
 

 1 

Evictions and Neighborhood Child Maltreatment Reports 
 

Lindsey Rose Bullinger, Ph.D. 
(Corresponding Author) 

Assistant Professor 
School of Public Policy 

Georgia Tech 
685 Cherry St. 

Atlanta, GA 30332 
lrbullin@gatech.edu  

(404) 894-4870 (office) 

Kelley Fong 
Doctoral Candidate 

Department of Sociology 
Harvard University 

33 Kirkland St., 6th Floor 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

kelleytyfong@fas.harvard.edu  

 
May 2020 

 
Each year, nearly 2.5 million evictions are filed in the U.S. Recent research links 
evictions to a host of negative outcomes, but effects on child well-being are less 
studied, even as evictions are disproportionately experienced by families with 
children. In this article, we investigate the relationship between evictions and 
reports of child abuse and neglect, a key indicator of child well-being.  
 
Drawing on five years of block-group level administrative data in Connecticut, we 
find that as eviction notices increase within a neighborhood, reports of 
maltreatment also increase, even net of zip-code level factors and time-invariant 
block group characteristics. The relationship is driven by reports of neglect and is 
strongest among adolescents (children aged 10-17). These results suggest that 
mitigating housing insecurity has the potential to reduce child abuse and neglect 
reports.    
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Introduction 

In the wake of the affordable housing crisis, evictions have gained national attention as a 

strikingly common and disruptive experience. Nearly 2.5 million evictions are filed in court each 

year, with approximately one million evictions carried out (Desmond et al. 2018b). Evictions are 

particularly common among low-income households, women, black and Hispanic renters, and 
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households with children (Desmond 2012b; Desmond et al. 2013; Desmond, Gershenson, and 

Kiviat 2015). Although evictions may occur due to any number of lease violations, they are 

typically a symptom and a source of extreme financial distress (Desmond 2012b). For example, 

in a survey of renters in Milwaukee’s eviction court, 92 percent were there due to rent non-

payment. Therefore, families and neighborhoods receiving eviction filings are often in some of 

the most vulnerable economic circumstances. Recent research from parent-reported data 

estimates that at least one in seven children born in large U.S. cities experienced an eviction due 

to nonpayment by age 16; among children living below the poverty line, this proportion 

increases to one in four (Lundberg and Donnelly 2019). However, despite the prevalence of 

eviction among families with children and the acute and far-reaching consequences of this 

experience (Desmond 2012b; Desmond and Kimbro 2015), we know little about how evictions 

are related to child health and well-being. 

In particular, child maltreatment, which includes neglect as well as physical, emotional, 

and sexual abuse, has been linked to a wide range of negative outcomes in domains such as 

education, employment, mental and physical health, and criminal justice system involvement 

(Fletcher 2009; Thornberry et al. 2010; Currie and Spatz Widom 2010; Zielinski 2009; Currie 

and Tekin 2012). An extensive body of research documents the role of poverty and material 

hardships–at both the family and neighborhood levels–in increasing the likelihood of child 

maltreatment and involvement with the state and county Child Protective Services (CPS) 

agencies that respond to maltreatment allegations (Berger 2004; Yang 2014; Sedlak et al. 2010; 

C. A. Farrell et al. 2017). For example, housing insecurity in the form of foreclosures has been 

linked to child maltreatment and CPS involvement (Berger et al. 2015; Frioux et al. 2014; Wood 

et al. 2012). Beyond foreclosures, studying housing insecurity in the form of evictions is 
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especially important, since the families most likely to come into contact with CPS–lower-income 

families and families of color–are also more likely to rent their homes, thus risking eviction 

(rather than foreclosure) when their housing becomes unaffordable. Filed and/or executed 

evictions may affect child maltreatment reports through family-level mechanisms, such as 

material hardship and parental stress (Warren and Font 2015), as well as neighborhood instability 

channels (Desmond 2012b; Desmond and Kimbro 2015).  

To analyze the relationship between evictions and child maltreatment reports, we match 

court-record data on rental property evictions and eviction filings with child maltreatment reports 

in Connecticut at the Census block group level.1 Our specifications adjust for block group fixed 

effects and zip code by year fixed effects. In this way, our estimates are identified by changes 

within block groups as opposed to comparing child maltreatment report rates across high- and 

low-eviction neighborhoods. We find evidence that increases in eviction filings are associated 

with increases in reports of child maltreatment, primarily reports of neglect. These associations 

are strongest among children ages 10 through 17. We do not detect a relationship between 

executed evictions and child maltreatment reports.  

This study is the first to our knowledge to connect administrative eviction records with 

administrative child maltreatment reports in the U.S. Although we are unable to directly test 

mechanisms, our analysis complements recent analyses on housing insecurity using survey data 

(Font and Warren 2013; Warren and Font 2015) to provide additional insight into the 

relationship between evictions and CPS reports. We bridge research on housing and 

neighborhood factors related to child development and well-being (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 

 
1 We refer to eviction as the involuntary removal of a tenant by a landlord in a rental property. 
Although owners in owner-occupied properties may also be evicted due to foreclosure, these 
instances are not included in our data.  
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2000; Leventhal and Newman 2010) with the emerging body of housing policy scholarship 

examining eviction filings as an important phenomenon to understand (Chum 2015; Garboden 

and Rosen 2019; Immergluck et al. 2019; Raymond et al. 2018).  

 

How evictions could affect child maltreatment  

Child maltreatment is a pervasive problem in the United States. Each year, U.S. child 

protective services (CPS) agencies respond to reports of maltreatment pertaining to over three 

million children (U.S. Department of Health & Human Services [HHS], 2020). Based on 

cumulative prevalence estimates from national administrative data, it is estimated that at some 

point in their childhoods, 37 percent of U.S. children are the subject of a child maltreatment 

investigation (Kim et al. 2017). About 12 percent of children experience confirmed 

maltreatment, and there are large differences in prevalence across race and ethnicity, with 

American Indian/Alaska Native children experiencing the highest risk (Yi, Edwards, and 

Wildeman 2020).2 Poor families and families of color are especially likely to come into contact 

with CPS (Berger and Waldfogel 2011; HHS 2020), and child maltreatment reports are spatially 

concentrated in high-poverty and nonwhite neighborhoods (Coulton et al. 2007; Fong 2019). 

CPS involvement is a key indicator of overall child well-being, as the long-term consequences of 

child maltreatment are numerous. For example, child victims of maltreatment are more likely to 

experience behavioral and mental health problems (Fletcher 2009; Thornberry et al. 2010), attain 

lower levels of education, employment, and earnings in adulthood (Currie and Spatz Widom 

 
2 The risk of reoccurrence is even higher; based on synthetic cohort life tables, the probability of 
re-report among children who have been previously reported is 42 percent (Kim and Drake 
2019). Further, based on data from 2016, 1 in 100 children in the US will experience parental 
rights termination during their childhoods (Wildeman, Edwards, and Wakefield 2019).  
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2010; Zielinski 2009), and engage in criminal behavior later in life (Currie and Tekin 2012). 

Despite millions of dollars invested annually in prevention and intervention programs, the 

number of child abuse and neglect referrals remains persistently high.  

Considerable research links child maltreatment to families’ material and economic 

circumstances. This research primarily connects child maltreatment to measures of economic 

status such as poverty, material hardship, unemployment, government benefit receipt, and anti-

poverty policies. Beyond standard measures of income and poverty, recent work focuses on 

housing insecurity specifically. Analyzing data from the Fragile Families and Child Well-Being 

survey, Warren and Font (2015) find positive associations between housing insecurity and child 

maltreatment risk. Their work sets the stage for additional research that further probes the 

housing insecurity-child maltreatment relationship. For example, Warren and Font (2015) draw 

on a measure of housing insecurity that combines eviction, residential mobility, and 

homelessness; use data from self-reports of housing insecurity and child maltreatment risk; 

examine child maltreatment risk in early childhood (by age five); and draw on a sample limited 

to children in large cities (population over 100,000). By focusing specifically on evictions–

considering both filed and executed evictions–and drawing on administrative data, we are poised 

to expand the evidence base on housing insecurity and child maltreatment. We further expand 

the literature by examining reports of maltreatment among older children and children in smaller 

cities and towns.  

Prior research suggests that filed and/or executed evictions may affect child maltreatment 

reports through several channels. In the remainder of this section, we outline family-level and 

neighborhood-level mechanisms potentially linking evictions to child maltreatment reports. 

Family-level mechanisms 
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Inadequate and/or unstable housing. First, experiencing eviction may directly lead a family to 

become involved with CPS, by creating an unstable and/or inadequate housing environment. 

Inadequate housing can itself constitute child neglect, which is characterized by inadequate 

access to basic necessities such as food, medical care, clothing, and adequate living conditions 

(Berger 2007).3 Indeed, Warren and Font (2015) find that housing insecurity–which 

encompasses homelessness and residential instability in addition to eviction–directly affects 

child neglect, in particular.  

Other research suggests that eviction notices indicate housing precarity, as filing for 

eviction exacerbates the power imbalance between landlords and tenants. When faced with 

eviction, tenants’ legal rights to habitable housing become tenuous and frequently unenforced 

(Garboden and Rosen 2019). If evictions are executed, tenants often end up homeless (Collinson 

and Reed 2019) or in otherwise unsafe housing that may negatively affect child well-being. 

Desmond, Gershenson, and Kiviat (2015) find that following forced moves–which include 

informal evictions, moves that occurred after an eviction notice but before a formal judgment 

was entered, and court-ordered evictions–renters ended up in lower-quality housing; they were 

more likely to report housing problems such as broken appliances, rodents, exposed wires, and 

lack of heat or running water. Research finds these problems can prompt CPS involvement. 

Hirsch et. al (2015) find that hazardous physical housing conditions such as infestations, 

nonworking heating systems and appliances, exposed wires, and leaking roofs predict 

investigations of child neglect, though not investigations of physical abuse or substantiated child 

maltreatment investigations.  

 
3 In many states, including Connecticut, inadequate housing for reasons of poverty alone does 
not constitute maltreatment. 
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Financial strain. Evictions may also be linked to child maltreatment reports at the family level 

through financial strain. Recent evidence shows that evictions worsen financial health, albeit 

modestly. Two working papers match court records to credit bureau records in Cook County, 

Illinois (Humphries et al. 2019) and administrative data on employment, earnings, and public 

assistance use in New York City (Collinson and Reed 2019). Both studies use random 

assignment of housing court cases to courtrooms of varying leniency to identify the effect of 

evictions. Humphries et al. (2019) find evictions worsen access to credit and consumption for 

several years following the eviction. Collinson and Reed (2019) show that evictions lower 

earnings and increase receipt of TANF, SNAP, and emergency assistance. Humphries et al. 

(2019) also document the financial strain experienced by evictees in the time period preceding 

the eviction filing, noting that the magnitude is larger before the eviction notice than after. 

