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Abstract 

The number of K-12 students experiencing homelessness continues to increase across the 

country. Despite recognition that schools may serve as sources of support and stability for 

homeless children, little existing research has examined the types of schools homeless students 

attend and the communities they live in. We fill this gap by analyzing a student-level 

administrative panel from the Los Angeles Unified School District and publicly available data 

from the 2008-09 to 2016-17 school years. Our findings suggest that homeless students tend to 

be clustered within lower achieving schools with higher concentrations of educationally 

disadvantaged student groups and live in neighborhoods with higher concentrated disadvantage. 

Despite policy provisions to ensure stability, homeless students have high rates of school and 

neighborhood mobility in years they are homeless; although mobile students move to less 

disadvantaged schools. We conclude with policy implications to strengthen the implementation 

of the federal McKinney-Vento Act.  
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The number of K-12 students experiencing homelessness has grown since the Great 

Recession. Recent federal counts find over 1.3 million K-12 students experienced homelessness 

in the 2016-17 school year, a 7 percent increase from the 2014-15 school year (National Center 

for Homeless Education 2019). Education data are uniquely positioned to capture trends in 

homelessness and housing insecurity because schools are required to identify and support 

homeless students. Federal education policy defines homelessness as lacking a fixed, adequate, 

and stable nighttime residence, including living doubled up (i.e., the far majority of K-12 

homeless students who are temporarily living with others due to housing loss or economic 

hardship) (McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 2015; National Center for Homeless 

Education 2019). Other agencies, such as the Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD), have a more limited charter and, therefore, do not include doubled-up families in their 

homeless counts. The inclusion of doubled-up students (and their families) means education data 

provide a broader view of housing insecurity than other agencies. 

School districts around the country are concerned about rising homelessness for many 

reasons, including the direct negative consequences of homelessness on students’ academic and 

behavioral outcomes (e.g., Cowen 2017; Fantuzzo et al. 2012; Rafferty and Shinn 1991). 

Policymakers and advocates have long recognized the potential of schools to serve as a source of 

support and stability for homeless students by providing resources (e.g., Free and Reduced Price 

Lunch [FRL] program) and social connection (Masten et al. 1997). The McKinney-Vento 

Homeless Assistance Act (McKinney-Vento Act) requires schools to remove barriers to school 

enrollment (e.g., proof of address, immunization records), provide transportation to and from 

school, promote stability in school enrollment, and, in cases where school mobility is desirable, 
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ensure moves are in the best interest of students (McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 

2015). 

Despite recognition that schools may be especially important community institutions for 

homeless children, little existing research has systematically examined the types of schools 

students experiencing homelessness attend, the communities they live in, and how these change 

with transitions into and out of homelessness. We contribute to the knowledge base by analyzing 

a rich student-level administrative panel from the country’s second largest school district, the 

Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), and publicly available data on schools and 

neighborhoods from the 2008-09 to 2016-17 school years to address the following research 

questions: 1) What are the characteristics of homeless students’ schools and neighborhoods? 2) 

How are homeless students spatially distributed in LAUSD schools and communities? 3) How do 

the characteristics of students’ schools and neighborhoods change during and after becoming 

homeless? 

We find that students experiencing homelessness tend to be clustered in lower achieving 

schools that enroll higher proportions of students of color, FRL eligible, and English Learner 

(EL) students, and they live in disadvantaged neighborhoods. Despite the goals of the 

McKinney-Vento Act, we find that homeless students have high rates of school and 

neighborhood mobility, and these rates are higher in years they are homeless. However, school 

mobility results in moves to more advantaged schools—even for students who move while 

homeless. While this is consistent with McKinney-Vento’s emphasis on facilitating moves that 

are in the best interest of students, the mobility literature suggests that high levels of school 

mobility, regardless of destination, may be disadvantageous. We conclude with policy 

implications for the implementation of the McKinney-Vento Act. 
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Background 

Schools, Neighborhoods, and Homelessness  

To our knowledge, Cowen (2017) provides the most detailed information on the schools 

that students experiencing homelessness attend using data from Michigan. Cowen (2017) finds 

that homeless students attend more disadvantaged schools than their non-homeless peers. 

Homeless students attend schools with larger shares of students of color, FRL and Special 

Education (SPED) eligible students, EL students, and lower-achieving students than students 

who are not homeless.  

A number of studies have identified neighborhood characteristics associated with 

homelessness. However, none of these studies draw on education data, thus doubled-up students 

are excluded. Homelessness is positively related to median rent and is negatively related to the 

presence of low-cost rental housing, while the relationship between homelessness and other 

housing and income-related variables (e.g. rental tenure, residential mobility, poverty and 

unemployment rates) is less consistent (Quigley, Raphael, and Smolensky 1999; Culhane, Lee, 

and Wachter 1996; Fargo et al. 2013). The inconsistent correlations between homelessness and 

neighborhood characteristics is perhaps due to the immense heterogeneity in the homeless 

population (e.g., unaccompanied youth, homeless families, single homeless individuals) and 

because of differences in the unit of analysis (e.g., city vs. neighborhood characteristics). 

Existing evidence suggests that homelessness is higher in cities and clustered in select 

neighborhoods within them, including neighborhoods outside historic “skid-row” districts (Lee 

and Price-Spratlen 2004). We may expect that homeless students are less concentrated than other 

homeless populations because the majority are doubled-up in another persons’ home. As a result, 

homeless students may be less concentrated in areas with homeless services (i.e., “skid row”).  
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In this study, we examine the characteristics of homeless students’ neighborhoods and 

schools. Previous research shows that the socioeconomic, network, and institutional resources 

available in one’s neighborhoods and schools matter for children’s academic, social, and health 

outcomes (Coleman et al. 1966; Jencks and Mayer 1990; Sharkey and Faber 2014). Homeless 

students are particularly at risk for negative academic and behavioral outcomes, so it is important 

to understand the available supports in their neighborhoods and schools. We also provide among 

the first evidence on whether students experiencing homelessness are clustered in schools, which 

could limit schools’ ability to provide support if the need is too great.   

