.104) 

 

Some College 

   

0.687* 0.710* 

       

(0.104) (0.109) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

   

0.676* 0.719* 

       

(0.108) (0.115) 

 

Does Not Know 

   

1.070 1.079 

       

(0.162) (0.166) 

Lived with Both Parents at Age 15 

  

1.017 1.043 

       

(0.0822) (0.0853) 

         Government Assistance 

     Public Housing 

      

2.013*** 

        

(0.230) 

Government Assistance with Rent 

   

0.951 

        

(0.117) 

Received Welfare/TANF 

   

1.416*** 

        

(0.135) 

Received Funds for Childcare 

    

0.875 

        

(0.112) 

         N 

  

3916 3916 3916 3916 3916 3916 

(Robust standard errors in parentheses) 

    + p<0.10*; p<0.05;  ** p<0.01;  *** p<0.001    
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 However, adding controls for SES, demographic characteristics, and family background 

(in Models 3, 4, and 5), we see significance and directions of the odds rations change for most of 

the support arrangements.  The coefficient for guest status become highly significant and 

increases in size. After implementing these individual- and family-level controls, Model 5 

demonstrates that living with extended relatives as a guest decreases a mother’s odds of living in 

poverty by roughly 23 percent.  Mothers who host, however, remain statistically comparable to 

those who receive no residential support, thus diverging from the benefit associated with guest 

status in terms of this outcome.  For financial support, the significance associated between net 

giver status and neighborhood attainment is accounted for after controlling for individual-level 

SES characteristics of the mother in Model 3.  Reflecting the descriptive patterns presented in 

Table 2, this finding indicates that mothers who are net givers are more advantaged in terms of 

personal SES, and this relatively higher individual SES accounts for their lessened exposure to 

disadvantaged neighborhoods.  While no other coefficients for financial support are significant in 

the remainder of the models for financial support, the direction of the odds ratios do factor into 

the overall regression equation: net receiver status is associated with non-significant lower odds, 

while being a net giver (once controlling for individual-level disadvantage) is associated with 

non-significant higher odds of living in a poor neighborhood.  Similarly, the significance of 

childcare support is accounted for once variables for mother’s SES are added as controls; the size 

and non-significance of this odds ratio remains consistent after additionally controlling for 

demographics and family background in Models 4 and 5.  This indicates that childcare support 

translates to less exposure to neighborhood-level poverty, yet is linked to the high employment 

rates and education attainment of mothers who have this type of support (also visible in Table 2).   
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Government assistance is added in Model 6 as a potential mediator of the relationship 

between kin support and exposure to neighborhood poverty.  Accounting for government 

assistance explains part of the relationship between residential kin support and neighborhood 

quality; the coefficient for guest status decreases in size and reduces to marginal significance 

(p<0.10) when controlling for whether the mother lives in public housing and receives 

government assistance with rent, welfare/TANF, or childcare funds.
6
  This decrease suggests that 

government assistance partially mediates the relationship between residential kin support and 

neighborhood quality.  Although including controls for government assistance alters the size of 

the financial assistance coefficients slightly, it is not to the same extent as the change for 

residential support.  In terms of childcare support, additionally controlling for government 

assistance does little to further alter the size of the coefficient, and it remains non-significant.   

Table 4 demonstrates that, in considering the relationship between race, kin support, and 

neighborhood quality, the type and arrangement of the support matter.  The benefit associated 

with residential support, in terms of reduced exposure to poor neighborhoods, is apparent when 

isolating “guests” from “hosts” and become particularly evident after controlling for individual-

level disadvantage.  The descriptive findings in Tables 2 and 3 demonstrate that guests are 

relatively disadvantaged on an individual level, yet live in statistically comparable 

neighborhoods to those who receive no support; the benefit associated with being a guest (once 

controlling for mother’s SES) helps explain why relatively low-SES and otherwise 

disadvantaged guests live in similar neighborhoods to higher-SES mothers receiving no support.  

