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ABSTRACT: This article examines multigenerational living arrangements of white, black, and Latino individuals using data from the Current
Population Surveys. We describe people in multigenerational households
as “hosts” or “guests.” In terms of resources, guests have no home of their
own, whereas hosts maintain an important source of independence. By age,
the proportion of adults living as guests peaks in the late twenties, then
declines until the late seventies. In contrast, hosting rates peak in the
fties. Men have higher guest rates and women have higher host rates at
almost all ages. While blacks and Latinos are more likely than whites to live
in multigenerational households, those with higher incomes are less likely
to live in multigenerational households and if they are living in multigenerational households are less likely to be guests, regardless of race-ethnicity.
We interpret this as consistent with the assumption that residential independence is generally preferred.

Complex household structures, their determinants and consequences, are important for understanding a wide variety of family-related research questions, including inequality and well-being within and across families, caregiving arrangements,
intergenerational transfers of wealth, and the effects of family-related policy. This
article looks at multigenerational living arrangements across the life course for
white, black, and Latino individuals at the turn of this century. Its contribution is
primarily conceptual and descriptive. Descriptive work in this area is important,
as Burr and Mutchler (1993:S55) explain: “Understanding the household status of
any population is critical because households serve as a platform from which
other elements related to individual well-being and the maintenance of life chances
are channeled.” Conceptually, standard practices for identifying multigenerational living arrangements and their implications remain elusive. In this article,
we develop a method for identifying one type of multigenerational household—
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parents and adult children living together—and examine how multigenerational
living changes over the life course and across racial-ethnic groups. The method
we use here is applicable not only to the widely available Current Population
Survey but also to other U.S. government data sets and data sets with similar
le structures.
Family structure is related to several aspects of inequality, and causation runs in
both directions. Family structure is a purposeful response to hardship (Billingsley
1992), as has been shown in studies of extended households, especially for black
and Latino families (Angel and Tienda 1982; Baca Zinn 1982–83; Blank 1998;
Hogan, Hao, and Parish 1990). Multigenerational households can pool money,
labor, and other resources and extend personal networks and support systems
(Raley 1995; Tienda and Angel 1982). Marriage and divorce are also inuenced by
economic conditions and the nancial situation of each member of the couple
(Albrecht et al. 1997; Brines and Joyner 1999). Inequalities in the job market, incarceration rates, health status, and residential segregation differentially affect marriage rates and household structures by limiting options for some groups of
women (Geronimus, Bound, and Waidmann 1999; Lichter et al. 1992; Wilson
1987). On the other hand, family structure can also be a cause of income inequality across families because it connotes the number of potential earners and dependents in the family, as well as their gender and age, and these characteristics, in
turn, affect economic outcomes (Bryson and Casper 1999).
Family structure and inequality issues intersect in the arena of welfare policy.
The role of the extended family has received attention in the media and policy
arenas as welfare reform takes hold (DeParle 1999; Harris 1999). For black and
Latina mothers, relying on extended support networks to raise their children is “a
traditional cultural remedy for a very modern structural situation” (Roschelle
1999:325). And, in an era of reduced welfare support, “we can assume that the kin
and nonkin support network will become more crucial than ever to the survival of
single-parent families” (p. 333). However, the benets of household extension will
be conditioned by the economic situation of members of the extended household
(Hofferth 1984), as poor families nd themselves drawing on the resources of
poor network members (Roschelle 1999; Trent and Harlan 1994).
Earlier research on multigenerational households focused on the needs of the
aged and their ability to coreside with adult children in times of need. Lower fertility and mortality rates in the twentieth century meant a smaller number of
adult children on which the aged could rely (Treas 1977). However, by 1990, 90
percent of men and 84 percent of women age sixty-ve or older were living in
their own households, reecting a steep increase from the middle of the century
and greatly improved conditions for the elderly (Treas and Torrecilha 1995:69). In
the 1980s the great majority of coresidence between parents and adult children
took place in the households of the parents (Aquilino 1990). The practice of hosting multigenerational living arrangements has led to dramatic increases in the
rates at which grandparents bring grandchildren into their homes, even without
the presence of the middle generation of parents (Bryson and Casper 1999; Casper
and Bryson 1998).
Thus, rather than a shortage of adult children with whom to live, it appears that