School and Neighborhood Mobility  

 One of the goals of the McKinney-Vento Act is to promote school stability by allowing 

homeless students to attend their origin school even if they leave the school attendance 

boundary. Reducing school mobility is desirable because most studies find negative effects of 

changing schools on students, including studies of structural moves (i.e., changing schools due to 

the completion of all available grade levels, such as elementary to middle school transitions) and 

non-structural moves (i.e., changing schools due to other reasons such as a change in residence) 

(see Welsh 2017). These negative effects appear to be larger for low-income students and 

students of color (Xu, Hannaway, and D’Souza 2009; Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004). Non-

mobile students can also be indirectly harmed by attending high-mobility schools (Hanushek, 

Kain, and Rivkin 2004). Some studies find the initial negative effects of mobility eventually lead 

to positive benefits for students in the long run but these results are sensitive to the type of move 

made (i.e., structural vs. non-structural) and the timing of the move (i.e., mid-year vs. over the 

summer) (Swanson and Schneider 1999; Schwartz, Stiefel, and Cordes 2017). Other studies 

examining moves to schools with higher test scores find mixed evidence of the effects of 
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“upward” school mobility (Cordes et al. 2016; Cordes, Schwartz, and Stiefel 2019).  

The effects of changing residences or neighborhoods on student outcomes are mixed. 

Moving to a more advantaged neighborhood is associated with improved academic and life 

outcomes (Chetty, Hendren, and Katz 2016; Burdick-Will et al. 2011), while moves to similar 

neighborhoods have no discernable effects on academic outcomes (e.g., Jacob 2004). Most 

studies, however, fail to disentangle the effect of changing neighborhoods or residences from the 

effects of changing schools. In one exception, Cordes et al. (2019) find that short-distance 

residential moves that do not include a school move result in higher academic achievement. 

Meanwhile, long-distance residential moves without a school move result in lower academic 

performance, perhaps due to changes in neighborhood social capital or longer school commute 

times. Overall, the consensus in the mobility literature suggests that McKinney-Vento’s 

emphasis on stability is a potentially important support for students experiencing homelessness. 

We contribute to the existing research by examining whether homelessness is associated 

with neighborhood and school mobility. Students entering a new school may have to adapt to a 

new curriculum and a new school environment with its own culture, processes, and expectations, 

which may pose transition costs (Kerbow 1996; Rumberger et al. 1999). Similarly, a loss of 

school- and neighborhood-based social capital in the form of social ties and relationships may 

stunt participation and academic performance (Coleman 1988). For homeless students already 

facing housing instability, school and neighborhood moves produce multiple instabilities that 

could exaggerate the negative academic and behavioral outcomes associated with homelessness. 

Homeless Student Identification and District Context  

LAUSD uses identification tools, staff training, and a system of monitoring to identify 

and support homeless students. Consistent with best practices, the district collects homeless 
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status through a student residency questionnaire that is distributed annually during school 

registration to parents/guardians. The questionnaire can be updated throughout the year if 

housing status changes. In addition, the district’s homeless education program trains teachers and 

administrators on how to identify and support homeless students. Each school also has a 

homeless liaison (typically a school counselor or attendance administrator) who undergoes 

additional training and is responsible for monitoring the school’s identification and support of 

homeless students (Gonzalez 2016). The district’s homeless education program monitors school 

compliance and is accountable to the California Department of Education (CDE). 

LAUSD enrolls proportionally fewer homeless students than the overall county rate and 

other large urban school districts. In the 2016-17 school year, 3.3 percent of LAUSD students 

were homeless, compared to 4.7 percent of students in Los Angeles County school districts 

(CDE and LACOE 2018). In New York City Public Schools, the nation’s largest district, and 

Chicago Public Schools, the third largest district, homelessness rates were 9.8 and 4.7 percent, 

respectively (U.S. Department of Education 2020). Variation in student homeless rates likely 

reflect differences in the actual incidences of homelessness and differences in how well students 

are identified as homeless. 

Methods 

Data and Measures 

We draw on a rich panel of student-level administrative data from LAUSD that spans the 

2008-09 to 2016-17 school years. The panel includes data on 5.33 million student-year 

observations and 1.24 million unique K-12 students. The administrative data set includes a 

homeless indicator for whether the student was identified as homeless at any point in the school 

year and whether the student was doubled-up or used another type of unstable housing (e.g., 
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shelters, hotel/motel, car, unsheltered), which is collected through the student residency 

questionnaire described above. The data set includes variables related to demographics (i.e., 

students’ race/ethnicity, FRL eligibility, and whether a student is an immigrant), learning needs 

(i.e., SPED and EL status), and measures of academic performance and behavior (standardized 

English/Language Arts [ELA] and math achievement, suspensions, and attendance rate). We 

generate measures of school mobility, which includes all structural and non-structural school 

changes. Notably, the panel contains student addresses. Students with multiple addresses are 

assigned to the address they occupy for the longest duration in that school year and addresses are 

geocoded to census tracts. We supplement the administrative data with publicly available data 

from the CDE and LAUSD on school type (i.e., traditional public, magnet, SPED, and alternative 

school). Additionally, we use geocoded data on LAUSD school locations and district boundaries 

from the City of Los Angeles’ GeoHub. The American Community Survey (ACS) five year-

estimates provides data on neighborhoods (operationalized as census tracts).1 We describe ACS 

data used as indicators of neighborhood concentrated disadvantage below.  

Student Sample 

On average, 2.1 percent of students in LAUSD are identified as homeless each year 

between 2008-09 and 2016-17. The vast majority of students experiencing homelessness (81 

percent) are observed as homeless in three or fewer consecutive years. We only observe about 8 

percent of homeless students exit homelessness and re-enter in a later year. Throughout this 

study, we draw comparisons between the schools and neighborhoods of homeless and non-

homeless students. Consistent with existing studies, results from t-tests within a given year show 

 
1 Because yearly estimates are not available at the census tract level, we assign each ACS five-year estimate range to 

its midpoint year. For example, the ACS 2013 five-year estimates (i.e., reflect estimates from 1/01/2009 to 

12/31/2013) are assigned to the 2010-2011 school year. 
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that homeless students differ from non-homeless students along a number of dimensions: 

homeless students are disproportionally Black (19 vs. 9 percent), FRL eligible (94 vs. 79 

percent), mobile between schools (38 vs. 28 percent) and addresses (46 vs. 21 percent), and have 

lower academic performance (-0.3 SD). We also find that homeless students are more likely to 

exit the district (17 vs. 15 percent) and be immigrants (14 vs. 10 percent), two findings that are 

new additions to the literature. When we compare doubled-up homeless student to other 

homeless students, we find a greater proportion of doubled-up students are Black (18 percent vs. 

20 percent), Latinx (77 percent vs. 73 percent), or immigrants (15 percent vs. 13 percent). 

Doubled-up students are also less likely to exit the district than other homeless students (16 vs. 