 These studies compare households receiving eviction judgments with households for 

whom evictions were filed but not executed. Nevertheless, eviction notices themselves may 

increase economic and material hardship. Landlords may impose additional fines and fees on 

renters upon filing for eviction (Garboden and Rosen 2019). Threatened with eviction, 

households may opt to redirect their resources towards rent to prevent the eviction. Garboden 

and Rosen (2019) show how landlords use eviction in this way, as a means of pressuring tenants 

to prioritize rent over other expenses.  

Experiencing financial strain and material hardship can lead to child maltreatment, 

especially neglect. The most straightforward way in which financial well-being affects child 

maltreatment is through a parent or caregiver’s ability to meet a child’s basic material needs 

(Berger 2007). Increases in family income through the Earned Income Tax Credit, child support, 
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and minimum wages have been shown to significantly reduce child maltreatment, primarily 

through reductions in neglect (Berger et al. 2017; Cancian, Yang, and Slack 2013; Raissian and 

Bullinger 2017). If tenants allocate increased resources to rent in response to the eviction notice, 

they may forego other necessities, such as food, utilities, or medical care, or may seek additional 

employment opportunities that leave children unattended. Any of these reallocation strategies 

could threaten children’s well-being. Further, when families reallocate resources under such 

constraints–at least with regard to food–they tend to prioritize younger children, leaving older 

children left at greater risk of insecurity (Moffitt and Ribar 2018). Together, these studies 

suggest that if evictions or the threat of evictions worsen financial well-being, even modestly, 

children could be at a greater risk of maltreatment.  

 

Psychological well-being and substance use. In addition to housing and financial insecurity, 

mental health needs and substance use may increase among evicted families. Losing a home is 

inversely associated with mental health status risk (Currie and Tekin 2015; K. A. Fowler et al. 

2014; Pollack and Lynch 2009). Recent work has shown evictions in particular worsen 

psychological well-being. Collinson and Reid (2019) combined administrative health data to 

housing court cases in New York City and found that in addition to leading to periods of 

homelessness lasting up to two years, evictions worsen mental health. Comparing evicted to 

observably similar non-evicted mothers, Desmond and Kimbro (2015) also found that low-

income urban mothers who were evicted were more likely to experience depression and report 

health problems for both themselves and their children. Further, between 2005 and 2010, during 

the recent housing crisis, eviction-related suicides doubled (K. A. Fowler et al. 2014). A 

literature review by Vásquez-Vera et al. (2017) found that even beyond executed evictions, the 
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threat of eviction alone–through an eviction filing or falling behind on rent payments, for 

example–is associated with both worse psychological distress and physical health.  

These psychological stressors are often exacerbated by unhealthy coping strategies. In 

particular, recent studies find associations between evictions and substance use. Using cohort 

studies, Damon et al. (2019) show that being evicted is associated with drug use relapse and 

methamphetamine use. Bradford and Bradford (2020) further find that at the county level, 

eviction is associated with higher rates of drug-related mortality.  

Depression, psychological distress, and substance use have long been identified as risk 

factors for child maltreatment, particularly physical abuse and neglect (Stith et al. 2009). Thus, 

evictions and/or the threat of evictions may affect child maltreatment through a mental health 

and/or substance use channel (Vásquez-Vera et al. 2017). In support of this theory, Warren and 

Font (2015) find that in addition to its direct effects on neglect risk, housing insecurity indirectly 

influences risks of abuse and neglect through its effects on maternal stress.  

 

Social supports. Additionally, housing instability triggered by filed and/or executed evictions 

may shift social and parenting support systems, which could affect a child’s caregiving. For 

example, housing instability is often accompanied by changes in household members (Desmond 

and Perkins 2016), which may lead to child maltreatment (Schneider 2016). Evicted parents may 

turn to “disposable ties” to make ends meet, yet these connections are often short-lived and can 

end in conflict (Desmond 2012a), potentially exposing children to greater instability and/or 

unsafe caregivers. Additionally, informal social supports are an important component of 

parenting that can help meet low-income families’ needs (Edin and Lein 1997; Radey 2018). 

Especially in high-crime neighborhoods (Jones et al. 2005), neighbors can be a significant source 
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of social support (Kotchick, Dorsey, and Heller 2005) that may be weakened in the face of 

eviction. 

 

Neighborhood-level mechanisms 

Much of the literature on the consequences of housing insecurity and eviction in particular 

focuses on individual- or family-level outcomes. Neighborhood evictions, however, may also 

shape child maltreatment and/or CPS reports through neighborhood-level processes, though the 

research base on the link between evictions and neighborhood processes is relatively thin. Thus, 

we draw on a rich literature that documents the role of neighborhoods in child maltreatment 

(Coulton et al. 2007; Freisthler, Merritt, and LaScala 2006), showing how neighborhood 

resources, relationships, and social norms provide an important context for parenting (Leventhal 

and Brooks-Gunn 2000). This prior work identifies potential pathways that may make families in 

neighborhoods where residents face the threat of eviction particularly vulnerable to CPS 

involvement, even if they are not evicted themselves.  

As Coulton et al. (2007) describe, these pathways can be summarized by (a) behavioral 

influences, such that a neighborhood’s structure itself can create processes that families and 

children experience; (b) differences in neighborhood norms about defining, recognizing, and 

reporting maltreatment; and (c) selection bias, in that families are not randomly distributed 

across neighborhoods, so family-level characteristics may be correlated with both neighborhood 

selection and parenting behaviors. Multi-level studies show that even net of family-level 

characteristics, neighborhood-level characteristics are also related to child maltreatment risk and 

CPS reports (Coulton, Korbin, and Su 1999; Maguire-Jack 2014), suggesting that to the extent 
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evictions influence neighborhood-level social processes (Desmond 2012b), they may in turn 

shape child maltreatment report rates. We suggest two potential neighborhood-level mechanisms. 

 

Perceived housing insecurity. First, local evictions may underscore renters’ own housing 

insecurity. Evictions are highly discretionary and many renters, especially low-income renters, 

are in a perpetual state of indebtedness to their landlords given the lack of affordable housing 

(Desmond 2012b; Garboden and Rosen 2019). Thus, seeing neighbors receive eviction notices or 

even become evicted might heighten housing-insecure renters’ sense of vulnerability. Such 

perceptions of precarity may increase the risk of child maltreatment, perhaps by increasing 

parental stress. For example, research links perceived material deprivation–even separate from 

family income–to parents’ psychological aggression (Schenck‐Fontaine et al. 2020).  

 

Community stability. Additionally, as Desmond (2012b) documents, forced residential mobility 

in the form of eviction disrupts community stability in ways that may engender increased crime 

and neighborhood disorganization (Sampson and Raudenbush 1999). Indeed, research finds the 

level of residential instability in a neighborhood is associated with its child maltreatment rate 

even accounting for other characteristics such as the neighborhood’s poverty rate (Coulton et al. 

2007; Freisthler, Merritt, and LaScala 2006). Neighborhoods foster social networks, shared 

norms, social organization, and community resources (Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley 

2002), and neighborhood structures have been linked to parenting behaviors through parent role 

modeling, peer influence, and engagement in high-quality institutions (Leventhal and Brooks-

Gunn 2000). Neighborhood-level dynamics such as neighborhood social support and collective 

efficacy have been theorized to reduce child abuse and neglect (Coulton et al. 2007) and may be 
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undermined when evictions increase. Since nonprofessionals such as neighbors contributed 

approximately 17 percent of child maltreatment reports in 2017 (HHS 2020), these norms can 

also foster a collective definition, recognition, and reporting of child maltreatment that may be 

disrupted as families experience evictions.  

 

Data 

Child maltreatment reports 

 To measure child maltreatment, we use geographically-identified child maltreatment 

reports from the state of Connecticut from 2011 through 2015. Connecticut provides child 

welfare services through its statewide Department of Children and Families. Policy is set at the 

state level and the agency operates a centralized state hotline to which any person can report 

alleged child maltreatment. Certain categories of professionals, such as medical, educational, law 

enforcement, and social service professionals, are legally mandated to report suspected 

maltreatment. Child maltreatment reports are calls “screened in” for a CPS response with 

allegations that meet statutory definitions of child abuse or neglect. These reports require the 

agency to assess the family and determine whether to substantiate the child maltreatment 

allegations. Social workers in a statewide central office screen hotline calls and route CPS 

reports to one of several area offices across the state to respond. During the period of analysis, 

the state agency responded to approximately 30,000 child maltreatment reports each year. We 

excluded reports of maltreatment in facilities such as group homes and schools from our 

analysis. We geocoded child maltreatment reports to the home address of the child(ren) allegedly 

maltreated and matched 97.9% of reports to a corresponding Census block group.  
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Our primary outcome variable is the total report rate for each Census block group and 

year. We calculate rates as the sum of total reports alleging maltreatment (including neglect, 

physical abuse, sexual abuse, and emotional maltreatment) of children aged 0-17 per 100 

children, as estimated by the 2011-2015 American Community Survey (ACS). Three-fourths of 

children experiencing maltreatment confirmed by CPS agencies are victims of neglect (HHS 

2020). A growing literature demonstrates that economic factors and housing conditions primarily 

affect reports of child neglect, rather than abuse (Berger et al. 2017; Hirsch et al. 2015; Raissian 

and Bullinger 2017). Therefore, we also construct report rates for each Census block group and 

year for substantiated reports, neglect reports, physical abuse reports, and age-specific reports 

(reports alleging maltreatment of children ages 0-4, 5-9, and 10-17). The age-specific rates are 

relative to the number of children in each corresponding age group.  

 These data represent official reports of alleged maltreatment rather than parenting 

behaviors themselves. As with all child maltreatment research drawing on administrative data, 

these data are subject to reporting biases. Nevertheless, they reflect allegations meeting statutory 

definitions of child abuse and/or neglect brought to the attention of state authorities. We use total 

report rate (rather than substantiated report rate) as our primary outcome variable, as total reports 

better capture maltreatment risk (Kohl, Jonson-Reid, and Drake 2009).  

We draw on data from a single state, as nationwide data on child maltreatment reports at 

the neighborhood level are not available.4 Using a single state to study child maltreatment is not 

uncommon (Coulton et al. 2007; Lindo, Schaller, and Hansen 2018). States differ in how they 

define maltreatment, whom they require to report suspected maltreatment, and how their child 

 
4 National child maltreatment report data are available through the National Child Abuse and 
Neglect Data System. However, counties are the lowest geographic identifier available, even 
through restricted access, and counties with fewer than 1,000 reports are suppressed.  
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welfare systems handle maltreatment referrals. States may also implement policy changes in the 

reporting, screening, and substantiation processes, which can have implications for the number 

of reports made and substantiated. For example, in Connecticut, partway through our study 

period (beginning in March 2012), the agency instituted a statewide policy change, creating a 

“family assessment” track for lower-risk reports; reports that remain on this track do not receive 

a substantiation decision. By studying a single state in isolation, our analysis can adjust for these 

factors with the inclusion of a year effect (or zip code by year interaction).  