However, this association drops to marginal significance and reduces in size after adjusting for 

government assistance.  As the descriptive information in Table 2 indicates, residing with family 

                                                 
6
 In additional tests predicting logged median household income, residential kin support retained a higher level of 

significance after controlling for government assistance (p<0.001) in Model 6, though the coefficient also decreased 

in size. 
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as a guest perhaps operates as an alternative to living in public housing or receiving government 

assistance with rent, a dynamic I will discuss more thoroughly in the discussion section.    

In contrast to residential support, financial support from kin (even for net receivers) does 

not predict improved neighborhood quality.  Although mothers who are net givers have 

significantly lower exposure to poor neighborhoods in Model 2, this is accounted for by their 

more advantaged socioeconomic position.  Receipt of support in the form of money thus has no 

bearing on residential attainment, a distinction from receiving support as a residential guest.  

While childcare support is marginally significant in predicting lower odds of living in 

concentrated poverty, this significant association is also (similarly to net giver status) accounted 

for by mother’s SES.  However, receiving childcare can be framed as a mechanism enabling 

mothers to return to work or school and improve their individual SES, subsequently converting 

their improved status into higher neighborhood attainment—gains that are not linked to being a 

net giver.  Thus, only residential and childcare support are significantly associated with 

predicting heightened levels of neighborhood quality, and residing as a guest is the only form of 

kin support that retains a direct relationship with neighborhood quality after controlling for 

individual-level factors.   

Furthermore, while receiving kin support is significant in predicting neighborhood 

outcomes, it alters the racial gap in neighborhood poverty only minutely.  Although (as seen in 

Table 1) blacks and Hispanics are guests at higher rates than whites, the descriptive data 

demonstrates that they are also hosts, or provide kin support, at higher rates.  A similar pattern 

also exist for financial support, as blacks are more likely than whites to be both net receivers and 

net givers.  Thus, while black and Hispanic mothers have high rates the kin support significantly 

related to improved neighborhood outcomes (i.e. residing as a guest), many also provide support 
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to family members.  This complex pattern of giving and receiving support within nonwhite 

families might partially explain the small change within the racial variation in neighborhood 

outcomes, once accounting for kin support.  While certain types and arrangements of kin support 

thus matter in predicting a mother’s neighborhood outcomes, accounting for kin support plays a 

limited role in influencing the racial gap in neighborhood quality.   

Conclusion 

While research on locational attainment has focused heavily on individual-level 

predictors (Alba and Logan 1991; Charles 2006; Iceland and Wilkes 2006; Alba and Logan 

1993), family-level processes also influence where a person lives (Clampet-Lundquist 2003; Hall 

and Crowder 2011; Shapiro 2004).  Often measured as the socioeconomic composition of the 

neighborhood (Alba and Logan 1991; Massey et al. 1994; South and Crowder 1997; 

Wilson 1987; South and Crowder 1998; Bishaw 2014), an individual’s neighborhood attainment 

may also be influenced by the receipt of resources and assistance from family members.  As 

such, I posit that kin support is a component of an individual’s overall level of socioeconomic 

resources, and a necessary consideration in evaluating the characteristics that determine 

neighborhood outcomes (Charles 2006; Alba and Logan 1993; Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007).  

Drawing on evidence that support from private networks is a source of needed resources (Kalil 

and Ryan 2010) and can even provide a protective buffer from poverty among relatively 

disadvantaged individuals (Mutcher and Baker 2009), I examine if these benefits extend to 

protection from neighborhood-level poverty. Using data from the Year-One Follow-Up Fragile 

Families and Child Wellbeing survey, merged with contextual-level data, I explore whether 

receiving residential, financial, or childcare support is predictive of higher neighborhood SES 

among a sample of new mothers.   
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My findings indicate that kin support is associated with the quality of the neighborhood 

in which a mother resides, but this relationship depends on the type and the flow of the support 

(i.e. receiving vs. giving).  Receiving residential support (once controlling for the mother’s race, 