19 percent). See Supplemental Table A1 for complete results. 

School and Neighborhood Disadvantage 

 Because many of the school and neighborhood variables are highly correlated, we create 

indices of school and neighborhood disadvantage. We create a school-level index within each 

year using exploratory factor analysis of the following variables: percent of underrepresented 

students of color (Native American, Black, Filipino, Latinx, and Pacific Islander), FRL students, 

EL students, and SPED students. We retain one factor and create a weighted sum using 

standardized beta weights for each variable in the factor score (Acock 2013). Supplemental 

Table A2 shows the rotated factor loadings for the 2016-17 school year; factor loadings and 

standardized beta weights are consistent across school years. Because student composition 

shapes the economic, social, and cultural resources (e.g., funding, teacher quality) available, the 

school concentrated disadvantage index is interpreted as a proxy for the level of material and 

immaterial resources present at the school (Owens and Candipan 2020). The index scores have a 

mean of 0 and a SD of 1 in each year.  
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We use the same process to create an index of neighborhood concentrated disadvantage. 

A student’s neighborhood of residence is the single tract in which the student resides. The index 

consists of the following variables informed by the literature (e.g., Owens, 2010; Sastry, 2012): 

percent female-headed households, employed, people and families whose income in the past 12 

months is below the poverty level, Black residents, high school graduates, college graduates, 

employed adults with professional occupations, median log household income, severe rent 

burden (50 percent or more of income on rent), and severe overcrowding (more than 1.5 

occupants per room) (Supplemental Table A2, bottom panel, provides rotated factor loadings). 

The level of neighborhood disadvantage is a proxy for the neighborhood’s available economic, 

institutional, and relational resources. 

Analysis Plan 

First Question 

We compare homeless (including those that are doubled up) and non-homeless students’ 

school and neighborhood characteristics using t-tests within each year. School characteristics 

include: peer demographics (race/ethnicity, FRL eligibility, EL, homeless status, SPED 

eligibility, and whether they are an immigrant), behavior (suspension and attendance rates), 

school mobility rate, academic achievement (standardized ELA and math achievement), school 

type (traditional, magnet, SPED, and alternative), and the school disadvantage index. We also 

test differences among the neighborhood-level variables that comprise the neighborhood 

disadvantage index listed above along with the index itself.  

Second Question 

 We examine the spatial distribution of homeless students across schools in several ways. 

First, we map school locations, varying the size of the school marker by the proportion of 
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homeless students in the 2016-17 school year. To examine the correspondence between 

neighborhoods and schools, we overlay school locations on census tracts shaded by the 

neighborhood disadvantage index in 2016. Second, we estimate a homeless isolation index, 𝐼 =

𝛴 [(𝑥 𝑖

𝑋

) (𝑥 𝑖

𝑡𝑖

)], for the district to measure whether homeless students are overrepresented in 

some schools.2 I describes the average proportion of homeless students in a homeless student’s 

school—the extent to which homeless students are “exposed” to other homeless students. An I of 

1 indicates exposure only to other homeless students and 0 indicates exposure only to non-

homeless students. 

Third Question 

 We examine trends in students’ school and neighborhood disadvantage before, during, 

and after homelessness using descriptive statistics and a fixed effects model. For these analyses, 

we limit our sample to homeless students and, for students who exit and re-enter homelessness, 

we use the first homeless incidence.3 We examine years before, during, and after this homeless 

incidence. Further, we examine neighborhood characteristics only for doubled-up students. 

Interpreting the neighborhood characteristics of other homeless students, such as shelter users, is 

complicated by the fact that the constraints and preferences of service providers govern siting 

decisions. Focusing on doubled-up students means we can detect changes in neighborhoods for 

families that are not “pulled” into neighborhoods by the siting decisions of service providers.  

First, we generate descriptive statistics on the frequency of school and address moves in 

 
2 The isolation index, I, is estimated as  

𝐼 = 𝛴[(𝑥𝑖/𝑋)(𝑥𝑖/𝑡𝑖
)]  

where 𝑥𝑖 is the number of homeless students in school i , 𝑋 is the number of homeless students in the district, and 𝑡𝑖  

is the number of students enrolled in school i (Massey and Denton 1988).    
3 Only 8 percent of homeless students exit homelessness and re-enter in a later year, thus, we retain complete data 

for the majority of homeless students. 
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the three time periods (before, during, and after homelessness). We examine the extent to which 

students move to schools or neighborhoods in higher, lower, or relatively similar concentrated 

disadvantage deciles, which are created within each year. 

Next, we examine the mobility patterns of homeless students using the fixed effects 

model: 

𝐷𝑖𝑠𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥𝑠𝑡 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 𝑀𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽2𝐻𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽3 𝑃𝐻𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽4𝑀𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝐻𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽5𝑀𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝐻𝑖𝑡 + θ𝑖 + 𝛾𝑔+ 𝜀𝑖𝑠𝑡 (2) 

Where 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 is the concentrated disadvantage index for either school or neighborhood s in 

time t. These outcomes are estimated as a function of 𝑀𝑖𝑡 , which equals 1 if the student moved 

to a different school in year t compared to t-1 or if a student lived at a different address in year t 

compared to t-1, when estimating school and neighborhood disadvantage, respectively. 𝐻𝑖𝑡 is an 

indicator for whether student i is homeless at time t, and 𝑃𝐻𝑖𝑡 is an indicator for whether student 

i is no longer homeless at time t (i.e., students have exited homelessness). The years before a 

student’s first homeless incidence serves as the reference category.  

Interacting the mobility indicator with each period indicator (𝑀𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝐻𝑖𝑡 and 𝑀𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝐻𝑖𝑡) 

measures whether students move to different types of neighborhoods or schools during and after 

homelessness, versus before. 𝛽4 captures the marginal difference in school or neighborhood 

concentrated disadvantage for moves made while homeless, while 𝛽5 captures the marginal 

difference for moves after exiting homelessness. The model includes student fixed effects, 𝜃𝑖, to 

account for time-invariant student characteristics that predict neighborhood or school 

disadvantage (e.g., race/ethnicity) and grade fixed effects, 𝛾𝑔, to account for the fact that middle 

and high schools have higher concentrated disadvantage than elementary schools. Standard 

errors, 𝜀𝑖𝑠𝑡, are clustered at the student level. For ease of interpretation, we generate predicted 

means from this model and report results from significance tests. 
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We interpret our results as describing homeless students’ schools and neighborhoods, not 

as evidence of casual effects of homelessness. These descriptive results provide useful evidence 

of the types of schools and neighborhoods homeless students experience and how the student’s 

trajectory into and out of homelessness relates to where they live and attend school. 