 

Public eviction records 

We combine child maltreatment reports with two measures of eviction rates for each 

Census block group and year: eviction filing rates and eviction rates.5 We measure the eviction 

filing rate as the number of evictions filed in a given block group-year per 100 total occupied 

units (renter-occupied or owner-occupied, to capture the share of eviction filings as experienced 

across the neighborhood). Similarly, the eviction rate is the number of court-ordered eviction 

judgments per 100 total occupied units. These data were collected by the Eviction Lab at 

Princeton University (Desmond et al. 2018b). The Lab gathered data from court records, web 

scraping and text parsing from online portals, and partnerships with record collecting companies 

to manually extract case records to produce the first comprehensive dataset tracking evictions 

across the United States. Their database includes information on eviction court filings and court-

ordered evictions at the block group level (2000-2016), along with a number of housing and 

demographic variables from the Census.  

 
5 According to the data source (the Eviction Lab), “informal evictions” are more common than 
formal, court-ordered evictions. Informal evictions, which include when landlords pay tenants to 
leave or illegally lock tenants out, are not included in these data.  
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The data for Connecticut were collected entirely from state court records (Desmond et al. 

2018a, 6).  Compared with other states, Connecticut policies are oriented towards protecting 

tenants’ rights. In Hatch’s (2017) typology of states’ landlord-tenant statutory policy approaches, 

Connecticut is one of 13 “protectionist” states with policies generally deemed pro-renter. 

However, according to the Eviction Lab data, three of the state’s cities–Waterbury, Hartford, and 

Bridgeport, all included in our data–were among the 50 U.S. cities with the highest eviction rates 

in 2016. In Connecticut, evictions are filed and executed in housing court jurisdictions based on 

the town where the housing unit is located; these jurisdictions do not necessarily align with 

county lines and may cut across other spatial boundaries, such as CPS area offices and school 

districts. 

Our primary independent variable of interest is the eviction filing rate, calculated as the 

number of eviction filings per 100 occupied units. Eviction filings are substantially more 

common than executed evictions, as landlords and tenants may come to an agreement before 

taking the case to court or tenants may prevail in court. The threat of eviction represents acute 

housing insecurity that itself can be profoundly destabilizing, even if no eviction judgment is 

ultimately rendered that forces a household to move (Vásquez-Vera et al. 2017). Landlords may 

serially file for eviction as a means of collecting rent rather than forcible removal; thus, eviction 

filings are not only a precursor to involuntary mobility, but also serve as a coercive tool for rent 

collection and a signal of poor renters’ contingent tenure (Garboden and Rosen 2019). In line 

with this insight, we primarily analyze the effect of increased eviction filings and the housing 

insecurity they represent. About half of all eviction filings end up with an eviction judgment 

(Desmond et al. 2018b), and the two are highly correlated at the neighborhood level; across 
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block-group years in our dataset, their correlation is 0.98. We note, however, that analyzing 

eviction rates rather than eviction filing rates produces similar–though less precise–results.  

 

Sample  

 During the 2011-2015 period for which we have child maltreatment report data, the 

Eviction Lab data include complete data on eviction filings and evictions for three of the state’s 

eight counties. These three counties include 1,949 Census block groups and constitute the state’s 

most populous counties (Fairfield, Hartford, and New Haven), totaling 75 percent of the state’s 

population and 75 percent of its block groups. During the time period of our study, CPS report 

rates were comparable though slightly lower in our three study counties compared with the other 

five counties in the state (3.4% compared with 3.8%, respectively). Evictions were filed at a rate 

of 1.2 per 100 occupied units in Fairfield County, 1.9 in Hartford County, and 1.8 in New Haven 

County. Although our analysis is limited to the block groups in our sample, eviction is more 

relevant in urban areas. For example, according to 2011-2015 ACS data, homeownership is less 

common in urban areas relative to rural areas. Further, recent evidence on the effect of evictions 

on drug-related mortality shows the relationship is driven almost entirely by metropolitan areas 

(Bradford and Bradford 2020). We also drop block groups with fewer than 50 children (75 block 

groups). These block groups are more sensitive to small changes in child maltreatment rates and 

many consist of areas such as college campuses and correctional institutions.6 Our final sample is 

a balanced panel of 1,874 block groups over 5 years for a total of 9,370 observations.7 

 
6 The interpretation of our results is not sensitive to excluding these block groups.   
7 Sample size for the age group-specific analyses decreases slightly as these analyses exclude 
block groups for which ACS estimates zero children in that age group. 
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Figure 1 displays child maltreatment report rates across the sample of block groups, split 

into quintiles by eviction filing rates. Block groups in the lowest eviction filing quintile have 

0.07 eviction filings per 100 occupied units, on average. Block groups in the highest quintile 

have 5.2 eviction filings per 100 occupied units. The bar graph demonstrates that as the eviction 

filing rate in a neighborhood increases, child maltreatment report rates also increase, on average. 

This positive relationship is merely descriptive at this point, however.  

[Insert Figure 1 about here] 

Table 1 shows additional descriptive statistics for all block groups as well as those in the 

top and bottom fifths of the distribution of eviction filing rates during the study period. Block 

groups in our sample had an average of 8.8 eviction filings per year (Panel A). This number 

translates into a rate of 1.6 eviction filings per 100 occupied units for all block groups. Among 

the top quintile, block groups had 28.5 eviction filings on average compared to just 0.4 in the 

bottom quintile. Panel B shows that high eviction filing block groups have higher poverty rates, a 

higher percentage of non-Hispanic black and Hispanic residents, a higher percentage of renter-

occupied units, and a lower median gross rent. There is little difference in the total population 

and child population between block groups with high and low eviction filing rates. Panel C 

shows that high eviction filing block groups have a higher rate of maltreatment reports. This 

difference is consistent across both maltreatment type and child age.  

[Insert Table 1 about here] 

 

Methods 

Analytical approach  
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We estimate a series of models that relate the child maltreatment report rate to the 

eviction filing rate. Specifically, we estimate the following model: 

 

!"# = %& + %()"# + *" + +,# + -"#, 

 

where Mbt is a measure of child maltreatment in Census block group b in year t. The primary 

variable of interest in this equation is Ebt, which is the eviction filing rate per 100 occupied units 

in a block group in a given year. Although we have the month of each child maltreatment report, 

the eviction data are at the year level. In our main models, we focus on the contemporaneous 

eviction filing rate as an indicator of contemporaneous neighborhood housing insecurity.8 Thus, 

we cannot identify whether evictions occurred before maltreatment reports; however, in 

supplementary analyses, we lag child maltreatment rates by three and six months and the results 

are similar.9  

 Block group fixed effects, *", adjust for any time-invariant factors affecting each 

individual block group that may be correlated with both evictions and child maltreatment reports. 

The vector  +,# includes an indicator for each possible combination of zip-code and year.10 These 

indicators adjust for any time-varying factors at the zip code level that are correlated with both 

evictions and child maltreatment reports. For example, a zip code’s unemployment rate, changes 

 
8 Compared with foreclosures – where one study found that half who began proceedings for a 
foreclosure were still at the same residential address two years later (Molloy and Shan 2013) – 
evictions are a relatively quick process. For example, the minimum time for an eviction in 
Connecticut is 30 to 45 days from the first notice of the landlord’s intent to evict (Orlando 2011). 
9 Lagging the outcome variable also reduces the study time period without adding explanatory 
power. 
10 For block groups spanning more than one zip code, we assign the block group to the zip code 
covering the majority of the population.  
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in landlord-tenant relations laws and norms, and all other characteristics of a zip code and year 

would be absorbed in +,#. There are 254 zip codes in our analysis. Therefore, the number of zip 

code-year binary indicators is 1,270. Finally, -"# represents the idiosyncratic error term. Standard 

errors are clustered at the block group level to account for correlations within a block group, and 

the data are weighted using the child population of each block group.  

 Child maltreatment report rates are per 100 children in each block group. To obtain 

population data at the block group level, we use the ACS five-year estimates, 2011-2015. Child 

maltreatment rates may be changing as the child population size changes, and keeping the 

population constant over time may fail to consider this correlation. In supplementary analyses, 

we also include block group specific linear time trends to address this concern. Those results are 

similar, though less precisely estimated than our main models. We exclude these time trends 

from the main model because they may pick up the effect of evictions (Wolfers 2006).  

We also conduct subgroup analyses where we examine the relationship between evictions 

and child maltreatment reports for block groups with high and low proportions of rental 

occupants, eviction filing rates, poverty rates, proportions of non-Hispanic white residents, 

proportions of households with children, and population density, drawing on ACS data to 

identify these subsamples. 

 If the relationship between evictions and child maltreatment is operating primarily 

through family-level mechanisms, one concern of the model is that people forcibly displaced 

through evictions leave their dwelling units and potentially the block group where the eviction 

occurred; this is presumably less of a concern when considering eviction filing rates. Since we do 

not have individual-level data to be able to link individuals’ eviction records with their CPS 

records, we do not know whether the families reported to CPS are the same families who 
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experience evictions. Desmond and Shollenberger (2015) found that households relocating after 

a forced move–including informal and formal evictions–moved to poorer neighborhoods with 

more crime, which also have higher rates of CPS involvement (Coulton et al. 2007). Therefore, 

at the family level, our estimates might be considered a lower bound of the association between 

evictions and child maltreatment reports. Additionally, our eviction and maltreatment report 

measures are relative to the block group population estimates from the five-year ACS. People 

leaving the block group because of eviction are unlikely to affect the maltreatment rate relative 

to a five-year population estimate, even if those who stay in the block group are more likely to 

abuse or neglect their children. If evicted families become more likely to be reported to CPS as 

well as more likely to leave the block group, then estimating the models at the block group level 

is a conservative exercise and will underestimate the association between evictions and child 

maltreatment reports. 

 

Separating eviction from unemployment 

Although it is possible that our models detect the omitted variable of unemployment, we 

see this as unlikely.11 Eviction and unemployment rates do not always trend together. For 

example, Figure 2 shows the average eviction filing rate and unemployment rate from 2005-2015 

for our sample. This graph shows that the unemployment rate and the eviction filing rate do not 

generally trend together. In particular, during our study period (2011-2015, denoted by the gray 

shaded boxes in Figure 2), the unemployment rate was decreasing while eviction filings 

 
11 The relationship between unemployment and child maltreatment has been studied extensively. 
Research measuring the relationship between aggregate unemployment rates and child 
maltreatment is mixed  (Bitler and Zavodny 2004; Cherry and Wang 2016; Frioux et al. 2014; 
Lindo, Schaller, and Hansen 2018; Millett, Lanier, and Drake 2011; Nguyen 2013; Raissian 
2015; Schenck-Fontaine et al. 2017; Seiglie 2004). 
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remained relatively stable or increased. Further, we account for each combination of zip code 

and year in our models, which adjust for the effects of zip-code level unemployment rates and all 

other time-varying factors of a zip code. Any relationships we find are net of these factors. 