SES, and demographic characteristics) is significantly associated with living in neighborhoods 

with lower concentrated poverty, relative to mothers who live on their own.  Specifically, those 

who live with extended family members as guests are 23 percent less likely to live in a poor 

neighborhood, compared to those receiving no support. Sharing a home with relatives as a host, 

however, is not predictive of similar increases in neighborhood quality.  Importantly, without 

distinguishing between guesting and hosting arrangements, these findings would be 

overshadowed.  For new mothers, therefore, it is not just living with extended family members 

that matters for their neighborhood circumstances, but whether they carry the burden of owning 

or renting a household.  While hosting other relatives may allow mothers to share housing 

expenses or other costs (Glick and Van Hook 2011), it is not related to the same benefit, in terms 

of residential outcomes, as living in another relative’s home.  The benefit associated with living 

with kin as a guest may help explain why guests live in statistically comparable or even higher-

quality neighborhoods than mothers who receive no support, even though these mothers are more 

socioeconomically and demographically disadvantaged.  Furthermore, part of the benefit of 

living as a guest appears to be encompassed within the alternative it provides to living in public 

housing.   Living in public housing is shown to be associated with almost two time the odds of 

living in concentrated poverty (all else held constant), and descriptive tables indicate that those 

who reside as guest have significantly lower rates of living in public housing.  I suggest that 

living as a guest, for those with the support networks available, may enable mothers to avoid the 
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reduction in neighborhood quality associated with living in public housing (Chaskin 2013; 

Griffiths and Tita 2009; DeLuca et al. 2013).   

Other forms of support do not distinguish neighborhood outcomes. Receiving financial 

assistance from kin is not independently related to neighborhood quality.  Receiving childcare 

support predicts marginally significant lower odds that the mother will live in concentrated 

poverty (controlling only for race and other forms of kin support).  However, controlling for 

mother’s SES accounts for this marginal significance, suggesting that childcare could be a 

pathway enabling mothers to return to work or school (Radey 2008; Kalil and Ryan 2010) and 

subsequently achieve higher locational attainment.  These findings provide insight into one 

pathway through which neighborhood context can be transmitted between generations (Sharkey 

2008; 2013).  Even when constrained in their ability to provide and receive large, direct 

transmissions of wealth through inheritances and help with down payments (Shapiro 2004), 

disadvantaged family members can still provide support and influence neighborhood outcomes.   

However, although these findings suggest that kin networks matter to residential outcomes, 

families are limited in the extent of the benefit they can provide.  Thus, while kin support is one 

way that resources are transmitted intergenerationally, it also is a facet of how the unequal 

distribution of resources persists across generations. 

In addition to exploring whether kin support is associated with higher neighborhood 

outcomes, I also examine whether patterns of kin support mitigate or exacerbate the racial gap in 

neighborhood quality.  Kin support is often associated with and researched among nonwhite 

groups (Stack 1975; Clampet-Lundquist 2003) and utilized at high rates among blacks and 

Hispanics (Hogan et al. 1990; Pilkauskas 2012; Vespa et al. 2013).  Thus, any potential benefits 

of this support may be disproportionately experienced among racial and ethnic minorities.  In 
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fact, the extent of the racial poverty gap is masked when residential support from kin is not 

considered (Manning and Smock 1997).  However, due to the uneven level of resources between 

racial groups (Hall and Crowder 2011; Shapiro 2004), the arrangements of the support received 

by blacks and Hispanics is often not as beneficial as the support received by whites (Glick and 

Van Hook 2011; Radey and Padilla 2009).  For example, my descriptive findings indicate that 

whites are less likely to be hosts or net givers.  I thus explore whether the racial gap in exposure 

to concentrated poverty increases or decreases in size once accounting for kin support.  The size 

of the racial differences in neighborhood poverty do increase slightly when accounting for kin 

support, suggesting that blacks and Hispanics experience a small, disproportionate benefit from 

this support.  However, the amount of the change is miniscule in comparison to the vast 

disparities in neighborhood attainment between racial groups.  Therefore, although rates of kin 

support receipt is high among black and Hispanics, the support received by whites may be more 

likely to translate into better neighborhood outcomes.  Overall, kin support does not appear to be 

a mechanism for reducing the extent of the racial gap in neighborhood poverty.  