Results 

School and Neighborhood Characteristics of Students Experiencing Homelessness 

In Table 1, we show the schools and neighborhoods of students experiencing 

homelessness are more disadvantaged than non-homeless students’ along a number of 

dimensions. Because all differences are statistically significant, we call attention to those that are 

largest in magnitude, although many of these differences are modest. Panel A shows that 

homeless students attend schools with more students of color (93 vs. 86 percent), FRL students 

(86 vs. 79 percent), EL students (34 vs. 29 percent), and other homeless students (5 vs. 2 

percent). Mean achievement is 0.2 to 0.3 SD lower in homeless students’ schools, and homeless 

students are more likely to attend traditional public schools (85 vs. 81 percent) and less likely to 

attend magnet schools (2 vs. 4 percent). Panel B shows that homeless students live in 

neighborhoods with higher poverty rates (25 vs. 21 percent), more Black residents (12 vs. 9 

percent) and lower median income (by $4,942). It follows that homeless students attend schools 

and live in neighborhoods with higher concentrated disadvantage (0.3 SD higher) (school and 

neighborhood disadvantage are correlated at r=0.67). These differences are broadly similar when 

comparing the school and neighborhood contexts of doubled-up and non-homeless students. 

TABLE 1 

School and neighborhood characteristics of homeless and non-homeless students 

<INSERT HERE>  

 

Spatial Distribution of Students Experiencing Homelessness 
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Geospatial analysis shows that students are concentrated in several clusters. Figure 1 

maps each school with a circle proportional to its school homelessness rate. Census tracts within 

the LAUSD boundary are color coded based on concentrated neighborhood disadvantage level. 

Schools enrolling substantial shares of homeless students tend to be clustered geographically and 

tend to be clustered in neighborhoods with greater disadvantage.4 For example, box A captures 

census tracts with the highest levels of disadvantage in the district, those in downtown and south 

central LA, that also have schools enrolling larger proportions of homeless students. Yet there 

are exceptions to these associations. For example, schools located in relatively less 

disadvantaged communities, such as those in the west and the north-west areas of the district (see 

boxes B and C), enroll considerable proportions of homeless students. There are also examples 

of schools located relatively close to each other with varying proportions of homeless students, 

which may be an artifact of school attendance boundaries that pull from different neighborhoods 

(see box D).  

FIGURE 1 

Distribution of homeless students in LAUSD schools and neighborhoods, 2016-17 

<Insert here> 

 

Roughly half of the district’s schools (47 percent) enroll about the same or more 

homeless students than the district as a whole in 2016-17 (3.3 percent), and almost a quarter of 

schools have homeless rates over 5 percent. We describe the share of schools by homeless 

student enrollment rates in detail in Supplemental Table A3. Schools that educate large numbers 

of homeless students may not have sufficient resources to support these students adequately.  

The isolation measures confirm that homeless students experience some isolation, but 

they are less isolated than racial groups within the district. In 2016-17, the homeless isolation 

 
4 School homeless rates are correlated with school concentrated disadvantage at r=0.48 and neighborhood 

concentration disadvantage at r=0.37 
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index was 0.05, which means that the average homeless student attends a school that is 5 percent 

homeless—if there were no segregation, this figure would be 3.3 percent, the district rate. 

Comparisons to Black-White or Latinx-White isolation reveal that homeless students are far less 

isolated than Black and Latinx students (I=0.73 and 0.93, respectively). Isolation measures are 

sensitive to district composition, so a lower isolation index for students experiencing 

homelessness is expected, given their smaller population compared to Black or Latinx students. 

Changes in Schools and Neighborhoods for Students Experiencing Homelessness 

 Finally, we explore how changes in homeless status are associated with neighborhood 

and school mobility and changes in disadvantage. Table 2 shows how frequently students 

experiencing homelessness move between schools (panel A) and how frequently doubled-up 

students move between addresses (panel B). Even before becoming homeless, students have high 

rates of school and residential mobility—about one-third changed schools or addresses. In 

contrast, roughly a quarter of non-homeless students change schools or addresses during their 

entire schooling in LAUSD. While experiencing homelessness, mobility nearly doubles, with 

roughly 60 percent of students changing schools and addresses. In years after homelessness, 

students experience their lowest school and address mobility rates (27 and 16 percent 

respectively). 

Lower mobility rates after exiting homelessness may be due to the fact that roughly 30 

percent of homeless students exit the district (and our data panel) while homeless. Sample 

attrition could influence our findings if those who exit are different from the students who 

remain. When we compare exiting and remaining homeless students (see Supplemental Table 

A4), exiting students are more mobile, as evidenced by higher school and address mobility, than 

those who remain in the district. Consequently, we may observe mobility decreasing after 
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homelessness because the students remaining in our sample are generally more stable. However, 

attrition does not seem to account for differences in the distribution of moves (upwards, similar, 

downwards), as exiting and remaining students exhibit remarkably similar patterns before 

students exit.5 

Homeless students attend more disadvantaged schools (0.2 to 0.4) and live in more 

disadvantaged neighborhoods (0.7 to 0.8) than the average LAUSD school or neighborhood, 

although school and neighborhood disadvantage are the lowest after they exit homelessness. To 

assess more meaningful contextual changes, we compare the share of students that experience a 

significant upward move (2 or more decile reduction in disadvantage), similar move (same decile 

of disadvantage), and a significant downward move (2 or more decile increase in disadvantage). 

Regardless of homeless status, over a third of school moves are significant upward moves, while 

a smaller share of moves is to similar schools (17 to 19 percent) or significantly downward 

moves (15 to 18 percent).6 Our findings for homeless students are consistent with research 

showing that school mobility more often leads to significant upwards than downwards moves in 

school quality (Cordes et al. 2016). Meanwhile, students are most likely to move to similar 

neighborhoods (45 to 50 percent). 