[Insert Figure 2 about here] 

Results 

Main results 

 Table 2 reports our main results. Panel A shows estimates of the relationship between the 

eviction filing rate and total child maltreatment report rate, substantiated report rate, neglect 

report rate, physical abuse report rate, and total reports alleging maltreatment of children in 

different age groups (0-4, 5-9, and 10-17). The estimates indicate that each additional eviction 

filing per 100 occupied units in a block group is associated with an increase of 0.064 reports of 

child maltreatment per 100 children. Relative to the mean rate of reports (3.37 per 100 children), 

this estimate represents about a 2 percent increase in reports of child abuse and neglect. The 

effect is largest for cases of neglect and reports of maltreatment for older children (ages 10-17). 

Though there are no significant associations with substantiated reports, reports of physical abuse, 

or overall reports for young children aged 0-4 and 5-9, the estimates are nearly all positive and of 

similar magnitudes in terms of percent changes (between 1-3 percent).  

 Panel B shows estimates using the eviction rate as the independent variable of interest 

rather than the eviction filing rate. Results are substantively similar, though less precisely 

estimated. For example, these results suggest that each additional eviction per 100 occupied units 

is associated with 0.060 more child maltreatment reports per 100 children (1.8 percent), though 

this estimate is not significantly different from zero.  

[Insert Table 2 about here] 
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Subgroup analysis 

 Table 3 shows estimates for subgroups of block groups defined by the proportion of 

rental properties, the eviction filing rate, the poverty rate, the proportion of residents of color, the 

proportion of households with children, and the population density. We split the sample at the 

median for each of these categories. For the percentage of renter-occupied housing units, the split 

occurs at 24.83 percent. The median eviction filing rate is 0.51 per 100 occupied units, the 

median percent poor is 3.40 percent, the median percentage of non-white, non-Hispanic residents 

is 24.43 percent, and the median proportion of households with children is 33.48 percent. The 

median population density is 3,037 people per square mile. Among the block groups expected to 

have higher housing insecurity, an additional eviction filing per 100 occupied housing units is 

associated with an increase in total child maltreatment reports of between 0.068 to 0.094 reports 

per 100 children (1.3 and 3.1 percent). Though these estimates are similar to the main effect 

(0.064), all coefficients are larger than the main effect, suggesting the impact per eviction notice 

is larger in neighborhoods with proportionally more renters, eviction filings, poor residents, 

residents of color, and households with children, as well as in neighborhoods with greater 

population density. There remains no significant association with substantiated reports, though 

the estimates are positive in direction and similar in magnitude to the main effects. As in the case 

of the main results, when using the eviction rate (Panel B) the estimates are attenuated slightly 

and no longer statistically significant, except for the subsample of block groups with relatively 

high proportions of households with children and high population density, where the estimates 

remain statistically significant.  

[Insert Table 3 about here] 
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Limiting the sample to block groups presumed to have greater housing security (such as 

those with fewer rental properties, fewer eviction filings, lower poverty, a larger share of white 

residents, fewer households with children, and lower population density) yields quite different 

results. Appendix A shows that there is no significant relationship between eviction filing rates 

or eviction rates and either total child maltreatment report rates or substantiated reports of 

maltreatment in these neighborhoods. These estimates suggest that the estimated relationship 

between eviction filings and child well-being is starkly different across neighborhoods in terms 

of population density as well as residents’ housing tenure, socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, 

and household composition. Alternatively, evictions are less common in these communities, and 

our estimates might be unable to detect any relationship.  

 

Alternative analyses 

We also assess the sensitivity of our results to alternative specifications. As noted earlier, 

the denominator in the child maltreatment report rate is constant due to the lack of annual 

population data for such small geographic areas as Census block groups. Due to the nature of 

evictions, block groups’ demographic composition might have changed differentially in areas 

with high rates of evictions. Annual demographic information at the block group level is not 

available. However, using the ACS five-year estimates, Table 4 shows correlations between 

changes in demographic composition and changes in eviction filing rates. It suggests that areas 

with large changes in eviction rates and eviction filing rates between 2011 and 2015 were no 

more likely to experience population growth or shrinkage, changes in economic, racial, or ethnic 

makeup, or differences in the landscape for rental units between 2006-2010 and 2011-2015. 

Areas with high eviction and eviction filing rates did, however tend to become populated with 
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more children between 2006-2010 and 2011-2015. Specifically, one additional eviction filing per 

100 occupied housing units between 2011 and 2015 is associated with an increase of one-half 

percentage point in the fraction of population under age 18. It is not clear, ex ante, if this change 

would be expected to lead to lower or higher maltreatment rates. If these children are more likely 

to be victims of maltreatment, we might expect higher maltreatment report rates. If these children 

are less likely to be maltreated, they would increase the base on the maltreatment rate and 

therefore lower maltreatment rates. This finding is consistent, however, with earlier work 

showing that neighborhoods with higher percentages of children experience more evictions 

(Desmond et al., 2013). 

[Insert Table 4 about here] 

Nonetheless, to account for the possibility that child maltreatment changes in response to 

changes in a block group’s population size or potential changes in demographic makeup, we 

include block group specific linear time trends. The trends account for time-varying 

characteristics of block groups that may be associated with evictions and child maltreatment and 

trend linearly between 2011 and 2015. Table 5, column 1 shows that these results are similar, 

though less precisely estimated than our main models. Compared to the point estimate of 0.064 

(p<0.05) in the main results, the coefficient from the model adding block group specific linear 

time trends is 0.049, but is not statistically significant.  

[Insert Table 5 about here] 

There are several ways to construct an eviction rate. For example, some researchers use 

evictions per number of renter-occupied units (Zewde et al. 2019; Bradford and Bradford 2020), 

and it may also be reasonable to consider evictions per capita. In our main results we measure the 

eviction filing rate as the number of eviction filings relative to the number of occupied housing 
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units. Using total occupied units instead of renter-occupied units as the denominator more 

accurately accounts for the reach of eviction filings in a neighborhood.12 In alternative models, 

we use the eviction filing rate relative to the number of renter-occupied units. This approach 

allows the denominator to be the population of occupied housing units “at risk” for eviction as 

we have defined it, and removes owner-occupied housing units. We then limit the sample to 

block groups with a high fraction of renter-occupied units. Columns 2 through 4 of Table 5 

report estimates for block groups where over 50 percent, 25 percent, and 10 percent of occupied 

units are renter-occupied, respectively. The coefficient in column 2 is similar to our main results 

(0.054, p<0.10). As the proportion of owner-occupied units increases, we introduce more noise 

into the variable. This is evident in columns 3 and 4, where the point estimate attenuates and 

becomes insignificant. In column 5, we measure the eviction filing rate as the number of eviction 

filings per capita (constructed as eviction filings per 100 residents). This result is also 

significantly associated with an increased rate of maltreatment reports. In sum, the interpretation 

of our results does not substantively change when we adjust the eviction filing rate calculation. 

Our main results imply a positive relationship between eviction filings and evictions and 

child maltreatment reports. Although we have done our best methodologically to limit the 

influence of other factors in our estimates, the relationship could theoretically be reversed, such 

that child maltreatment reports lead to eviction filings. To further account for this possibility, we 

run models with outcome lags and leads of 3 and 6 months.13 Columns 6 through 9 illustrate 

these results. When lagging child maltreatment reports by 3 months, each additional eviction 

 
12 For example, a block group where most residents are homeowners could have a high 
proportion of eviction filings relative to rental units even as a low proportion of the population 
experiences an eviction filing. 
13 When lagging and leading the outcome variable, our sample time period changes slightly due 
to the data available. 
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filing per 100 occupied units is associated with an additional 0.096 child maltreatment report per 

100 children (p<0.05), or roughly a 3 percent increase. When lagging by 6 months, the estimate 

is smaller (0.058) and no longer statistically significant. Although Desmond and Kimbro (2015) 

find that compared with non-evicted mothers, mothers who were evicted suffered increased 

material hardship and depression for up to two years following eviction, our models suggest the 

alleged maltreatment experienced by children is potentially much more immediate. When we 

lead the outcome variable by 3 and 6 months (columns 8 and 9), there is no statistically 

significant relationship.  

Finally, we test the robustness of the results to various transformations of the model. A 

log-log model (column 10) shows no significant relationship between eviction filings and 

maltreatment reports. The coefficient is positive, however, and suggests that a one percent 

increase in the eviction filing rate is associated with an approximately 0.7 percent increase in the 

maltreatment report rate. We also estimate a Poisson model and an Inverse Hyperbolic Sine 

model (columns 11 and 12) to account for some block groups having zero reports of child 

maltreatment. The results do not appear to be sensitive to these changes in the model.  

 

Discussion 

 In this study, we examine the relationship between eviction filings, evictions, and child 

maltreatment reports. Our results show that when more eviction notices are served in children’s 

neighborhoods, these children are more likely to be reported to CPS for child maltreatment. The 

relationship is strongest for reports of neglect and reports pertaining to older children (ages 10-

17). There is no significant relationship between eviction filings or evictions and substantiated 

maltreatment reports, reports of physical abuse, or reports of younger children (ages 0-9).   
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This study adds to a mounting research consensus that material hardships affect child 

well-being, not only at the individual or family level, but also at the neighborhood level.  As the 

first study of the relationship between evictions and child maltreatment in the United States, our 

results contribute to a growing literature linking housing insecurity to child maltreatment.14 

Previous research on this relationship either does not consider eviction specifically, combines it 

with other indicators such as residential mobility and homelessness, or relies on survey data (A. 

F. Farrell et al. 2017; Font and Warren 2013; Warren and Font 2015). Amidst the affordable 

housing crisis and limited public policy support, eviction in particular has emerged as a 

significant threat for poor renters (Desmond 2012b; Garboden and Rosen 2019). Moreover, 

previous research on renters’ housing insecurity and child maltreatment examines these 

processes at the individual level (Desmond and Kimbro 2015; A. F. Farrell et al. 2017; Font and 

Warren 2013; Warren and Font 2015), even as neighborhood and public policy environments are 

critical contexts for child well-being (Bullinger et al. 2019; Coulton et al. 2007). In this vein, our 

study shows how increases in local eviction notices, an indicator of acute housing insecurity, are 

associated with increases in child maltreatment reports. This finding suggests that intervening to 

prevent eviction filings, not just evictions, may reduce maltreatment reports among 

neighborhood children.  

Our results show that each additional eviction filing per 100 occupied units in a block 

group is associated with an increase of 0.064 reports of child maltreatment per 100 children, 

which is about a 2 percent increase. This finding is consistent with earlier work on foreclosures. 