Multigenerational Families in the United States

3

many in today’s older population may face the opposite problem: too many
younger relatives living in their homes. Today’s older Americans are the parents
of baby boomers, so their chances of having a living adult child are relatively high
(Crimmins and Ingegneri 1990). As the baby boomers reach retirement age they
will have fewer adult children—either to lean on or to support—than previous
generations did.
However, these trends are not independent of race-ethnicity (Mutchler 1992).
The trend toward living in the homes of older parents was driven by whites and
blacks, as younger Asians and Latinos were much more likely than comparable
whites to bring older parents into their homes (Kamo 2000). Treas and Torrecilha
(1995:70) report that whites alone account for the increase in independent living
in the 1980s. Similarly, Casper and Bryson (1998:Table 2) report that only 19 percent of children living with their grandmothers and without parents are nonHispanic whites.
CONCEPTUAL ISSUES
Researchers have suggested that the preference for independent living has
increased over the past century (e.g., Ruggles 1996). Household independence is
generally preferred to extended household structures. A widespread preference
for privacy and independence has been linked to minimalist living arrangements
(Wister and Burch 1987). Most researchers assume people will use their resources
to obtain such independence if they can (e.g., Burr and Mutchler 1993). In fact,
studies have consistently found that income is one of the most important determining factors of independent living; older Americans with more money are
more likely to live independently (Crimmins and Ingegneri 1990; Mutchler 1992).
This is also consistent with research showing higher rates of complex or multigenerational households among economically disadvantaged groups, such as blacks,
Latinos, and Asians (Angel and Tienda 1982; Mutchler 1992; Kamo 2000; Speare
and Avery 1993), although cultural inuences contribute as well (Kamo 2000), and
attitudes toward multigenerational arrangements have become more accepting in
recent decades (Alwin 1996).
An important milestone event in the transition to adulthood is the ability to
establish and maintain an independent residence, either alone or with a spouse or
roommates. Young people start their careers with lower wages and may not be
able to afford to live on their own right away, but as they age, they usually acquire
more education, skills, experience, and pay and are more able to establish independent households. Working adults in midlife typically increase their incomes
until the time they retire. On retirement, incomes drop and people eventually
begin to develop chronic age-related health problems that may make it impossible
for them to maintain independent households. Thus the ability to sustain an independent residence as an adult is greatest in midlife and least in the early and late
years of adulthood. Indeed, Callis (1997) reports that home ownership rates are
highest among those ages fty-ve to sixty-four, which are the prime years for
hosting adult children (as we show below).
By the latter part of the twentieth century, adult children were much more