TABLE 2 

Prevalence and direction of mobility 

<Insert table here> 

 

 We test whether differences detected in the descriptive data are statistically significant 

using a fixed effects model. Predicted means from the fixed effects model are displayed 

 
5 Results available upon request.  
6 The predominance of upwards moves may suggest a “floor” effect where students move upwards because they are 

already located in the most disadvantaged schools. While homeless students are disproportionately located in more 

disadvantaged schools, these distributions are not skewed enough to guarantee an upwards move and therefore do 

not seem to account for our results (see Supplemental Table A5).  
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graphically in Figure 2.7 Starting with school mobility (top panel), when students change schools 

they move to less disadvantaged schools, regardless of homeless status (p<.001). Contrary to 

moving to disadvantage when homeless, we find that mobility results in similar (upward) moves 

during homelessness as before and after homelessness. While school mobility is upward, 

homeless students attend schools that are roughly 0.3 SDs more disadvantaged than the average 

school, so gains made by mobility are relatively small. 

FIGURE 2 

Comparing average school and neighborhood disadvantage when mobile and not mobile 

<Insert here> 

 

 Doubled-up students make similar residential moves before and during homelessness, 

and they move to slightly more disadvantaged neighborhoods after exiting homelessness (p<.01) 

(bottom panel). Changes in neighborhood disadvantage after exiting homelessness, however, are 

marginal—0.02 SDs more disadvantaged. Overall, doubled-up students move among 

neighborhoods that are much more disadvantaged than the district average.8 

Discussion 

 Our results deepen the research community’s understanding of K-12 homeless students 

by making several contributions: 1) we describe the schools and neighborhoods of students 

experiencing homelessness, 2) we assess the spatial clustering of students in schools, and 3) we 

document homeless students’ residential and school mobility and explore whether their contexts 

change during and after homelessness. 

Overall, our findings show that, compared to non-homeless students, students 

experiencing homelessness are clustered in lower achieving schools that enroll higher 

 
7 Regression results are available in Supplemental Table A6. 
8 The influence of sample attrition on these results is unclear since those who leave our sample tend to live in 

schools and neighborhoods that are generally similar to those who remain (see Supplemental Table A4).  
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proportions of students of color, FRL, and EL students, and they live in neighborhoods with 

higher concentrated disadvantage. We find that homeless students are a highly mobile population 

and, despite the goals of the McKinney-Vento Act, neighborhood and school mobility is higher 

in the years they experience homelessness. That said, school mobility tends to be upward, even 

during homelessness, consistent with McKinney-Vento’s emphasis on facilitating moves that are 

in students’ best interest. Whether this upward mobility is beneficial for students is unclear. The 

school mobility literature suggests moves are generally detrimental, but some find benefits of 

moving to significantly higher-quality schools. The types of schools homeless students move to 

in our study are still very disadvantaged compared to the average district school, which may 

portend little benefit or even harm for students’ academic outcomes. 

Advocates have described the potential for schools to be a place of “refuge” for students 

experiencing homelessness (National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and 

Youth 2010). However, homeless students’ schools serve large numbers of other homeless and 

low-resourced students, and these schools are located in disadvantaged neighborhoods. If schools 

are overwhelmed by serving higher concentrations of marginalized student groups, this may limit 

their ability to serve as sources of support for homeless students. Future research should examine 

schools that disproportionately serve homeless students across other dimensions including those 

related to teacher quality, funding, and school climate.  

Our results show that students experience multiple instabilities when homeless, including 

changes in schools and neighborhoods. McKinney-Vento is unsuccessful in maintaining 

enrollment in origin schools for the majority of homeless students in our study. Qualitative 

research is needed to understand how homeless families understand and use McKinney-Vento. 

For example, future research should address questions such as: what services provided by 
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schools do homeless families access? How do homeless families understand McKinney-Vento’s 

school mobility protections? Why do homeless families change schools and what guidance do 

families receive when they move schools? The answers to these questions could illuminate why 

McKinney-Vento falls short of ensuring stability for students experiencing homelessness. 

Policy Implications 

Our results suggest a few policy implications for school districts and practitioners. First, 

the identification of homeless students could be improved. Variation in student homelessness 

rates between districts that educate students with similar demographics could mean some 

districts are better at identifying homeless students than others. The McKinney-Vento Act does 

not specify how districts should identify students, but best practices suggest that a system of 

tools (e.g., a questionnaire), training, and monitoring is useful. Additionally, homeless liaisons 

should frequently and proactively confirm residency status, rather than waiting for families to do 

it. Because our results suggest higher mobility while homeless, districts should ask students to 

update their residency status each time a student moves schools or changes addresses. 

Additionally, students may not feel comfortable disclosing their homeless status because they 

lack caring and trusting relationships with school personnel and a positive school racial climate 

(Edwards 2020). Aside from technical fixes in the identification process, building caring 

relationships and attending to racial disparities in academic expectations and discipline could 

also improve identification. 

Second, because homeless students are more likely to change schools or exit the district 

when homeless, administrators should ensure that families know their rights to remain in their 

school via information campaigns, follow-up after McKinney-Vento screening, and connections 

with transportation. School transfers of homeless students should be flagged for district and 
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school homeless liaisons so that they can follow up with families to make sure they are aware of 

their rights. When school transfers are requested by families, district and school staff should 

work with families to make sure the move is in the best interest of the student.  

Third, the increased likelihood of homeless students exiting the district calls for a 

regional approach to identifying and supporting homeless students. County offices of education 

(or their equivalent) could assist in forming data-sharing agreements and collaboratives to help 

track and share educational records for homeless students who move within and between 

districts. Researchers should also make use of state-level or regional data sets to formulate a 

more comprehensive picture of how frequently and how long students are homeless.  

Finally, the clustering of homeless students in schools provides an opportunity to 

concentrate support services in schools and neighborhoods. There is also an opportunity for 

schools that disproportionately serve homeless students to develop and share best practices in 

identifying and supporting homeless students.  



 22 

References 

Acock, Alan C. 2013. Discovering Structural Equation Modeling Using Stata. College Station, 

TX: Stata Press. doi:10.1080/10538712.2011.607753. 

Burdick-Will, Julia, Jens Ludwig, Stephen W Raudenbush, Robert J Sampson, Lisa 

Sanbonmatsu, and Patrick Sharkey. 2011. Converging evidence for neighborhood effects on 

children’s test scores: An experimental, quasi-experimental, and observational comparison. 

In Whither Opportunity? Rising Inequality, Schools, and Children’s Life Chances, edited by 

Greg J. Duncan and Richard J. Murnane. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

CDE and LACOE. 2018. Access to higher education: Students experiencing homelessness. Los 

Angeles, CA. doi:10.4324/9781351024662. 

Chetty, Raj, Nathaniel Hendren, and Lawrence F. Katz. 2016. The effects of exposure to better 

neighborhoods on children: New evidence from the Moving to Opportunity experiment. 