 
14 Berg and Brannstrom (2018) study the relationship between evictions and out-of-home care in 
Sweden. They compare children in families who have been evicted to families who were not 
evicted and find that evicted children are at risk of being placed in out-of-home care. This study, 
however, does not account for the fact that children in evicted families are different in observable 
and unobservable ways that may be correlated with out-of-home placement.  
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For example, using data from Pennsylvania from 2000-2010, Frioux et al. (2014) find that a 1 

percentage point increase in the county-level mortgage foreclosure rates is associated with a 4 

percent increase in CPS reports and about a 4.5 percent increase in substantiated cases. Their 

main model, however, does not include the equivalent of zip-code by year fixed effects (e.g. 

state-by-year), which would almost certainly attenuate the estimates. Similarly, using 

metropolitan statistical area-(MSA) level data from 2000-2009, Wood et al. (2012) show that a 1 

percent change in the foreclosure rate is associated with a 2.5 percent change in hospital 

admissions due to child abuse. Similarly, the equivalent of the model we employ would likely 

attenuate estimates slightly. Finally, using individual-level data from Wisconsin from 2008-

2011, Berger et al. (2015) find that households experiencing a foreclosure filing are at a 70 

percent greater risk of a CPS investigation than households that do not foreclose. They also find 

that the risk is greatest during the 6 to 12 months before the filing, but remain significant in the 6 

to 12 months after a filing, at which point the risk diminishes. Notably, each of these studies (a) 

examines foreclosures, rather than rental evictions, (b) uses a study period that includes the Great 

Recession (e.g. 2008-2009), and (c) does not separate maltreatment outcomes by type or age.  

Identifying the causal effects of evictions on maltreatment reports is difficult due to 

confounding factors. We have taken steps to bring our results closer to a causal interpretation by 

including block-group fixed effects, which account for time-invariant characteristics of a block 

group, and zip code by year interactions, which account for all time-varying features of local 

labor markets, including unemployment rates. Threats to a causal interpretation remain, however, 

including reverse causality and omitted variable bias. Although the relationship between 

evictions and child abuse and neglect could presumably operate in either direction, we suggest 

that local child maltreatment reports leading to evictions is less likely for several reasons. First, 
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throughout the period we study (in the wake of the Great Recession), changes in evictions were 

unlikely to be caused by a child maltreatment epidemic.15 Second, CPS caseworkers may be able 

to provide resources to families facing housing and economic hardship that could potentially 

prevent eviction filings and/or judgments. Although historically child welfare agencies have 

considered housing issues to be beyond the scope of their agencies (Harburger and White 2004), 

there have been recent efforts to enhance partnerships between child welfare agencies and 

housing agencies. For example, the Family Unification Program provides vouchers to families 

at-risk of an out-of-home placement for their children and the program has had some positive 

effects on child welfare outcome (P. J. Fowler and Chavira 2014). Third, given the extensive 

literature on the relationship between unemployment and child maltreatment, it is possible that 

the relationship we observe is a response to unemployment rather than evictions. During this 

study period, however, eviction rates and unemployment rates were not trending similarly, as 

demonstrated in Figure 2. Nonetheless, future research that can link child maltreatment report 

data to eviction records to identify causal effects is essential. 

Our finding that eviction filings have a significant relationship with maltreatment 

suggests the threat of housing instability as an important phenomenon in itself to understand and 

address. This result is consistent with prior research on the relationship between foreclosure 

filings and CPS involvement (Berger et al., 2015). It also aligns with recent research that calls 

for greater scholarly and policy attention to eviction filings, not only executed evictions 

 
15 Between 2003 and 2015, increases in drug-related mortality and opioid-related emergency 
department visits were associated with increases in child maltreatment reports (Bullinger and 
Ward 2019). These factors may be correlated with (and potentially lead to) evictions. Any 
observable measure of opioid use (such as opioid prescriptions, opioid-related emergency 
department visits, and opioid-related mortality) would be measured at a geographic area larger 
than a Census block group. These measures would therefore be absorbed in a zip code by year 
fixed effect, which we include in our model.  



 

 30 

(Garboden and Rosen 2019; Immergluck et al. 2019). Particularly because evicted families are 

experiencing substantial hardship even before the eviction filing (Humphries et al. 2019), 

eviction filings may be important in the context of family well-being, yet there is limited 

research on policies that effectively reduce eviction filings. If eviction filings matter just as much 

or more for child and family well-being than evictions, then policies focusing on preventing the 

execution of filed evictions, such as free legal representation in housing court, might be too late 

to reduce the risk of maltreatment. Rather, interventions that reduce the threat of evictions faced 

by families, such as universal vouchers or emergency rental assistance before families are faced 

with eviction notices, may be more appropriate. Further, eviction filings are much more common 

than evictions, suggesting understanding the effects of filings is important for improving housing 

policy.  

Beyond protections from evictions, there are other policy implications from this work. 

For example, rent stabilization could be embedded in comprehensive interventions for children at 

risk of maltreatment (e.g. Head Start). Housing agencies and child-serving agencies have 

traditionally collaborated little (Harburger and White 2004). Collaboration across agencies–such 

as the Family Unification Program–that links families to services and resources is also a 

promising approach (P. J. Fowler and Chavira 2014). Though evictions from public housing are 

rare, public housing authorities can also play a role in reducing child maltreatment by enhancing 

on-site services that increase awareness of and understanding of maltreatment (Barrera, Kelley, 

and Aratani 2019). Finally, since evictions are largely due to rent nonpayment (Desmond 2012b), 

policies that enhance the financial well-being of low-income families hold a great deal of 

promise in reducing both evictions and maltreatment (Bullinger et al. 2019).  
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We use administrative records of child maltreatment reports rather than behavioral 

measures of child maltreatment. We thus examine the effect of local eviction filings on child 

maltreatment allegations reported to state agencies, which may not necessarily reflect a “true” 

measure of child maltreatment, as much maltreatment goes unreported (Gilbert et al. 2009). We 

use total child maltreatment reports as a measure of maltreatment risk (Kohl, Jonson-Reid, and 

Drake 2009), but these reports do not necessarily indicate maltreatment. The reports may 

indicate visibility to maltreatment reporters. For example, if a family facing eviction goes to a 

homeless shelter that then reports them for behavior that was already occurring prior to the 

eviction notice, the eviction filing would have prompted the report but not the maltreatment risk. 

Studying the relationship between evictions and child maltreatment reports raises 

questions about potential mechanisms. Although we are unable to observe the processes 

underlying our findings, our analysis provides some guidance regarding potential pathways. Our 

analysis is at the neighborhood (Census block group) level, studies multiple forms of reported 

maltreatment, and examines variation across child ages. For example, we observe effects only for 

reports of neglect, which lends support to arguments about the direct lack of basic necessities 

linking evictions to child maltreatment reports. That we observe significant associations for 

eviction filings may further suggest families reallocate their resources toward rent following an 

eviction notice. In this case, neglect would be triggered not by lack of housing, but inability to 

meet other material needs. Additionally, we do not find associations between evictions or filings 

and reports of physical abuse, which may suggest family stress as a less likely mechanism given 

its association with physical abuse (Warren and Font 2015). Beyond these family-level 

pathways, future work might examine how local evictions and eviction filings shape the 

neighborhood social environment in ways that affect child well-being.  
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Additionally, our results indicate the relationship is strongest among adolescents relative 

to younger children. This finding may be due to an increase in reporting or perhaps due to 

responses to evictions and eviction filings by adolescents. Older children may be more visible in 

the community via school or other activities, prompting an increase in reporting behaviors. 

Alternatively, adolescents may respond to evictions differently than younger children. For 

example, evictions could lead adolescents to miss school, which may constitute educational 

neglect. They may also experience more visible behavioral or mental health issues, which can 

draw neglect allegations. Older children may also be less protected when families experience 

resource scarcity, such that families reallocate basic necessities from older children to younger 

children (Moffitt and Ribar 2018). For example, if families become homeless, parents are more 

likely to arrange for adolescent children to live separately from their parents temporarily, 

compared with younger children, potentially placing adolescents in unstable or risky living 

situations (Shinn, Gibbons-Benton, and Brown 2015). Research has documented the economic 

factors that place young children in particular at greater risk of maltreatment reports (Raissian 

and Bullinger 2017); our findings call for additional research on how housing insecurity, at least 

in the form of local eviction filings, may place older children at greater risk. 

Finally, the significant association we find between eviction filing rates and child 

maltreatment report rates calls for additional research, perhaps drawing on ethnographic 

fieldwork, on how eviction filing and execution processes affect and are affected by 

neighborhood dynamics.  For example, eviction filing is often used as a rent collection tool and a 

way to exercise power over tenants (Garboden and Rosen 2019). Neighborhoods with high 

eviction filing rates may thus be places where tenants experience considerable psychological and 

emotional stressors related to insecurity–what Garboden and Rosen (2019) call a “contingent 
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tenure.” Subjective perceptions of insecurity and deprivation, over and above family resources, 

have been linked to parenting behaviors (Schenck‐Fontaine et al. 2020). Our findings on eviction 

filings and child maltreatment reports invite future work examining perceived insecurity as a 

potential mechanism.   

Most evictions are due to non-payment rather than, for example, lease violations. The 

relationship between evictions and maltreatment may differ depending on the reason for eviction. 

The reason for the eviction notice or the eviction is not available in our data, however, so we are 

unable to explore this distinction.  

Measuring maltreatment reports at the block group level (rather than county, for 

example) is a considerable advantage of this study, as such data are often unavailable to 

researchers. However, this feature necessarily prohibits a nationwide analysis. Our results are 

based on three metropolitan counties in one state (Connecticut). The neighborhoods in our 

analysis, however, constitute 75 percent of the state’s population. Because they are located in 

metropolitan counties, they also likely represent a substantial portion of both rental properties 

and evictions. Nonetheless, our results may not fully represent the relationship between evictions 

and child maltreatment in rural geographic areas. Future research should examine these 

associations in other geographic contexts as well as other policy contexts, such as those less 

favorable toward renters (Hatch 2017). 