4

SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES

Volume 45, Number 1, 2002

likely to live with their parents and older adults were much more likely to live
alone than they had been at midcentury (Bianchi and Casper 2000; Casper and
Bianchi 2001; Fields and Casper 2001). Children were slower to move out of their
childhood households and more likely to move back in as adults, in large part
because of factors that reduced their relative independence: lower marriage rates,
increased housing costs, reduced nancial support for college attendance, lower
real wages for some groups, and even the repeal of the military draft (Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1994). At the same time, government policies have
helped to improve the nancial security of older Americans (Treas and Torrecilha
1995) and hence their ability to maintain households. The GI Bill sent many of
today’s older Americans to college. The federal government helped many—especially whites (Oliver and Shapiro 1995)—to buy homes and allowed them to take
a deduction on their interest payments; it also protected their private pension
plans and—in addition to providing Social Security—used tax laws to protect
their incomes when they reached age sixty-ve. Patterns of intergenerational support, apparently responding to this generational balance of economic forces,
shifted so that adult children came to rely more on their older parents.
Nevertheless, Aquilino (1990) points out that researchers still commonly assume
that the coresidence of parents and adult children results from parents’ need for
assistance. When Burr and Mutchler (1993) look only at unmarried older women it
is in part because these women are more likely to need assistance of some kind.
Data on the actual transfer of resources within households, needed to resolve these
questions, frequently is unavailable. Given the preference for privacy and living in
one’s own household, householder status suggests the direction of ow for one
important resource, the home itself. The multigenerational “guest” generally has
no home of his or her own, whereas the “host” maintains at least one important
source of independence, which she or he shares with extended family members.
Thus, even though both hosts and guests give up privacy in the arrangement—and
even though guests may provide essential assistance in the form of child care, rent,
or other contributions—hosts may be expected to have greater resources, as evidenced by their ability to independently maintain a home.1
Most studies have not posed the question in terms of whose home is hosting
multigenerational arrangements. For example, Crimmins and Ingegneri (1990)
look at whether older Americans live with an adult child but not at whose house
they live in. Speare and Avery (1993:S72) conclude that “when children live with
parents under age 75 they are likely to be the primary beneciaries of the relationship” but do not report on whose home is involved in these coresidences. The attitude trend data analyzed by Alwin (1996) show that adults living with their parents is a living arrangement that is looked on more favorably by younger people
than by older people. However, the survey question did not ask in whose home
the hypothetical coresidence takes place.
Aquilino (1990) does examine the question of householder status. He nds that
in the late 1980s more than 90 percent of parents living with their adult children
lived in the parents’ household. In Kamo’s (2000) study of census data, however,
more than half of Asian families with adult children were in the home of the children, as were about one-third of such Latino families. The arrangement of adult
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children living in their parents’ home does not preclude the possibility that the
children are assisting the parents, of course, but the parents are contributing at
least in the provision of the household. And beyond the question of contributing
resources, those who host extended families maintain a crucial aspect of their
independence by keeping their own homes.
The observed relationship between resources and multigenerational living is
complicated, however. For example, although extended households may represent efcient income pooling strategies, Kamo (2000) nds that per capita income
is lower in extended households across all racial-ethnic groups. Although betteroff people may be more able to provide support for other family members, those
same better-off hosts are presumably less likely to have relatives who need assistance. Thus Aquilino (1990) nds that parents’ education reduces the likelihood
that their adult children come to live with them, but this may be because parents
with more education have children with more education, who are more nancially independent. So hosting may be an indicator of having high levels of
resources relative to others in a particular family network but also an indicator of
a resource-poor network overall. And within a multigenerational network guests
are expected to be those in the least advantageous position.
This article focuses on a distinction between “hosts” and “guests,” which