Although this study represents a needed contribution in examining family-level processes 

that influence locational attainment, it has several important limitations.  First, as this project 

focuses on a select demographic group and a relatively disadvantaged sample, these patterns are 

not generalizable to non-disadvantaged families or families at a different stage in the parenting 

process (in contrast to new mothers).  Additionally, other types of kin support exist beyond those 

that are analyzed here, and these forms of support may be less clear in their direct influence on 

neighborhood outcomes.  For example, individuals may not need kin support if they have 

received funds for their college education or inherited money (Shapiro 2004), both which 

become encapsulated in individual levels of SES and assets.  Finally, this study is limited in its 
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ability to make a causal argument that exposure to less concentrated poverty is the result of kin 

support.  As Turney and Harknett (2010) argue, mothers in disadvantaged neighborhoods may 

experience a breakdown in their social networks and perceive less availability of support.   As 

the current study represents a cross-sectional analysis, it is difficult to determine whether 

mothers who live in higher-SES neighborhoods have better access to kin networks, or whether 

the kin support improves their neighborhood circumstances.  The patterns presented here 

represent an assessment at the early stage in a mothers’ life, and different patterns may emerge 

across her life course or residential trajectory.  However, these findings do demonstrate that not 

all types and arrangements of kin support are associated with less exposure to concentrated 

poverty.  This suggests that the link between kin support and residential circumstances cannot be 

attributed solely to the idea that people in poorer neighborhoods experience a deterioration of 

their support networks. 

 Despite these limitations, this project nonetheless provides a needed contribution, 

demonstrating that receipt of kin support is in fact linked to neighborhood SES.  Furthermore, 

the findings presented here demonstrate that the strength of this relationship to neighborhood 

poverty is dependent on the type and arrangement of the support.  Although family-level 

processes may help some individuals achieve higher neighborhood quality, more research is 

needed to examine the persistent racial disparities between neighborhoods and the role that 

families play in this process.  Additional future research should examine these outcomes among 

mothers who receive multiple types of support, and could include more analyses exploring 

within-race differences with interactional models.  Finally, a longitudinal focus could help us 

understand the causal impact of receiving support from family members.  Examining how 

families contribute to residential outcomes, under what circumstances, and the extent of their 
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influence is another facet in understanding the process of locational attainment.  Though future 

directions remain, this project represents a step forward in understanding how resources, 

neighborhood contexts, and inequalities are established and transferred. 
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Appendix A. Stratified Models by Race 

    
 

     Table I. White Mothers: Odds Ratios Predicting Living in Concentrated Poverty  

 (FFCWS Year-1 Follow-up, N=862)       

 

   

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Residential Support (Ref: No Support) 

    

 

Guest 

 

1.042 0.724 0.545 0.545 0.517 

   

(0.355) (0.261) (0.244) (0.243) (0.251) 

 

Host 

 

0.284 0.164+ 0.157+ 0.164 0.194 

 
  

(0.292) (0.177) (0.172) (0.186) (0.217) 

Financial Support (Ref: No Support) 

    
 

Net Receiver 1.081 0.709 0.708 0.696 0.663 

   (0.276) (0.197) (0.196) (0.195) (0.191) 

 
Net Giver 

 0.858 0.890 0.863 0.853 0.842 

 
  

(0.265) (0.291) (0.295) (0.297) (0.295) 

Received Childcare Support      

 0.737 0.788 0.740 0.734 0.817 

   (0.216) (0.249) (0.243) (0.247) (0.269) 

        Mother's Socioeconomic Status 

     Not Employed in Past Year 

 

0.895 0.824 0.816 0.796 

    

(0.231) (0.215) (0.213) (0.214) 

Mother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

 

0.423** 0.466* 0.467* 0.487* 

    

(0.136) (0.151) (0.156) (0.163) 

 

Some College 

 

0.617 0.758 0.784 0.841 

    

(0.190) (0.241) (0.259) (0.285) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

 