American Economic Review 106 (4): 855–902. 

Coleman, James S., Ernest Q. Campbell, Carol J. Hobson, James McPartland, Alexander M. 

Mood, Frederic D. Weinfeld, and Robert L. York. 1966. Equality of educational 

opportunity. Washington D.C. http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED012275.pdf. 

Coleman, James S. 1988. Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of 

Sociology 94: 95–120. 

Cordes, Sarah A., Amy Ellen Schwartz, and Leanna Stiefel. 2019. The effect of residential 

mobility on student performance: Evidence from New York City. American Educational 

Research Journal 56 (4): 1380–1411. doi:10.3102/0002831218822828. 

Cordes, Sarah A., Amy Ellen Schwartz, Leanna Stiefel, and Jeffrey Zabel. 2016. Is 

neighbourhood destiny? Exploring the link between neighbourhood mobility and student 



 23 

outcomes. Urban Studies 53 (2): 400–417. doi:10.1177/0042098014563469. 

Cowen, Joshua M. 2017. Who are the homeless? Student mobility and achievement in Michigan 

2010–2013. Educational Researcher 46 (1). doi:10.3102/0013189X17694165. 

Culhane, Dennis P, Chang-Moo Lee, and Susan M Wachter. 1996. Where the homeless come 

from: A study of the prior address distribution of families admitted to public shelters in 

New York City and Philadelphia. Housing Policy Debate 7 (2): 327–65.  

Edwards, Earl J. 2020. Young, Black, successful, and homeless: Examining the unique academic 

challenges of Black students who experienced homelessness. Journal of Children and 

Poverty, June. Routledge, 1–25. doi:10.1080/10796126.2020.1776688. 

Fantuzzo, John W., Whitney A. LeBoeuf, Chin-Chih Chen, Heather L. Rouse, and Dennis P. 

Culhane. 2012. The unique and combined effects of homelessness and school mobility on 

the educational outcomes of young children. Educational Researcher 41 (9): 393–402. 

doi:10.3102/0013189X12468210. 

Fargo, Jamison D., Ellen A. Munley, Thomas H. Byrne, Ann Elizabeth Montgomery, and Dennis 

P. Culhane. 2013. Community-level characteristics associated with variation in rates of 

homelessness among families and single adults. American Journal of Public Health 103 

(52). doi:10.2105/AJPH.2013.301619. 

Gonzalez, Rene. 2016. Educational rights and guidelines for youth in foster care, experiencing 

homelessness and/or involved in the juvenile justice system. Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles 

Unified School District. 

Hanushek, Eric A., John F. Kain, and Steven G. Rivkin. 2004. Disruption versus Tiebout 

improvement: The costs and benefits of switching schools. Journal of Public Economics 88 

(9–10): 1721–46. doi:10.1016/S0047-2727(03)00063-X. 



 24 

Jacob, Brian A. 2004. Public housing, housing vouchers, and student achievement: Evidence 

from public housing demolitions in Chicago. The American Economic Review 94 (1): 233–

58. 

Jencks, Christopher, and Susan E. Mayer. 1990. The social consequences of growing up in a 

poor neighborhood. In Inner-City Poverty in the United States, 111–86. Washington, D.C.: 

National Academies Press. 

Kerbow, David. 1996. Patterns of urban student mobility and local school reform. Washington, 

D. C. doi:10.1207/s15327671espr0102_5. 

Lee, Barrett A., and Townsand Price-Spratlen. 2004. The geography of homelessness in 

American communities: Concentration or dispersion? City and Community 3 (1): 3–27.  

Massey, Douglas S., and Nancy A. Denton. 1988. The dimensions of residential segregation. 

Social Forces 67 (2): 281–315. doi:10.1093/sf/67.2.281. 

Masten, Ann S., Arturo Sesma, Rekhet Si-Asar, Catherine Lawrence, Donna Miliotis, and 

Jacqueline A. Dionne. 1997. Educational risks for children experiencing homelessness. 

Journal of School Psychology 35 (1): 27–46. doi:10.1016/S0022-4405(96)00032-5. 

McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. 2015. Title IX, Part A of the Every Student Succeeds 

Act. 42. 

National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth. 2010. A critical 

moment: Child & youth homelessness in our aation’s schools. Minneapolis, MN. 

National Center for Homeless Education. 2019. Federal data summary school years 2014-2015 to 

2016-17: Education for homeless children and youth. Greensboro, NC.  

Owens, Ann, and Jennifer Candipan. 2020. Social and spatial inequalities of educational 

opportunity: A portrait of schools serving high- and low-income neighbourhoods in US 



 25 

metropolitan areas. Urban Studies 56 (15): 3178–97. doi:10.1177/0042098018815049. 

Quigley, John M, Steven Raphael, and Eugene Smolensky. 1999. Homeless in America, 

homeless in California. Journal of Urban History 25 (2): 258–70.  

Rafferty, Yvonne, and Marybeth Shinn. 1991. The impact of homelessness on children. 

American Psychologist 51 (6): 721–36. doi:10.1177/0002764207311984. 

Rumberger, Russell W., Katharine A Larson, Robert K. Ream, and Gregory J. Palardy. 1999. 

The educational consequences of mobility for California students and schools. PACE Policy 

Brief. Berkeley, CA. 

Schwartz, Amy Ellen, Leanna Stiefel, and Sarah A. Cordes. 2017. Moving matters: The causal 

effect of moving schools on student performance. Education Finance and Policy, no. 

November: 87. doi:10.1162/EDFP. 

Sharkey, Patrick, and Jacob W Faber. 2014. Where, when, why, and for whom do residential 

contexts matter ? Moving away from the dichotomous understanding of neighborhood 

effects. Annual Review of Sociology 40. doi:10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043350. 

Swanson, Christopher B, and Barbara Schneider. 1999. Students on the move: Residential and 

educational mobility in America’s schools. Sociology of Education 72 (1): 54–67. 

U.S. Department of Education. 2020. EDFacts data files.Washington, D.C. Available from: 

https://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/edfacts/data-files/school-status-data.html 

Welsh, Richard O. 2017. School hopscotch: A comprehensive review of K–12 student mobility 

in the United States. Review of Educational Research 87 (3): 475–511.  

Xu, Zeya, Jane Hannaway, and Stephanie D’Souza. 2009. Student transience in North Carolina: 

The effect of school mobility on student outcomes using longitudinal data. 22. National 

Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Eduation Research. Washington, D.C.  