identies multigenerational household members by their householder status. In
the absence of such a distinction, it makes more sense for studies to focus on
either the old (Burr and Mutchler 1992, 1993) or the young (Goldscheider 1997),
because old people tend to “host” and young people tend to “guest.” But distinguishing between host and guest roles enables us to describe more specically the
patterns of multigenerational living arrangements across the life course. Conceptually, this approach is similar to that offered by Kamo (2000), who identies
extended households as “upward,” “downward,” or “horizontally” extended,
depending on the relationship of non-nuclear members to the household head. At
the individual level, Kamo’s measure of “dependent members” parallels our
“guest” identier. The host/guest model we use here sacrices some detail on the
type of extension among hosts but gains simplicity as well as an individual-based
measure for hosts as well as guests. This simplicity permits analysis of multigenerational status for individuals across the life course, allowing us to examine the
gender of hosts, for example. Other methodological issues are addressed below.
DATA AND MEASURES
Data for this article are from the 1998–2000 March Current Population Surveys
(CPSs), which include about fty thousand households per year. We pool three
years of data to increase reliability for the relatively small subgroups under examination here. However, because households are usually interviewed in two consecutive March CPSs, we include only those in the outgoing rotation from 1998,
the full sample in 1999, and in the incoming rotation in 2000. So about half of our
sample is from 1999, with a quarter each coming from the 1998 and 2000 surveys.2
These data include a lot of information about household composition and personal characteristics but do not include important contextual information such as
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whether individuals have any living children outside the home (Aquilino 1990),
the presence of nearby relatives (Logan and Spitze 1994), children ever born to
women, or economic transfers between household members. Thus, although the
CPS provides the most recent nationally representative data and is very useful for
demographic proles, it is not as useful as some richer data sets for developing
causal models of living arrangements and relationships.
Multigenerational households—households with two or more generations of
adults—may be maintained (hosted) by the parents of adult children or by the
adult child of older parents. All adults in these households are identied as “hosts”
or “guests.” Specically, we dene multigenerational households as those that
include an adult child of the householder3 or spouse (including cohabiting partner) of the householder and/or a parent of the householder or spouse (including
cohabiting partner) of the householder. Adult children are dened in either of two
ways: (1) any child age eighteen or older who has ever been married or has a child
of his or her own in the household or (2) any child age twenty-ve or older. After
multigenerational households are identied, each person is categorized as either a
“host” (the householder or spouse or cohabiting partner of the householder) or
“guest” (everyone else in the household).4 This is the rst analysis of which we
are aware that treats cohabiting partners as spouses for purposes of examining
familial household extension, an option available since 1995 with CPS data.
In the absence of data on assistance or exchange in households, measures of complex or extended households broadly dened (Angel and Tienda 1982; Tienda and
Glass 1985) seem less desirable than a measure based on known generational relations, which may more reasonably be assumed to include resource- and labor-sharing
arrangements. Burr and Mutchler (1993) use a similar construct to identify complex
households. They exclude women from their complex household measure if they
live only with children under age 18 or with children 18 to 25 who are still in
school. Their denition of “adulthood” for those age 18 to 25 is school attendance
rather than subfamily construction. We do not treat 18- to 25-year-old children as
adult children, unless they have children of their own or have been married,
because most of them probably have never established an independent household.
Our denition of adult children is similar to Kamo’s (2000), except that we use age
25 instead of age 30 as the cutoff point. Although any age cutoff is admittedly arbitrary, age 25 is the usual labor force conception of independent adulthood.
We include only non-Latino white, non-Latino black, and Latino adults. Sample
sizes in the CPS are too small to look at Asian Americans, especially given their
cultural diversity and family diversity later in life (Burr and Mutchler 1993), and
Native Americans. Although we include all Latinos in one group regardless of
national origin, we would have preferred to examine the larger Latino subgroups
separately, as Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, for example, have different patterns of
family structure. Thus this analysis is only general, and ndings for the Latino