0.264** 0.397+ 0.375+ 0.401+ 

    

(0.122) (0.199) (0.201) (0.221) 

Currently in School 

 

0.874 0.793 0.766 0.771 

    

(0.302) (0.293) (0.288) (0.289) 

Poverty Level (Ref: In poverty: 0-99%) 

    

 

Low Income (100-199%) 0.437** 0.492* 0.480* 0.497* 

    

(0.128) (0.160) (0.158) (0.175) 

 

200%+ 

  

0.191*** 0.246*** 0.243*** 0.253** 

    

(0.0624) (0.0966) (0.0957) (0.109) 

Evicted in Past Year 

 

1.101 1.084 1.077 1.001 

      

 

(0.661) (0.628) (0.628) (0.617) 

        Demographic Characteristics 

     Relationship Status (Ref: Married) 

     

 

Cohabitating 

  

0.907 0.849 0.827 

 

    

(0.322) (0.301) (0.302) 

       (continued) 
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Table I. (continued)      

 

Dating 

   

1.658 1.565 1.494 

     

(0.839) (0.789) (0.810) 

 

Single 

   

1.151 1.129 0.993 

     

(0.521) (0.513) (0.497) 

Nativity Status (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 

    

 

2nd Generation 

  

2.737* 2.488+ 2.174 

     

(1.330) (1.235) (1.070) 

 

Immigrant 

   

2.526+ 2.175 2.226 

     

(1.256) (1.119) (1.171) 

Mother's Age 

   

0.940* 0.934* 0.938* 

     

(0.0278) (0.0280) (0.0286) 

Number of Children 

  

1.135 1.137 1.110 

     

(0.122) (0.121) (0.124) 

        Family Background 

     Grandmother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

   

0.881 0.998 

      

(0.320) (0.394) 

 

Some College 

   

0.508 0.561 

      

(0.281) (0.316) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

   

0.898 1.057 

      

(0.474) (0.586) 

 

Does Not Know 

   

0.872 0.878 

      

(0.532) (0.590) 

Lived with Both Parents at Age 15 

   

1.285 1.273 

      

(0.353) (0.356) 

        Government Assistance 

    

3.788** 

Public Housing 

     

(1.871) 

       

0.518 

Government Assistance with Rent 

    

(0.276) 

       

1.437 

Received Welfare/TANF 

    

(0.519) 

       

0.892 

Received Funds for Childcare 

    

(0.552) 

        
        N 

  

862 862 862 862 862 

(Robust standard errors in parentheses) 

    + p<0.10*; p<0.05;  ** p<0.01;  *** p<0.001    
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Table II: Black Mothers: Odds Ratios Predicting Living in Concentrated Poverty  

 (FFCWS Year-1 Follow-up, N=1,871)         

   
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Residential Support (Ref: No Support) 

    

 

Guest 

 

0.916 0.779* 0.834 0.838 0.915 

   

(0.103) (0.0934) (0.107) (0.109) (0.122) 

 

Host 

 

1.442+ 1.247 1.292 1.260 1.318 

 
  

(0.269) (0.255) (0.268) (0.263) (0.280) 

Financial Support (Ref: No Support) 

    
 

Net Receiver 0.887 0.925 0.906 0.926 0.916 

   (0.0974) (0.107) (0.108) (0.111) (0.111) 

 
Net Giver 

 0.700** 0.956 0.949 0.969 0.962 

 
  

(0.0856) (0.124) (0.125) (0.129) (0.129) 

Received Childcare Support      

 0.814+ 0.968 1.003 1.002 1.019 

 
 

 (0.0886) (0.113) (0.118) (0.119) (0.124) 

        Mother's Socioeconomic Status 

    Not Employed in Past Year 

 

1.619*** 1.627*** 1.628*** 1.485** 

    

(0.213) (0.219) (0.219) (0.207) 

Mother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

 

0.816 0.876 0.901 0.946 

    

(0.104) (0.115) (0.119) (0.128) 

 

Some College 

 

0.634** 0.726* 0.793 0.875 

    