Child maltreatment is linked to detrimental health, human capital, and economic 

consequences in both the short- and long-term, generating substantial costs to society. The 

lifetime cost for each victim of child maltreatment who does not die is estimated to be $897,979, 

totaling $462.5 billion (in 2019 dollars) in the U.S. (Peterson, Florence, and Klevens 2018). This 

estimate consists of costs due to pain and suffering experienced by victims, short- and long-term 
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health care utilization (e.g. mental health services, prescription drugs, and chronic disease care), 

child welfare activity, criminal justice involvement, special education expenses, and foregone 

productivity and earnings. Given the insidious consequences of child maltreatment for both the 

children affected, as well as the costs to society, understanding the predictors of child abuse and 

neglect is essential to develop public policies to prevent maltreatment. This study suggests taking 

steps to reduce eviction filings as a potentially promising strategy.  
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Appendix A: Effect of Evictions on Total Child Maltreatment Report and Substantiation Rates, Subgroup Analysis, Smallest Expected Affected Neighborhoods 

 
 (1) (2)  (3) (4)  (5) (6)  (7) (8)  (9) (10)  (11) (12) 

Block Group Type 
Low % Renter-

Occupied 
 Low Eviction Filing 

Rates 
 Low Poverty  Low % Non-White 

 Low % Households 
with Children 

 Low Population 
Density 

 
Total 

Reports 
Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan
-tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

                  
Panel A: Eviction 
Filing Rate -0.067 -0.019  0.024 -0.015  0.033 -0.002  0.009 0.027  -0.029 -0.015  -0.028 0.018 

 (0.068) (0.028)  (0.083) (0.030)  (0.075) (0.032)  (0.123) (0.036)  (0.086) (0.034)  (0.077) (0.033) 

Mean Y 1.547 0.252  1.545 0.270  1.903 0.318  1.703 0.280  3.949 0.743  1.914 0.326 

% Change -4.3% -7.5%  1.5% -5.6%  1.7% -0.6%  0.5% 9.6%  -0.7% -2.0%  -1.5% 5.5% 

N 4685 4685  4685 4685  4680 4680  4685 4685  4685 4685  4685 4685 

 
                 

 
                 

Panel B: Eviction 
Rate -0.015 -0.016  0.011 -0.035  0.061 0.007  -0.014 0.018  -0.037 -0.014  -0.018 0.024 

 (0.080) (0.033)  (0.100) (0.033)  (0.100) (0.044)  (0.139) (0.043)  (0.101) (0.042)  (0.087) (0.040) 

Mean Y 1.547 0.252  1.545 0.653  1.903 0.318  1.703 0.280  3.949 0.743  1.914 0.326 

% Change -1.0% -6.3%  0.7% -5.4%  3.2% 2.2%  -0.8% 6.4%  -0.9% 1.9%  -0.9% 7.4% 

N 4685 4685  4685 4685  4680 4680  4685 4685  4685 4685  4685 4685 

                  
Source: CT Child Maltreatment Report & Eviction Lab Data, 2011-2015.  
Notes: Robust SEs clustered at the block group level. Models include block group level fixed effects, year fixed effects, and zip code by year fixed effects. “Low” represents the 
bottom half of the distribution for each block group type.  
+p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 



 

 36 

References 

Barrera, Irán, Sabrina Kelley, and Yumiko Aratani. 2019. “‘I Would Say It’s Almost Like a 
Crime Against, You Know, the Soul’: Building a Culture of Health in Low-Income 
Housing Communities Through Addressing Childhood Trauma.” Housing Policy Debate 
29 (3): 440–51. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1553057. 

Berger, Lawrence M. 2004. “Income, Family Structure, and Child Maltreatment Risk.” Children 
and Youth Services Review 26 (8): 725–748. 

———. 2007. “Socioeconomic Factors and Substandard Parenting.” Social Service Review - 
SOC SERV REV 81 (3): 485–522. https://doi.org/10.1086/520963. 

Berger, Lawrence M., J. Michael Collins, Sarah A. Font, Leah Gjertson, Kristen S. Slack, and 
Timothy Smeeding. 2015. “Home Foreclosure and Child Protective Services 
Involvement.” Pediatrics 136 (2): 299–307. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-2832. 

Berger, Lawrence M., Sarah A. Font, Kristen S. Slack, and Jane Waldfogel. 2017. “Income and 
Child Maltreatment in Unmarried Families: Evidence from the Earned Income Tax 
Credit.” Review of Economics of the Household 15 (4): 1345–72. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-016-9346-9. 

Berger, Lawrence M., and Jane Waldfogel. 2011. “Economic Determinants and Consequences of 
Child Maltreatment.” http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-
health/economic-determinants-and-consequences-of-child-maltreatment_5kgf09zj7h9t-
en. 

Bitler, Marianne P., and Madeline Zavodny. 2004. “Child Maltreatment, Abortion Availability, 
and Economic Conditions.” Review of Economics of the Household 2 (2): 119–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:REHO.0000031610.36468.0e. 

Bradford, Ashley C., and W. David Bradford. 2020. “The Effect of Evictions on Accidental Drug 
and Alcohol Mortality.” Health Services Research 55 (1): 9–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.13256. 

Bullinger, Lindsey Rose, Megan Feely, Kerri M. Raissian, and William Schneider. 2019. “Heed 
Neglect, Disrupt Child Maltreatment: A Call to Action for Researchers.” International 
Journal on Child Maltreatment: Research, Policy and Practice. 

Bullinger, Lindsey Rose, and Benjamin Ward. 2019. “What about the Children? How Opioid 
Use Affects Child Well-Being.” Working Paper, Georgia Tech. 

Cancian, Maria, Mi-Youn Yang, and Kristen Shook Slack. 2013. “The Effect of Additional Child 
Support Income on the Risk of Child Maltreatment.” Social Service Review 87 (3): 417–
437. 

Cherry, Robert, and Chun Wang. 2016. “The Link between Male Employment and Child 
Maltreatment in the U.S., 2000–2012.” Children and Youth Services Review 66 (July): 
117–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.05.008. 

Chum, Antony. 2015. “The Impact of Gentrification on Residential Evictions.” Urban 
Geography 36 (7): 1083–98. https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2015.1049480. 

Collinson, Robert, and Davin Reed. 2019. “The Effects of Evictions on Low-Income 
Households.” Working Paper, University of Notre Dame. 
https://robcollinson.github.io/RobWebsite/jmp_rcollinson.pdf. 

Coulton, Claudia J., David S. Crampton, Molly Irwin, James C. Spilsbury, and Jill E. Korbin. 
2007. “How Neighborhoods Influence Child Maltreatment: A Review of the Literature 
and Alternative Pathways.” Child Abuse & Neglect 31 (11): 1117–1142. 



 

 37 

Coulton, Claudia J., Jill E. Korbin, and Marilyn Su. 1999. “Neighborhoods and Child 
Maltreatment: A Multi-Level Study.” Child Abuse & Neglect 23 (11): 1019–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(99)00076-9. 

Currie, Janet, and Cathy Spatz Widom. 2010. “Long-Term Consequences of Child Abuse and 
Neglect on Adult Economic Well-Being.” Child Maltreatment 15 (2): 111–120. 

Currie, Janet, and Erdal Tekin. 2012. “Understanding the Cycle Childhood Maltreatment and 
Future Crime.” Journal of Human Resources 47 (2): 509–549. 

———. 2015. “Is There a Link between Foreclosure and Health?” American Economic Journal: 
Economic Policy 7 (1): 63–94. https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20120325. 

Damon, William, Ryan McNeil, M.-J. Milloy, Ekaterina Nosova, Thomas Kerr, and Kanna 
Hayashi. 2019. “Residential Eviction Predicts Initiation of or Relapse into Crystal 
Methamphetamine Use among People Who Inject Drugs: A Prospective Cohort Study.” 
Journal of Public Health 41 (1): 36–45. https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdx187. 

Desmond, Matthew. 2012a. “Disposable Ties and the Urban Poor.” American Journal of 
Sociology 117 (5): 1295–1335. https://doi.org/10.1086/663574. 

———. 2012b. “Eviction and the Reproduction of Urban Poverty.” American Journal of 
Sociology 118 (1): 88–133. https://doi.org/10.1086/666082. 

Desmond, Matthew, Weihua An, Richelle Winkler, and Thomas Ferriss. 2013. “Evicting 
Children.” Social Forces 92 (1): 303–27. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sot047. 

Desmond, Matthew, Carl Gershenson, and Barbara Kiviat. 2015. “Forced Relocation and 
Residential Instability among Urban Renters.” Social Service Review 89 (2): 227–62. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/681091. 

Desmond, Matthew, Ashley Groomis, Lavar Edmonds, James Hendrickson, Katie Krywokulski, 
Lillian Leung, and Adam Porton. 2018a. “Eviction Lab Methodology Report: Version 
1.0.” Princeton: Princeton University. www.evictionlab.org/methods. 

———. 2018b. “Eviction Lab National Database: Version 1.0.” Princeton: Princeton University. 
www.evictionlab.org. 

Desmond, Matthew, and Rachel Tolbert Kimbro. 2015. “Eviction’s Fallout: Housing, Hardship, 
and Health.” Social Forces 94 (1): 295–324. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sov044. 

Desmond, Matthew, and Kristin L. Perkins. 2016. “Housing and Household Instability.” Urban 
Affairs Review 52 (3): 421–36. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087415589192. 

Desmond, Matthew, and Tracey Shollenberger. 2015. “Forced Displacement From Rental 
Housing: Prevalence and Neighborhood Consequences.” Demography 52 (5): 1751–72. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-015-0419-9. 

Edin, Kathryn, and Laura Lein. 1997. “Work, Welfare, and Single Mothers’ Economic Survival 
Strategies.” American Sociological Review 62 (2): 253–66. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657303. 

Farrell, Anne F., Kate E. Dibble, Kellie G. Randall, and Preston A. Britner. 2017. “Screening for 
Housing Instability and Homelessness Among Families Undergoing Child Maltreatment 
Investigation.” American Journal of Community Psychology 60 (1–2): 25–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12152. 

Farrell, Caitlin A., Eric W. Fleegler, Michael C. Monuteaux, Celeste R. Wilson, Cindy W. 
Christian, and Lois K. Lee. 2017. “Community Poverty and Child Abuse Fatalities in the 
United States.” Pediatrics, April, e20161616. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-1616. 



 

 38 

Fletcher, Jason M. 2009. “Childhood Mistreatment and Adolescent and Young Adult 
Depression.” Social Science & Medicine 68 (5): 799–806. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.12.005. 

Fong, Kelley. 2019. “Neighborhood Inequality in the Prevalence of Reported and Substantiated 
Child Maltreatment.” Child Abuse & Neglect 90 (April): 13–21. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2019.01.014. 

Font, Sarah A., and Emily J. Warren. 2013. “Inadequate Housing and the Child Protection 
System Response.” Children and Youth Services Review 35 (11): 1809–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.08.012. 

Fowler, Katherine A., R. Matthew Gladden, Kevin J. Vagi, Jamar Barnes, and Leroy Frazier. 
2014. “Increase in Suicides Associated With Home Eviction and Foreclosure During the 
US Housing Crisis: Findings From 16 National Violent Death Reporting System States, 
2005–2010.” American Journal of Public Health 105 (2): 311–16. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.301945. 

Fowler, Patrick J., and Dina Chavira. 2014. “Family Unification Program: Housing Services for 
Homeless Child Welfare–Involved Families.” Housing Policy Debate 24 (4): 802–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2014.881902. 

Freisthler, Bridget, Darcey H. Merritt, and Elizabeth A. LaScala. 2006. “Understanding the 
Ecology of Child Maltreatment: A Review of the Literature and Directions for Future 
Research.” Child Maltreatment 11 (3): 263–80. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559506289524. 

Frioux, Sarah, Joanne N. Wood, Oludolapo Fakeye, Xianqun Luan, Russell Localio, and David 
M. Rubin. 2014. “Longitudinal Association of County-Level Economic Indicators and 
Child Maltreatment Incidents.” Maternal and Child Health Journal 18 (9): 2202–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-014-1469-0. 

Garboden, Philip ME, and Eva Rosen. 2019. “Serial Filing: How Landlords Use the Threat of 
Eviction.” City & Community 18 (2): 638–61. https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12387. 

Gilbert, Ruth, Cathy Spatz Widom, Kevin Browne, David Fergusson, Elspeth Webb, and Staffan 
Janson. 2009. “Burden and Consequences of Child Maltreatment in High-Income 
Countries.” The Lancet 373 (9657): 68–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(08)61706-7. 