population should be regarded as preliminary. The descriptive statistics are all
weighted with the March CPS person weight.
Two caveats are in order. First, the measure here does not include the approximately one million households in which grandchildren and grandparents live
with no parents present (Casper and Bryson 1998). On the other hand, households
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may be identied as multigenerational even if there are no children present. Thus
“multigenerational” as used here refers to more than one generation of adults.
Second, the analysis is cross-sectional. Research that uses life histories will identify much higher rates of multigenerational living. Goldscheider and Goldscheider (1994), for example, report that about 40 percent of adults who left their
parents’ homes in the 1970s and 1980s at some point returned to their parents’
home. The data employed here nds a much lower proportion of young adults
living with their parents.
RESULTS
Descriptive Analysis
To give a sense of what can and cannot be learned about households in the CPS,
three four-generation households from the data are diagrammed in Figure 1, with
ctional names. The most simple (panel B), shows a four-generation black family.
The householder (Sophie) is a 47-year-old widow with a high school diploma. She
worked full time for part of last year as a nursing aide and reported earning
$16,000. In her home live her mother—a 76-year-old widow who did not go to
high school and is not employed—and her daughter, a 24-year-old single mother
with two young children of her own. The daughter also nished high school only
and also worked full time for part of last year as a nursing aide, earning $15,000.
In a household such as Sophie’s it appears plausible that both the older and
younger generations are beneting from access to Sophie’s home, whatever other
exchanges are taking place.
A more complex, white household is shown in panel A. This home is maintained by a married couple (Bob and Mary). Both have elementary education and
worked in blue-collar jobs for $20,000 in the previous year. They are joined in their
home by Mary’s widowed mother, Sylvia, and their daughter Gretchen’s family.
Gretchen and her husband, Rich, both have some college education and earnings
of $23,000; he is a sewing machine operator and she is an ofce supervisor. They
have a two-year-old daughter. In this household, again, it may be that the older
and younger generations are beneting from access to the home of Mary and Bob.
Maybe Sylvia helps to care for the young daughter. Gretchen and Rich may be
saving up to move out on their own.
The most complicated household (panel C) is a Latino household maintained
by a 43-year-old divorced woman (Angela), who has three children, ages 10, 13,
and 19. She is a naturalized citizen with an elementary education who worked as
a butcher for $19,000 last year. She is joined in her home by her mother, a 79-yearold separated woman who has not become a citizen and is not employed. The oldest child is Mike (born in the United States, he is identied as white nonHispanic), a prison guard who did not nish high school and earned $9,000 in
1998. He and his 17-year-old immigrant wife (still in school and a waitress) live
in Angela’s home with their one-year-old son. Finally, the family is joined by a 21year-old, foreign-born relative, who may work with Angela in the meat industry,
earning $21,000. Although one may imagine support running in many directions
in such a household, it is unlikely that Angela needs this many other relatives to
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help her care for her two young children. More likely, at least some of these relatives are unable or not ready to establish a household of their own, for economic
or other reasons.
These are not typical multigenerational households; instead we have chosen
unusually complex households to show the reach of the data. In the terms
specied above, a person who is both an adult child and a parent of adult children
hosts each of these households, since the householder (or couple) has adult children as well as an elderly parent at home. The dark boxes indicate the hosts;
everyone else is a guest. As these partial portraits show, the CPS offers a probing
snapshot of households with a great deal of detail but little in the way of explanation in terms of their history, motivations, networks of exchange and support, attitudes, or beliefs. These portraits help us to see an important feature of the guest
and host roles across the life course. In each household, there are young adult
guests, middle-aged hosts, and older guests.
For a broader picture, we offer Figure 2, which shows the percent of all adults
who live in multigenerational households as hosts and guests, by race-ethnicity
and age. The gure conrms that blacks and Latinos are more likely than whites
to live in multigenerational homes at all ages, with the highest guest rates apparent for young blacks and old Latinos. The proportion of adults living as guests
peaks for each group in the late twenties.5 It then declines until the seventies,