 26 

FIGURE 1 

Distribution of homeless students in LAUSD schools and neighborhoods, 2016-17 
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FIGURE 2 

Comparing average school and neighborhood disadvantage when mobile and not mobile 

 
Notes. *** p<0.001, ** p<.01. Significance tests are conducted between the mobile and nonmobile means within 

each time period. 
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TABLE 1 

School and neighborhood characteristics of homeless and non-homeless students 

Variable 

(1) 

Homeless 

(2) 

Doubled-Up 

(3) 

Non- Homeless 

Diff 

(1)-(3) 

Diff 

(2)-(3) 

Panel A. School characteristics     

% Underrepresented students 

of color 

92.96% 93.29% 86.33% 6.62% 6.96% 

% FRL 86.48% 87.13% 78.95% 7.53% 8.18% 

% EL 33.56% 33.47% 29.43% 4.13% 4.05% 

% Homeless 4.69% 4.93% 2.14% 2.55% 2.79% 

% SPED eligible 11.95% 11.97% 11.62% 0.33% 0.35% 

% Born outside US 10.02% 9.41% 10.26% -0.25% -0.86% 

Avg suspension rate 2.21% 2.03% 2.05% 0.16% -0.03% 

Avg attendance rate 94.65% 94.85% 95.02% -0.37% -0.17% 

% Change schools 16.43% 16.58% 14.68% 1.75% 1.90% 

Avg ELA Z score -0.55 -0.54 -0.30 -0.25 -0.25 

Avg math Z score -0.50 -0.47 -0.30 -0.20 -0.16 

Traditional public school 84.56% 85.07% 81.18% 3.38% 3.89% 

Magnet school 1.93% 1.75% 4.15% -2.22% -2.40% 

SPED school 0.27% 0.22% 0.58% -0.31% -0.36% 

Alternative school 3.60% 2.94% 4.64% -1.04% -1.70% 

School disadvantage index  0.31 0.33 0.001 0.31 0.33 

Panel B. Neighborhood characteristics     

% Female-headed households 22.34% 22.75% 20.43% 1.91% 2.32% 

% Employed 64.17% 64.24% 65.17% -1.00% -0.94% 

% Below the poverty line 24.57% 24.28% 21.15% 3.42% 3.13% 

% Black residents 11.81% 12.01% 9.12% 2.69% 2.89% 

% High school graduates 23.61% 23.67% 22.32% 1.29% 1.35% 

% College graduates 10.61% 10.35% 13.46% -2.85% -3.11% 

Avg Median income 39244.43 39691.05 44186.92 -4942.49 -4495.87 

% Professional occupations 11.49% 11.35% 11.89% -0.40% -0.55% 

% Severe rent burden 34.92% 34.89% 33.36% 1.56% 1.53% 

% Severe overcrowding 10.42% 10.15% 9.28% 1.14% 0.87% 

Neighborhood disadvantage 

index 

0.73 0.73 0.441 0.29 0.29 

Notes. Significance tests show statistical significance at p<.001 for all variables. Underrepresented students of color 

consist of Native American, Black, Filipino, Latinx, and Pacific Islander. FRL = Free/Reduced-Price Lunch eligible. 

EL = English Learner. SPED = Special Education. ELA = English/Language Arts  
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TABLE 2 

Prevalence and direction of mobility 

 

Before 

Homelessness 

During 

Homelessness 

After 

Homelessness 

    

Panel A. School mobility     
% students that change schools 28.7% 59.5% 26.6% 

Average school disadvantage 0.38 0.32 0.22 

    

% significant upward moves  38.4% 35.8% 37.4% 

% moves to schools in same decile 17.0% 17.7% 18.6% 

% significant downward moves  15.6% 17.7% 15.4% 

Panel B. Neighborhood mobility (doubled-up students only) 

% students that change addresses 36.0% 58.6% 15.8% 

Average neighborhood disadvantage  0.75 0.73 0.69 

    

% significant upward moves  9.1% 12.1% 11.0% 

% moves to neighborhoods in same decile 49.9% 44.8% 46.7% 

% significant downward moves  9.1% 11.4% 12.3% 
Notes. Significant upwards moves are defined as moves in year t to neighborhoods or schools that are 2 or more 

deciles less disadvantaged than school or neighborhood in year t-1 (based on the neighborhood or school 

disadvantaged indices). Significant downwards moves are defined as moves in year t to neighborhoods or schools 

that are 2 or more deciles more disadvantaged than school or neighborhood in year t-1 (based on the neighborhood 

or school disadvantaged indices). Percentages do not add to 100 because modest moves up or down (1 decile) are 

excluded. We limit the analysis of neighborhood mobility to doubled-up students. 
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Supplemental 

 

TABLE A1 

Characteristics of homeless and non-homeless students 

 (1) (2) (3) (4)   

Variable 

All 

Homeless 

Doubled-

Up 

Other 

Homeless  

Non-

Homeless 

Difference 

(1)–(4) 

Difference  

(2)–(3) 

Asian 1.22% 1.09% 1.38% 4.32% -3.10% -0.29% 

Black 18.67% 17.79% 19.65% 8.98% 9.69% -1.86% 

Latinx 75.05% 76.52% 73.43% 74.58% 0.47% 3.09% 

White 3.32% 2.75% 3.96% 9.40% -6.08% -1.21% 

Native American 0.50% 0.44% 0.57% 0.30% 0.20% -0.13% 

Filipino 0.88% 1.03% 0.72% 2.06% -1.17% 0.31% 

Pacific Islander 0.35% 0.39% 0.30% 0.37% -0.02% 0.10% 

FRL 94.12% 94.37% 93.85% 78.78% 15.34% 0.52% 

EL 32.74% 33.73% 31.65% 29.36% 3.38% 2.07% 

SPED eligible 13.12% 12.17% 14.16% 11.59% 1.52% -1.99% 

Suspensions 3.46% 3.03% 3.94% 2.03% 1.43% -0.90% 

Attendance rate 92.50% 92.86% 92.10% 95.16% -2.66% 0.76% 

Born outside of US 13.91% 15.13% 12.55% 10.17% 3.74% 2.58% 

School mobility 38.16% 38.16% 38.16% 27.72% 10.44% -0.01% 

Residential mobility 45.69% 46.15% 45.18% 21.44% 24.26% 0.97% 

Exiting district 17.44% 16.18% 18.79% 14.70% 2.74% -2.61% 

Std ELA 

achievement 

-0.32 -0.34 -0.30 0.01 -0.33 -0.04 

Std Math 

achievement 

-0.32 -0.33 -0.31 0.01 -0.33 -0.02 

Notes. Other homeless includes all non-doubled-up students (e.g., those in shelters, cars, hotels/motels, unsheltered). 