Harburger, Deborah S., and Ruth A. White. 2004. “Reunifying Families, Cutting Costs: 
Housing-Child Welfare Partnerships for Permanent Supportive Housing.” Child Welfare 
83 (5). 

Hatch, Megan E. 2017. “Statutory Protection for Renters: Classification of State Landlord–
Tenant Policy Approaches.” Housing Policy Debate 27 (1): 98–119. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1155073. 

Hirsch, Bomi Kim, Mi-Youn Yang, Sarah Font, and Kristen S. Slack. 2015. “Physically 
Hazardous Housing and Risk for Child Protective Services Involvement.” Child Welfare 
94 (1): 87–104. 

Humphries, John Eric, Nicholas S Mader, Daniel I Tannenbaum, and Winnie L van Dijk. 2019. 
“Does Eviction Cause Poverty? Quasi-Experimental Evidence from Cook County, IL.” 
Working Paper 26139. National Bureau of Economic Research. 
https://doi.org/10.3386/w26139. 



 

 39 

Immergluck, Dan, Jeff Ernsthausen, Stephanie Earl, and Allison Powell. 2019. “Evictions, Large 
Owners, and Serial Filings: Findings from Atlanta.” Housing Studies 0 (0): 1–22. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2019.1639635. 

Jones, Deborah J., Rex Forehand, Cara O’Connell, Lisa Armistead, and Gene Brody. 2005. 
“Mothers’ Perceptions of Neighborhood Violence and Mother-Reported Monitoring of 
African American Children: An Examination of the Moderating Role of Perceived 
Support.” Behavior Therapy 36 (1): 25–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-
7894(05)80051-6. 

Kim, Hyunil, and Brett Drake. 2019. “Cumulative Prevalence of Onset and Recurrence of Child 
Maltreatment Reports.” Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent 
Psychiatry 58 (12): 1175–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2019.02.015. 

Kim, Hyunil, Christopher Wildeman, Melissa Jonson-Reid, and Brett Drake. 2017. “Lifetime 
Prevalence of Investigating Child Maltreatment Among US Children.” American Journal 
of Public Health 107 (2): 274–80. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303545. 

Kohl, Patricia L., Melissa Jonson-Reid, and Brett Drake. 2009. “Time to Leave Substantiation 
Behind: Findings From A National Probability Study.” Child Maltreatment 14 (1): 17–
26. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559508326030. 

Kotchick, Beth A., Shannon Dorsey, and Laurie Heller. 2005. “Predictors of Parenting among 
African American Single Mothers: Personal and Contextual Factors.” Journal of 
Marriage and Family 67 (2): 448–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-2445.2005.00127.x. 

Leventhal, Tama, and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn. 2000. “The Neighborhoods They Live in: The 
Effects of Neighborhood Residence on Child and Adolescent Outcomes.” Psychological 
Bulletin 126 (2): 309. 

Leventhal, Tama, and Sandra Newman. 2010. “Housing and Child Development.” Children and 
Youth Services Review, Meeting Children’s Basic Needs, 32 (9): 1165–74. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.03.008. 

Lindo, Jason M., Jessamyn Schaller, and Benjamin Hansen. 2018. “Caution! Men Not at Work: 
Gender-Specific Labor Market Conditions and Child Maltreatment.” Journal of Public 
Economics 163 (July): 77–98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2018.04.007. 

Lundberg, Ian, and Louis Donnelly. 2019. “A Research Note on the Prevalence of Housing 
Eviction Among Children Born in U.S. Cities.” Demography 56 (1): 391–404. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0735-y. 

Maguire-Jack, Kathryn. 2014. “Multilevel Investigation into the Community Context of Child 
Maltreatment.” Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma 23 (3): 229–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2014.881950. 

Millett, Lina, Paul Lanier, and Brett Drake. 2011. “Are Economic Trends Associated with Child 
Maltreatment? Preliminary Results from the Recent Recession Using State Level Data.” 
Children and Youth Services Review 33 (7): 1280–1287. 

Moffitt, Robert, and David C. Ribar. 2018. “Child Age and Gender Differences in Food Security 
in a Low-Income U.S. Inner-City Population.” European Economic Review 109 (C): 23–
41. 

Molloy, Raven, and Hui Shan. 2013. “The Postforeclosure Experience of U.S. Households.” 
Real Estate Economics 41 (2): 225–54. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6229.2012.00344.x. 



 

 40 

Nguyen, Loc H. 2013. “The Relationship between Unemployment and Child Maltreatment: A 
County-Level Perspective in California.” Children and Youth Services Review 35 (9): 
1543–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.05.015. 

Orlando, James. 2011. “Eviction Process and Time Frame.” OLR Research Report 2011-R-0350. 
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2011/rpt/2011-R-0350.htm. 

Peterson, Cora, Curtis Florence, and Joanne Klevens. 2018. “The Economic Burden of Child 
Maltreatment in the United States, 2015.” Child Abuse & Neglect 86 (December): 178–
83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.09.018. 

Pollack, Craig Evan, and Julia Lynch. 2009. “Health Status of People Undergoing Foreclosure in 
the Philadelphia Region.” American Journal of Public Health 99 (10): 1833–39. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.161380. 

Radey, Melissa. 2018. “Informal Support among Low-Income Mothers Post Welfare Reform: A 
Systematic Review.” Journal of Child and Family Studies 27 (12): 3782–3805. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1223-0. 

Raissian, Kerri, and Lindsey Rose Bullinger. 2017. “Money Matters: Does the Minimum Wage 
Affect Child Maltreatment Rates?” Children and Youth Services Review, Economic 
Causes and Consequences of Child Maltreatment, 72 (January): 60–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.09.033. 

Raissian, Kerri M. 2015. “Does Unemployment Affect Child Abuse Rates? Evidence from New 
York State.” Child Abuse & Neglect 48: 1–12. 

Raymond, Elora Lee, Richard Duckworth, Benjamin Miller, Michael Lucas, and Shiraj Pokharel. 
2018. “From Foreclosure to Eviction: Housing Insecurity in Corporate-Owned Single-
Family Rentals.” Cityscape 20 (3): 159–88. 

Sampson, Robert J., Jeffrey D. Morenoff, and Thomas Gannon-Rowley. 2002. “Assessing 
‘Neighborhood Effects’: Social Processes and New Directions in Research.” Annual 
Review of Sociology 28 (1): 443–78. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141114. 

Sampson, Robert J., and Stephen W. Raudenbush. 1999. “Systematic Social Observation of 
Public Spaces: A New Look at Disorder in Urban Neighborhoods.” American Journal of 
Sociology 105 (3): 603–51. https://doi.org/10.1086/210356. 

Schenck-Fontaine, Anika, Anna Gassman-Pines, Christina M. Gibson-Davis, and Elizabeth O. 
Ananat. 2017. “Local Job Losses and Child Maltreatment: The Importance of 
Community Context.” Social Service Review 91 (2): 233–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/692075. 

Schenck‐Fontaine, Anika, Jennifer E. Lansford, Ann T. Skinner, Kirby Deater‐Deckard, Laura 
Di Giunta, Kenneth A. Dodge, Paul Oburu, et al. 2020. “Associations Between Perceived 
Material Deprivation, Parents’ Discipline Practices, and Children’s Behavior Problems: 
An International Perspective.” Child Development 91 (1): 307–26. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13151. 

Schneider, William. 2016. “Relationship Transitions and the Risk for Child Maltreatment.” 
Demography 53 (6): 1771–1800. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-016-0514-6. 

Sedlak, Andrea J, Jane Mettenburg, Monica Basena, Ian Petta, Karla McPherson, Angela 
Greene, and Spencer Li. 2010. “Fourth National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and 
Neglect (NIS–4): Report to Congress.” Washington, DC: United States Department of 
Health and Human Services. 



 

 41 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/nis4_report_congress_full_pdf_jan2010.p
df. 

Seiglie, Carlos. 2004. “Understanding Child Outcomes: An Application to Child Abuse and 
Neglect.” Review of Economics of the Household 2 (2): 143–60. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:REHO.0000031611.38185.d3. 

Shinn, Marybeth, Jessica Gibbons-Benton, and Scott R. Brown. 2015. “Poverty, Homelessness, 
and Family Break-Up.” Child Welfare 94 (1): 105–22. 

Stith, Sandra M., Ting Liu, L. Christopher Davies, Esther L. Boykin, Meagan C. Alder, Jennifer 
M. Harris, Anurag Som, Mary McPherson, and J. E. M. E. G. Dees. 2009. “Risk Factors 
in Child Maltreatment: A Meta-Analytic Review of the Literature.” Aggression and 
Violent Behavior 14 (1): 13–29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2006.03.006. 

Thornberry, Terence P., Kimberly L. Henry, Timothy O. Ireland, and Carolyn A. Smith. 2010. 
“The Causal Impact of Childhood-Limited Maltreatment and Adolescent Maltreatment 
on Early Adult Adjustment.” Journal of Adolescent Health 46 (4): 359–65. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.09.011. 

U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, 
Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. 2020. “Child 
Maltreatment 2018.” https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/resource/child-maltreatment-2018. 

Vásquez-Vera, Hugo, Laia Palència, Ingrid Magna, Carlos Mena, Jaime Neira, and Carme 
Borrell. 2017. “The Threat of Home Eviction and Its Effects on Health through the 
Equity Lens: A Systematic Review.” Social Science & Medicine 175 (February): 199–
208. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.01.010. 

Warren, Emily J., and Sarah A. Font. 2015. “Housing Insecurity, Maternal Stress, and Child 
Maltreatment: An Application of the Family Stress Model.” Social Service Review 89 (1): 
9–39. https://doi.org/10.1086/680043. 

Wildeman, Christopher, Frank R. Edwards, and Sara Wakefield. 2019. “The Cumulative 
Prevalence of Termination of Parental Rights for U.S. Children, 2000-2016.” Child 
Maltreatment, May, 1077559519848499. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559519848499. 

Wolfers, Justin. 2006. “Did Unilateral Divorce Laws Raise Divorce Rates? A Reconciliation and 
New Results.” American Economic Review 96 (5): 1802–20. 
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.96.5.1802. 

Wood, Joanne N., Sheyla P. Medina, Chris Feudtner, Xianqun Luan, Russell Localio, Evan S. 
Fieldston, and David M. Rubin. 2012. “Local Macroeconomic Trends and Hospital 
Admissions for Child Abuse, 2000–2009.” Pediatrics 130 (2): e358–64. 
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-3755. 

Yang, Mi-Youn. 2014. “The Effect of Material Hardship on Child Protective Service 
Involvement.” Child Abuse & Neglect. 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0145213414001859. 

Yi, Youngmin, Frank R. Edwards, and Christopher Wildeman. 2020. “Cumulative Prevalence of 
Confirmed Maltreatment and Foster Care Placement for US Children by Race/Ethnicity, 
2011–2016.” American Journal of Public Health 110 (5): 704–9. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305554. 