Figure 2
Multigenerational Host and Guest Rates by Age and Race-Ethnicity, 1998–2000
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except for Latinos, among whom guest rates rise starting in the fties. Hosting
rates show the opposite pattern, with the highest rates reached in the fties and
sixties. In strictly demographic terms, middle-aged people are at greatest risk of
living in multigenerational homes, because they are most likely to have living
adult children, older parents, or both. In fact, however, the great majority of middleaged multigenerational residents are hosts, providing homes for their adult children rather than their older parents.6
The host/guest distribution differs by gender. Women are much more likely
than men to live with and care for young children (England 2000), and this discrepancy continues for care of adults as well. Figure 3 shows the percentage of men and
women who live in multigenerational households as hosts and guests by age. For
both groups, the life course pattern is similar, but men have higher guest rates and
women have higher host rates at almost all ages. The exceptions are at the youngest ages (under 25), when women with small children may be living with their parents, and at the oldest ages, when women have higher rates of widowhood.
Although marriage is no longer the dominant reason for young adults to leave

Figure 3
Multigenerational Host and Guest Rates by Age and Gender, 1998–2000
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home (Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1994), men’s older age of rst marriage—
estimated to be 26.7 in 1998, compared with 25.0 for women (Lugaila 1998)—may
account for some of the young men’s higher guest rates (especially given our age25 cutoff). For each racial-ethnic group, the guest rates are highest for never-married
men, reaching 27 percent for never-married black men. Welfare programs could
also play a role in women’s lower guesting rates, if the presence of young children
helps women qualify for public assistance, including housing assistance.
Multivariate Analysis
We argue that the process of landing in any multigenerational household differs from the subsequent process that differentiates hosts and guests within multigenerational arrangements. This can be considered several ways. On the one
hand, if multigenerational arrangements are made out of necessity, the risk of
multigenerational living is increased by weakness or hardship among individuals
or their kinship networks. Among those at risk, then, members will live with those
best situated to host an extended family. On the other hand, to the extent that
multigenerational arrangements follow from cultural preferences, age structures,
or the structural conditions faced by racial-ethnic groups (such as local housing
costs [Kamo 2000]), a multigenerational population emerges, and network members live with those best suited for hosting.7 With these data we are able to look at
the likelihood of multigenerational living—and the processes of hosting and
guesting separately—but we cannot differentiate between these two explanations.
To model this as a two-stage process, we compare the determinants of the two
statuses in nested logistic regression models. In the rst model, we investigate the
odds of living in a multigenerational household for the entire adult sample. In the
second, we use the same variables to predict guest versus host role status among
those in multigenerational households. This differs from the approach used by
Kamo (2000), which models the odds of being a (similarly dened) guest versus
the combined categories of hosting an extended family, living alone, or living in a
nuclear family. It also differs from a multinomial approach, which would simultaneously model the odds of being hosts, guests, or not living in multigenerational
households.8 In our analysis, because we consider these as conceptually sequential processes, people are only differentiated as hosts or guests once they are in the
multigenerational population.
Variables in the model include six age categories (to capture the nonlinearity
apparent in Figures 1 and 2); a set of dummy variables indicating combined marital status/gender/own-child-under-6 status;9 the log of personal income;10 an
indicator for whether each person received any public assistance or welfare cash
payments in the previous year; an indicator for foreign-born status; an indicator
for full-time full-year employment; years of education completed; and an indicator for work-limiting disabilities (the only measure of disability available in the
data). Based on previous research (e.g., Kamo 2000) and a preliminary check of
racial-ethnic interactions, we model the outcomes separately for white, black, and
Latino adults, indicating signicant differences where they occur.
Table 1 presents the percentage of white, black, and Latino adults living in mul-
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TABLE 1
Multigenerational Household Status, by Race-Ethnicity and Personal Characteristics,
1998–2000 (Percent)
White
Multigenerational
Characteristics

Black
Multigenerational

Guests

Latino
Multigenerational

Guests

Guests

Total

11.4

52.2

22.5

63.1

21.4

60.3

Age
15–24
25–29
30–39
40–49
50–59
60–69
701

9.1
16.3
8.3
9.4
14.6
14.6
13.3

87.4
91.8
81.3
52.4
20.3
17.6
34.0

19.2
29.3
18.1
20.8
26.7
28.7
27.9

89.0
91.9
86.2
54.9
28.5
22.3
34.1

18.4
21.5
13.8
18.9
34.3
36.5
36.7

86.6
82.9
66.9
44.4
34.8
32.6
56.4

Family status
Married man, child ,6
Married man, no child ,6
Married woman, child ,6
Married woman, no child , 6
Formerly married man
Formerly married woman, child , 6
Formerly married woman, no child ,6
Never-married man
Never-married woman, child ,6
Never-married woman, no child ,6
12

2.8
8.6
2.8
8.6
16.6
23.4
18.0
17.5
21.9
13.1

48.5
11.6
47.6
11.9
72.2
87.9
45.2
91.0
92.0
90.0

4.6
16.0
4.9
16.1
26.5
27.4
29.8
28.7
24.4
22.6

63.5
10.2
66.5
10.3
85.1
86.9
34.8
93.3
89.6
79.9

7.9
19.9
8.1
19.3
30.3
33.0
33.7
23.9
27.0
23.3

40.8
22.2
39.8
21.0
79.8
87.5
57.9
88.9
86.6
81.5

Income
None
$1–10,000
$10,001–20,000
$20,001–40,000
More than $40,000

17.3
15.3
13.3
10.3
7.1

84.6
66.4
52.0
44.0
30.3

29.4
25.6
23.0
18.7
14.9

88.1
66.7
56.0
55.2
40.6

26.3
22.8
21.0
18.9
15.8

87.3
63.8
54.7
47.9
39.1

Welfare income previous year
Full-time, full-year employed

11.3
10.3

63.8
52.3

14.9
20.2

67.3
59.2

15.2
20.0

56.8
55.9

Education
Less than high school
High school only complete
Some college
College degree only complete
Higher degree