Significance tests show statistically significant differences between all homeless and non-homeless students at 

p<.001 for all variables except for Pacific Islander; and statistically significant differences between doubled-up and 

other homeless students at p<.001 for all variables except Pacific Islander, school and residential mobility, and 

standardized math achievement. FRL = Free/Reduced-Price Lunch eligible. EL = English Learner. SPED = Special 

Education. ELA = English/Language Arts 
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TABLE A2 

Rotated factor loadings for school and neighborhood concentrated disadvantage indices, 

2016-17  

Variable Factor Loadings 

School Concentrated Disadvantage Index  

% Underrepresented minority students 0.92 

% FRL eligible 0.93 

% EL 0.51 

% SPED 0.16 

Neighborhood Concentrated Disadvantage Index   

% Female-headed households 0.77 

% Employed -0.35 

% People and families below the poverty line 0.81 

% Black residents 0.23 

% High school graduates 0.71 

% College graduates -0.87 

% Professional/scientific/managerial occupations -0.54 

Median log household income -0.82 

% Severe rent burden 0.43 

% Overcrowded 0.55 
Notes. Underrepresented Minority Students includes Native American, Black, Filipino, Latinx, and Pacific Islander. 

FRL = Free/Reduced-Price Lunch eligible. EL = English Learner. SPED = Special Education. Factor loadings from 

2016-17 school year; loadings are similar in all years. 

  



 32 

TABLE A3 

Schools by homeless student enrollment rate, 2016-17 

 School Enrollment 

 < 2% homeless >2% and <3% 

homeless 

>3% and <5% 

homeless 

>5% and <9% 

homeless 

>9% 

homeless 

Percent of 

district schools 

34 19 25 17 5 
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TABLE A4 

Comparing homeless students who exit the district to those who remain 

Panel A. Homeless student sample for school mobility analyses 

Variable Exit while homeless No exit  Difference 

Asian 1.24% 1.02% 0.22% 

Black 20.97% 16.26% 4.71% 

Latinx 72.53% 78.13% -5.60% 

White 3.68% 2.90% 0.78% 

Native American 0.55% 0.44% 0.12% 

Filipino 0.69% 0.92% -0.23% 

Pacific Islander 0.34% 0.35% -0.01% 

FRL 89.55% 93.32% -3.77% 

EL 29.01% 34.36% -5.35% 

SPED eligible 11.45% 14.49% -3.05% 

Suspensions 5.66% 2.60% 3.06% 

Attendance rate 91.10% 93.63% -2.54% 

Born outside of US 15.55% 11.25% 4.30% 

School mobility 40.58% 37.64% 2.93% 

Std ELA achievement -0.30 -0.33 0.03 

Std Math achievement -0.30 -0.30 0.00 

Change addresses  49.89% 38.42% 11.47% 

School disadvantage index 0.23 0.34 -0.11 

Neighborhood disadvantage index 0.71 0.73 -0.02 

Panel B. Doubled-up student sample for neighborhood mobility analyses 

Variable Exit while doubled up No exit Difference 

Asian 1.11% 0.88% 0.23% 

Black 20.53% 16.17% 4.35% 

Latinx 73.70% 78.47% -4.77% 

White 3.06% 2.59% 0.47% 

Native American 0.50% 0.40% 0.11% 

Filipino 0.80% 1.04% -0.24% 

Pacific Islander 0.30% 0.45% -0.16% 

FRL 89.98% 93.12% -3.14% 

EL 31.09% 33.39% -2.30% 

SPED eligible 10.81% 13.38% -2.57% 

Suspensions 5.27% 2.29% 2.97% 

Attendance rate 91.39% 93.73% -2.33% 

Born outside of US 16.13% 11.60% 4.52% 

School mobility 40.49% 37.61% 2.88% 

Std ELA achievement -0.34 -0.33 -0.01 

Std Math achievement -0.32 -0.31 -0.02 

Change addresses  51% 40% 11.26% 
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School disadvantage index 0.28 0.34 -0.07 

Neighborhood disadvantage index 0.74 0.73 0.01 

Notes. Significance tests show statistical significance at p<.001 for all variables except for Pacific Islander. FRL = 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch eligible. EL = English Learner. SPED = Special Education. ELA = English/Language 

Arts. We limit the analysis of neighborhood mobility to doubled-up students. 
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TABLE A5 

Disadvantage deciles for homeless students, year before mobility 

Disadvantage Decile Freq. Percent 

Panel A. School Disadvantage Index 

1 1295 2.0% 

2 3559 5.6% 

3 3707 5.8% 

4 4140 6.5% 

5 6697 10.6% 

6 8222 13.0% 

7 8926 14.1% 

8 8850 14.0% 

9 9343 14.7% 

10 8677 13.7% 

Panel B. Neighborhood Disadvantage Index (doubled-up students only) 

1 279 1.0% 

2 433 1.5% 

3 1011 3.5% 

4 1523 5.2% 

5 2023 7.0% 

6 2362 8.1% 

7 3298 11.3% 

8 4449 15.3% 

9 5705 19.6% 

10 7982 27.5% 
Note. This table describes the disadvantage deciles of homeless students’ schools and neighborhoods in the year 

before they change schools or residences.We limit panel B to doubled-up students (the same sample used for the 

neighborhood mobility analyses). 
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TABLE A6 

Fixed Effects Regression Results 

  (1) (2) 

 

School 

Concentrated 

Disadvantage 

Neighborhood 

Concentrated 

Disadvantage 

    
Mobile -0.033*** 0.000 

 (0.003) (0.006) 

Years Homeless 0.020*** -0.004 

 (0.003) (0.006) 

Years After Exiting Homelessness 0.006 -0.009 

 (0.005) (0.008) 

Mobile* Years Homeless -0.003 0.001 

 (0.004) (0.008) 

Mobile* Years After -0.000 0.019* 

 (0.005) (0.009) 

Constant 0.529*** 0.740*** 

 (0.004) (0.011) 

   
Observations 190,325 83,303 

R-squared 0.763 0.814 
Notes. . *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. Standard errors are clustered at the student level 

and are shown in parentheses. Student and grade-level fixed effects are included in the model. 

We limit the analysis of neighborhood mobility to doubled-up students.  
 

 

 

 