Zewde, Naomi, Erica Eliason, Heidi Allen, and Tal Gross. 2019. “The Effects of the ACA 
Medicaid Expansion on Nationwide Home Evictions and Eviction-Court Initiations: 
United States, 2000–2016.” American Journal of Public Health, August, e1–5. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305230. 



 

 42 

Zielinski, David S. 2009. “Child Maltreatment and Adult Socioeconomic Well-Being.” Child 
Abuse & Neglect 33 (10): 666–678.



FIGURES AND TABLES 
Figure 1. Child Maltreatment Report Rate by Eviction Filing Rate Quintile. 

 
Note: Mean of Eviction Filing Rate Quintile Per 100 Occupied Units is on the X-Axis 

 
  



 
Figure 2. Unemployment Rate Compared to Eviction Filing Rate Over Time, By County 

 
Source: Eviction Lab Data and Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) program of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005-2015. 
Note: The shaded area represents the years in our analysis (2011-2015).   

 



Table 1. Descriptive Statistics by Eviction Filing Rate, 2011–2015 
 

 
All Block Groups 

Block Groups in Top 
Quintile of Eviction 

Filing Rates 

Block Groups in 
Bottom Quintile of 

Eviction Filing Rates 
Panel A: Eviction Filings and Evictions    

Number of eviction filings 8.8 28.5 0.4 
Eviction filing rate (per 100 occupied units) 1.6 5.4 0.1 
Number of evictions 6.5 21.4 0.3 
Eviction rate (per 100 occupied units) 1.2 4.1 0.1 

Panel B: Characteristics of Block Groups 
County (%)    

Fairfield 37.1 23.6 53.0 
Hartford 32.5 40.6 26.3 
New Haven 30.4 35.8 20.7 

Total population 1,671 1,591 1,748 
Child population 422 468 454 
Poverty rate 10.1 29.0 2.7 
Percent non-Hispanic white 62.4 20.9 85.5 
Percent non-Hispanic black 12.2 30.3 2.1 
Percent Hispanic 18.7 43.1 6.2 
Percent renter-occupied 33.9 74.1 10.6 
Median gross rent ($) 1295 979 1605 

Panel C: Child Maltreatment Reports    
Total child maltreatment report rate 3.4 7.3 1.3 
Substantiated report rate 0.6 1.5 0.2 
Neglect report rate 2.9 6.2 1.1 
Physical abuse report rate 0.7 1.6 0.3 
Report rate for children ages 0-4 5.8 12.7 2.2 
Report rate for children ages 5-9 5.4 11.0 2.0 
Report rate for children ages 10-17 4.1 8.6 1.5 

Source: American Community Survey (ACS) 2011–2015, CT Child Maltreatment Report Data, & Eviction Lab Data, 2011-
2015. Notes: For Panels A and C, N = 1,874 block groups × 5 years = 9,370 block group-year observations. For Panel B, N = 
1,874 block groups. Excludes block groups with fewer than 50 children as estimated by the ACS. Statistics are weighted by the 
block group’s child population. Eviction filing quintiles are calculated based on each block group’s mean annual eviction filing 
rate during the study period. Eviction filing rates and eviction rates are calculated as eviction filings and evictions, respectively, 
per 100 renter-occupied housing units. Child maltreatment report rates are calculated as reports per 100 children. In total, 549 
block groups are missing median gross rent (due to having no renter-occupied units), 81 are missing report rate for children 
ages 0-4, and 68 are missing report rate for children ages 5-9 (due to the ACS estimating no children in those age groups in 
those block groups). 



 
Table 2. Effect of Evictions on Child Maltreatment Report Rates, by Maltreatment Type and Child Age 

  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Total 
Reports 

Substantiated 
Reports Neglect Physical 

Abuse 
Young 

Children (0-4) 
Elementary-Aged 

Children (5-9) 
Adolescents 

(10-17) 

        
Panel A: Eviction Filing Rate 0.064** 0.020 0.050+ 0.007 0.096 -0.006 0.109** 

 (0.032) (0.015) (0.030) (0.014) (0.066) (0.068) (0.047) 
Mean Y 3.372 0.641 2.871 0.747 4.860 4.279 3.298 
Implied Percent Change 1.9% 3.1% 1.7% 0.9% 2.0% -0.1% 3.3% 
N 9370 9370 9370 9370 8965 9030 9300 

        
Panel B: Eviction Rate 0.060 0.024 0.048 0.011 0.042 0.035 0.115** 

 (0.036) (0.017) (0.034) (0.016) (0.076) (0.079) (0.055) 
Mean Y 3.372 0.641 2.871 0.747 4.860 4.279 3.298 
Implied Percent Change 1.8% 3.7% 1.7% 1.4% 0.9% 0.8% 3.5% 
N 9370 9370 9370 9370 8965 9030 9300 

Source: CT Child Maltreatment Report & Eviction Lab Data, 2011-2015. 
Notes: Robust SEs clustered at the block group level. Models include block group level fixed effects, year fixed effects, and zip code by year fixed effects. 
+p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

 
 
  



Table 3. Effect of Evictions on Total Child Maltreatment Report and Substantiation Rates, Subgroup Analysis, Largest Expected Affected Neighborhoods  
 

 (1) (2)  (3) (4)  (5) (6)  (7) (8)  (9) (10)  (11) (12) 

Block Group Type 
High % Renter-

Occupied 
 High Eviction Filing 

Rates 
 High Poverty  High % Non-White  High % Households 

with Children  High Population 
Density 

 
Total 

Reports 
Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan
-tiations 

 Total 
Reports 

Substan-
tiations 

                  
Panel A: Eviction 
Filing Rate 0.073** 0.022  0.071** 0.022  0.076** 0.026  0.068** 0.018 

 
0.094*** 0.028 

 
0.082** 0.021 

 (0.035) (0.017)  (0.034) (0.016)  (0.036) (0.017)  (0.034) (0.017)  (0.035) (0.018)  (0.035) (0.017) 
Mean Y 5.272 1.046  5.411 1.056  4.693 0.932  5.018 0.997  3.036 0.582  4.930 0.978 
% Change 1.4% 2.1%  1.3% 2.1%  1.6% 2.8%  1.4% 1.8%  3.1% 4.8%  1.7% 2.1% 
N 4685 4685  4685 4685  4690 4690  4605 4605  4685 4685  4685 4685 

            
      

                  
Panel B: Eviction 
Rate 0.063 0.027  0.063 0.028  0.067 0.029  0.062 0.022 

 
0.089** 0.032  0.073+ 0.026 

 (0.040) (0.018)  (0.039) (0.018)  (0.041) (0.019)  (0.039) (0.018)  (0.040) (0.020)  (0.040) (0.019) 
Mean Y 5.272 1.046  5.411 1.056  4.693 0.932  5.018 0.997  3.036 0.582  4.930 0.978 
% Change 1.2% 2.6%  1.2% 2.7%  1.4% 3.1%  1.2% 2.2%  2.7% 5.5%  1.5% 2.7% 
N 4685 4685  4685 4685  4690 4690  4605 4605  4685 4685  4685 4685 

                  
Source: CT Child Maltreatment Report & Eviction Lab Data, 2011-2015.  
Notes: Robust SEs clustered at the block group level. Models include block group level fixed effects, year fixed effects, and zip code by year fixed effects. “High” represents the 
top half of the distribution for each block group type.  
+p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

 
  



Table 4. Correlations Between Changes in Demographic Characteristics and Changes in Eviction Rates 
  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Change in:  
Total 

Population 

Percent 
Child 

Population 
Poverty 

Rate 

Percent 
Non-

Hispanic 
White  

Percent 
Non-

Hispanic 
Black 

Percent 
Hispanic 

Percent 
Renter 

Occupied 
Households  

Median 
Gross 
Rent 

Panel A: Eviction Rate 916.246 0.517** -30.783 -27.380 -9.385 45.509 -9.619 -667.228 

 (1090.246) (0.231) (42.586) (27.624) (34.805) (44.856) (30.822) (551.406) 
R2 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 
N 1874 1874 1873 1874 1874 1874 1873 1229 

Panel B: Eviction Filing Rate 998.408 0.416** 1.874 -26.463 -4.302 24.814 -6.827 -611.370 

 (882.302) (0.191) (35.106) (23.553) (30.087) (33.373) (23.814) (466.833) 
R2 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 
N 1874 1874 1873 1874 1874 1874 1873 1229 
Source: American Community Survey, 2006-2010 & 2011-2015 and Eviction Lab Data, 2011-2015.  
Notes: Coefficients are from a regression of the change in a block group’s demographic characteristic in the column head from between the 
2006-2010 and 2011-2015 ACS, and the change in the eviction rate or eviction filing rate between 2011 and 2015, weighted by the block 
group’s 2011-2015 child population. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
+p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

 
  



Table 5. Alternative Specifications, Total Child Maltreatment Report Rates and Eviction Filing Rates 
 

 (1)  (2) (3) (4) (5)  (6) (7) 
Alternative 
Model Linear Trends  Alternative Eviction Filing Rate Measures  Outcome Lags 

Difference 
From Main 
Model 

Add BG-
specific 

Linear Trends 
 

Eviction 
Filings Per 100 

Renter-
Occupied 

Units, Among 
BGs >50% 

Renter-
Occupied 

Eviction 
Filings Per 100 

Renter-
Occupied 

Units, Among 
BGs >25% 

Renter-
Occupied 

Eviction 
Filings Per 100 

Renter-
Occupied 

Units, Among 
BGs >10% 

Renter-
Occupied 

Eviction 
Filings 
Per 100 

Residents 

 
3 Month 
Lag in 

Outcome 

6 Month 
Lag in 

Outcome 

Coefficient 0.049  0.054+ 0.036+ 0.018 0.185+  0.096** 0.058 
Robust SE (0.044)  (0.027) (0.020) (0.012) (0.095)  (0.039) (0.039) 
Mean Y 3.372  6.434 5.299 4.230 3.372  3.347 3.351 

% Change 1.5%  0.8% 0.7% 0.4% 5.5%  2.9% 1.7% 
N 9370  2815 4650 6775 9370  7496 7496 

 
 (8) (9)  (10)  (11) (12) 

Alternative 
Model Outcome Leads 

 
Log-log 

Transformation 
 Count Models 

Difference 
From Main 
Model 

3 Month 
Lead in 

Outcome 

6 Month 
Lead in 

Outcome 
  

Log(Eviction 
Filing Rate), 

Log(Maltreatment 
Report Rate) 

 Poisson Model 
Inverse 

Hyperbolic 
Sine Model 

Coefficient 0.015 0.027  0.007  0.009** 0.006 
Robust SE (0.036) (0.038)  (0.013)  (0.004) (0.006) 
Mean Y 3.366 3.351  0.503  12.925 2.711 

% Change 0.4% 0.8%  0.7%  0.9% 0.6% 
N 7496 7496  9370  9370 9370 
Source: CT Child Maltreatment Report & Eviction Lab Data, 2011-2015.  
Notes: Robust SEs clustered at the  
block group level. Models include block group level fixed effects, year fixed effects, and zip code by year  
fixed effects.  
+p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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