13.6
13.9
10.6
8.0
6.4

55.7
51.3
53.0
54.1
36.1

23.7
25.0
20.7
17.6
13.9

60.9
64.9
65.9
63.7
28.5

21.8
23.3
19.4
17.0
16.3

58.0
62.9
64.7
54.5
49.2

Work-limiting disability
Foreign born
N

15.2
51.3
15.9
46.5
144,388

27.4
59.1
20.8
58.7
18,338

27.2
53.3
22.2
56.9
26,830

Note: Percent living in multigenerational households and percent of those who are guests. White and black are nonLatino. Income is own income or one-half of married-couple income. See text for denitions.
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tigenerational households and of those, the percentage who are guests, in total
and in categories for each of the independent variables.11 Overall, 11 percent of
whites are in multigenerational households, compared with 23 percent of blacks
and 21 percent of Latinos. Within multigenerational households, guests are more
common among blacks (63%) and Latinos (60%) than whites (52%), reecting the
larger household size among black and Latino multigenerational households.
Table 2 shows the logistic regression coefcients for the odds of living in a multigenerational household among the total adult sample. The bivariate age pattern
for multigenerational living has two peaks—early adulthood and late middle age.
However, in the multivariate model, which controls some predictors of need, the

TABLE 2
Logistic Regression Coefcients for Living in a Multigenerational Household, 1998–2000
White

Black

Latino

Intercept

2.766***

2.770***

21.397***a

Age
15–24
25–29
30–39
40–49
50–59
60–69
701

2 1.336***
.330***
2.151***
—
.521***
.400***
.011

2.823***a
.347***
2.171**
—
.330***a
.350***
.179*a

2.562***a
.103a
2.341***a
—
.762***a
.825***a
.755***a

Family status
Married man, no child ,6
Married man, child , 6
Married woman, child ,6
Married woman, no child ,6
Formerly married man
Formerly married woman, child ,6
Formerly married woman, no child ,6
Never-married man
Never-married woman, child , 6
Never-married woman, no child ,6

—
2 1.042***
2 1.106***
2.218***
.657***
1.399***
.691***
1.267***
1.797***
.997***

—
21.455***a
21.507***a
2.253***
.454***a
.747***a
.599***
.878***a
.971***a
.594***a

—
2.838***
2.750***a
2.197***
.508***
.927***a
.548***
.699***a
1.034***a
.637***a

2.061***
2.547***
2.080***
2.078***
2.098***
.364***

2.054***
2.763***
2.035
2.025**a
2.031
2.043a

2.026***a
2.564***
.018
2.001a
2.126*
.159***a

7,429***
144,388

1,114***
18,338

1,903***
26,830

Income (ln)
Welfare income previous year
Full-time, full-year employed
Education (years)
Work-limiting disability
Foreign born
Likelihood ratio Chi-square
N

, .10; * p , .05; ** p , .01; *** p , .001 (two-tailed tests).
white coefcient at p , .05 (two-tailed test).
Note: Adults 151 . White and black are non-Latino. Income is own income or one-half of married-couple income.
1p