(0.0879) (0.105) (0.118) (0.132) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

 

0.393*** 0.521** 0.559* 0.596* 

    

(0.0878) (0.123) (0.133) (0.144) 

Currently in School 

 

1.186 1.199 1.212 1.190 

    

(0.138) (0.141) (0.143) (0.143) 

Poverty Level (Ref: In poverty: 0-99%) 

    

 

Low Income (100-199%) 0.638*** 0.669** 0.683** 0.732* 

    

(0.0779) (0.0828) (0.0855) (0.0931) 

 

200%+ 

  

0.348*** 0.413*** 0.434*** 0.495*** 

    

(0.0472) (0.0602) (0.0641) (0.0752) 

Evicted in Past Year 

 

0.621+ 0.623+ 0.621+ 0.583+ 

      

 

(0.167) (0.167) (0.169) (0.162) 

        Demographic Characteristics 

     Relationship Status (Ref: Married) 

    

 

Cohabitating 

  

1.437* 1.452* 1.386* 

     

(0.221) (0.224) (0.216) 

 

Dating 

   

1.211 1.224 1.174 

     

(0.209) (0.213) (0.208) 

       (continued) 
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Table II. (continued)       

 

Single 

   

1.348+ 1.342+ 1.233 

     

(0.224) (0.224) (0.211) 

Nativity Status (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 

    

 

2nd Generation 

  

0.708 0.680 0.687 

     

(0.228) (0.219) (0.228) 

 

Immigrant 

   

0.708 0.686 0.714 

     

(0.184) (0.178) (0.188) 

Mother's Age 

   

0.979+ 0.977* 0.983 

     

(0.0110) (0.0111) (0.0113) 

Number of Children 

  

1.167*** 1.169*** 1.164*** 

     

(0.0509) (0.0513) (0.0515) 

        Family Background 

     Grandmother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

   

1.005 1.030 

      

(0.178) (0.186) 

 

Some College 

   

0.789 0.820 

      

(0.168) (0.177) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

   

0.775 0.830 

      

(0.172) (0.186) 

 

Does Not Know 

   

1.367 1.400 

      

(0.331) (0.344) 

Lived with Both Parents at Age 

15 

   

1.033 1.050 

      

(0.115) (0.118) 

        Government Assistance 

     Public Housing 

     

2.247*** 

       

(0.331) 

Government Assistance with 

Rent 

    

0.904 

       

(0.138) 

Received Welfare/TANF 

    

1.332* 

       

(0.159) 

Received Funds for Childcare 

    

0.874 

 

      

(0.135) 

        N 

  

1871 1871 1871 1871 1871 1871 

(Robust standard errors in parentheses) 

    + p<0.10*; p<0.05;  ** p<0.01;  *** p<0.001    
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Table III. Hispanic Mothers: Odds Ratios Predicting Living in Concentrated Poverty  

 (FFCWS Year-1 Follow-up, N=1,033)         

   
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Residential Support (Ref: No Support) 

    

 

Guest 

 

0.875 0.832 0.737+ 0.746 0.772 

   

(0.140) (0.138) (0.134) (0.137) (0.143) 

 

Host 

 

0.853 0.797 0.827 0.838 0.845 

 
  

(0.171) (0.167) (0.173) (0.176) (0.178) 

Financial Support (Ref: No Support) 

    
 

Net Receiver 1.135 1.121 0.975 1.000 0.959 

   (0.175) (0.179) (0.162) (0.167) (0.164) 

 
Net Giver 

 1.000 1.162 1.156 1.145 1.127 

 
  

(0.162) (0.197) (0.199) (0.198) (0.195) 

Received Childcare Support 

     
   0.955 1.167 1.169 1.143 1.184 

   (0.145) (0.196) (0.199) (0.195) (0.204) 

        Mother's Socioeconomic 

Status 

     Not Employed in Past Year 

 

1.152 1.272 1.262 1.197 

    

(0.167) (0.190) (0.190) (0.185) 

Mother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

 

1.138 1.113 1.132 1.150 

    

(0.188) (0.188) (0.192) (0.197) 

 

Some College 

 

0.948 0.987 1.031 1.069 

    

(0.174) (0.190) (0.202) (0.210) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

 

0.598 0.797 0.857 0.882 

    

(0.242) (0.338) (0.368) (0.379) 

Currently in School 

 

1.246 1.158 1.213 1.186 

    

(0.231) (0.222) (0.237) (0.233) 

Poverty Level (Ref: In poverty: 0-99%) 

    

 

Low Income (100-199%) 0.633** 0.643** 0.649** 0.697* 

    

(0.0973) (0.101) (0.102) (0.111) 

 

200%+ 

  

0.327*** 0.333*** 0.341*** 0.364*** 

    

(0.0660) (0.0702) (0.0721) (0.0779) 

Evicted in Past Year 

 

1.922+ 1.781 1.844 1.754 

    

(0.715) (0.659) (0.692) (0.648) 

        Demographic Characteristics 

     Relationship Status (Ref: Married) 

    

 

Cohabitating 

  

1.064 1.060 1.050 

     

(0.179) (0.179) (0.177) 

  Dating   

  

1.244 1.235 1.111 

  
   

(0.301) (0.303) (0.278) 

       (continued) 
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Table III. (continued) 

      

 

Single 

   

1.584* 1.582* 1.386 

 

 

   

(0.322) (0.329) (0.302) 

        Nativity Status (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 

    

 

2nd Generation 

  

0.688 0.654+ 0.660 

     

(0.172) (0.166) (0.170) 

 

Immigrant 

   

0.739+ 0.689* 0.731+ 

     

(0.117) (0.116) (0.125) 

Mother's Age 

   

0.979 0.978 0.978 

     

(0.0140) (0.0142) (0.0144) 

Number of Children 

  

1.053 1.050 1.035 

     

(0.0663) (0.0661) (0.0655) 

        Family Background 

     Grandmother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 

   

 

High School 

   

0.852 0.873 

      

(0.142) (0.146) 

 

Some College 

   

0.842 0.845 

      

(0.279) (0.287) 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

   

0.558 0.580 

      

(0.199) (0.207) 

 

Does Not Know 

   

0.905 0.908 

      

(0.207) (0.210) 

Lived with Both Parents at Age 

15 

   

1.016 1.046 

      

(0.142) (0.148) 

        Government Assistance 

     Public Housing 

     

1.389 

       

(0.284) 

Government Assistance with 

Rent 

    

1.035 

       

(0.253) 

Received Welfare/TANF 

    

1.489* 

       

(0.291) 

Received Funds for Childcare 

    

0.906 

       

(0.252) 

        N 

  

1033 1033 1033 1033 1033 

(Robust standard errors in parentheses) 

      + p<0.10*; p<0.05;  ** p<0.01;  *** p<0.001    
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Appendix B. Interaction between Race and Residential Support 

Interaction Models: Odds Ratios Predicting Living in Concentrated Poverty (FFCWS Year-1 Follow-up, N=3,916) 

   

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Race (Ref: White) 
     

 

Black 

 

9.612*** 9.709*** 9.329*** 6.314*** 5.815*** 5.899*** 5.438*** 

   

-1.169 -1.187 -1.245 -0.877 -0.027 -0.841 -0.781 

 

Hispanic 

 

6.630*** 6.66*** 6.732*** 3.861*** 4.365*** 4.178*** 4.103*** 

   

-0.854 -0.863 -0.966 -0.582 -0.697 -0.674 -0.664 

          Residential Support (Ref: No Support) 
     

 

Guest 

  

0.907 0.977 0.718 0.658 0.659 0.684 

    

-0.0779 -0.333 -0.246 -0.231 -0.232 -0.242 

 

Host 

  

1.051 0.284 0.188 0.203 0.205 0.233 

    

-0.132 -0.291 -0.192 -0.212 -0.216 -0.245 

          Race*Residential Support 

 
     

 

Black*Guest 

 
 

0.931 1.072 1.16 1.167 1.217 

   
 

 
-0.333 -0.386 -0.422 -0.426 -0.446 

 
Black*Host 

 
 

4.793 6.537+ 6.149+ 5.914+ 5.396 

   
 

 
-4.988 -6.96 -6.565 -6.343 -5.762 

 Hispanic*Guest 

 
 

0.907 1.179 1.238 1.247 1.281 

  
-0.34 -0.0447 -0.473 -0.478 -0.492 

 

Hispanic*Host 

 
 

2.951 4.052 4.148 4.093 3.647 

    
 

-3.078 -4.32 -4.434 -4.397 -3.901 

          Mother's Socioeconomic Status 
     

Not Employed in Past Year 

 
 

1.302** 1.383*** 1.375*** 1.268** 

     
 

-0.111 -0.121 -0.121 -0.115 

Mother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 
    

 

High School 

  
 

0.894 0.936 0.959 0.999 

     
 

-0.084 -0.09 -0.092 -0.098 

 

Some College 

  
 

0.748** 0.835+ 0.9 0.974 

     
 

-0.077 -0.089 -0.098 -0.107 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

 
 

0.434*** 0.580** 0.637* 0.668* 

     
 

-0.073 -0.105 -0.116 -0.123 

Currently in School 

  
 

1.202* 1.167 1.193+ 1.164 

     
 

-0.111 -0.011 -0.113 -0.112 

Poverty Level (Ref: In poverty: 0-99%) 
     

 

Low Income (100-199%) 

 
 

0.622*** 0.654*** 0.666*** 0.721*** 

     
 

-0.055 -0.059 -0.061 -0.067 

 

200%+ 

   
 

0.320*** 0.376*** 0.392*** 0.438*** 

     
 

-0.033 -0.041 -0.043 -0.05 

Evicted in Past Year    1.017 0.979 0.988 0.928 

    -0.217 -0.207 -0.21 -0.199 
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Interaction Models  (continued)             

Demographic Characteristics 

 
     

Relationship Status (Ref: Married) 

 
     

 

Cohabitating 

  
  

1.241* 1.236* 1.197+ 

     
  

-0.13 -0.13 -0.127 

 

Dating 

   
  

1.243+ 1.246+ 1.162 

     
  

-0.161 -0.162 -0.154 

 

Single 

   
  

1.391** 1.379** 1.237+ 

     
  

-0.166 -0.165 -0.153 

Nativity Status (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 
    

 

2nd Generation 

 
  

0.763 0.731+ 0.723+ 

     
  

-0.144 -0.138 -0.14 

 

Immigrant 

   
  

0.749* 0.716** 0.765* 

     
  

-0.092 -0.092 -0.099 

Mother's Age 

   
  

0.974** 0.973** 0.977** 

     
  

-0.008 -0.008 -0.008 

Number of Children 

  
  

1.144*** 1.143*** 1.134*** 

     
  

-0.038 -0.038 -0.038 

          Family Background 

  
     

Grandmother's Education (Ref: Less than High School) 
    

 

High School 

  
   

0.907 0.929 

     
   

-0.099 -0.103 

 

Some College 

 
   

0.684* 0.707* 

     
   

-0.104 -0.109 

 

Bachelor's or Higher 

 
   

0.674* 0.714* 

     
   

-0.107 -0.114 

 

Does Not Know 

 
   

1.067 1.077 

     
   

-0.162 -0.166 

Lived with Both Parents at Age 15 

 
   

1.015 1.041 

     
   

-0.082 -0.085 

          Government Assistance 

 
     

Public Housing 

 
    

2.017*** 

     
    

-0.231 

Government Assistance with Rent 
    

0.948 

     
    

-0.117 

Received Welfare/TANF 
    

1.396*** 

     
    

-0.133 

Received Funds for Childcare 

 
    

0.883 

     
    

-0.114 

          N 

  

3916 3916 3916 3916 3916 3916 3916 

(Standard errors in parentheses) 

 
     

+ p<0.10*; p<0.05;  ** p<0.01;  *** p<0.001    
      