a different from
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odds across the life course reect instead something closer to the crude demographic risk, with those in their fties and sixties having the highest odds of living with multiple generations. Although the tests for black-white and Latinowhite differences are signicant in a number of age categories, the differences are
in degree, not direction of the effects. The exception is the oldest age group, in
which Latinos and to a lesser extent blacks have higher odds of multigenerational
living than do whites.
The effects of gender, marital status, and small children are also quite similar
across racial-ethnic groups despite differences in the strength of the effects. For all
three groups, married men and women have the lowest rates of multigenerational
living, and never-married women with young children have the highest rates. For
each group except never-married and formerly married women, having young
children reduces the odds of multigenerational living. In almost every category,
the signicant racial-ethnic interactions represent smaller effects for black and
Latino adults, except in the case of married blacks.
More income, more education, welfare receipt, and full-time full-year employment are associated with lower rates of multigenerational living (or have nonsignicant effects). Among whites and Latinos, the foreign born are signicantly
more likely to live in multigenerational households. Surprisingly, whites and
Latinos with work-limiting disabilities are less likely to live in multigenerational
households. Note that the variable identies disabilities only for people whose
employment is affected by their disabilities, and these people are of the ages at
which people are most likely to host.
Turning to the guest versus host distinction—the model shown in Table 3—
several different dynamics emerge. Age has a very different effect on the guest
versus host distinction. For each group, the odds of being a guest decline from the
late twenties to age seventy. This is consistent with the argument that the resource
balance favors those who are older, with the exception of those over seventy, who
through health problems and widowhood start to lose relative independence.
Because these effects persist net of some controls for economic condition, it
appears additional resources—such as home ownership and other assets—play
an important role in this balance. Despite signicant differences in degree, this
pattern is consistent across racial-ethnic groups.
Married people are most likely to live independent of any multigenerational
arrangement. Among those in multigenerational households, however, gender
and marital status play a further role in determining host versus guest roles. In
each group married adults are the least likely to be guests. Thus marriage is consistently associated with greater odds of independent living. By contrast, the
effect of small children is not consistent across the two processes, as those with
small children are more likely to be guests than those without. Given the relative
economic well-being of divorced men compared to women (Bianchi, Subaiya, and
Kahn 1999), it is perhaps surprising that formerly married men are not hosting
more multigenerational families compared to formerly married women (except
those with small children, who may be seeking out extended family guests to help
care for their children).
The effects of income, welfare receipt, full employment, and education are gen-
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TABLE 3
Logistic Regression Coefcients for Guest Status in Multigenerational Households,
1998–2000
White

Black

Latino

Intercept

.367*

2.448a

Age
15–24
25–29
30–39
40–49
50–59
60–69
701

.583***
1.638***
.950***
—
21.163***
21.452***
21.046***

.729***
1.569***
1.252***
—
2.696***a
21.311***
2.984***

1.384***a
1.493***
.646***
—
2.444***a
2.720***a
.147a

Family status
Married man, no child ,6
Married man, child , 6
Married woman, child ,6
Married woman, no child ,6
Formerly married man
Formerly married woman, child ,6
Formerly married woman, no child ,6
Never married man
Never married woman, child , 6
Never married woman, no child ,6

—
.3041
.065
2.317***
2.556***
3.309***
1.702***
2.886***
2.935***
2.841***

—
1.230** a
1.264** a
2.316
3.579***a
3.203***
1.523***
3.433***a
3.084***
2.477***

—
2.142
2.391*
2.330*
2.380***
2.642***
1.341***a
2.159***a
1.674***a
1.564***a

Income (ln)
Welfare income previous year
Full-time, full-year employed
Education (years)
Work-limiting disability
Foreign born

2.094***
2.980***
2.194**
2.049***
.008
.286**

2.065***
2.933***
2.2501
2.046*
.094
.194

2.108***
2.770**
2.109
2.012a
.027
.088

Likelihood ratio Chi-square
N

9,475***
15,750

2,217***
3,944

2,273***
5,414

.015

, .10; * p , .05; ** p , .01; *** p , .001 (two-tailed tests).
white coefcient at p , .05 (two-tailed test).
Note: Adults 15 1 living in multigenerational households. White and black are non-Latino. Income is own income or
one-half of married-couple income.
1p

a different from

erally consistent with the assumed preference for independence. Although the
welfare effects may be counterintuitive, remember that the models control for
income. So, at a given level of income, those who receive welfare are more likely
to live independently or in multigenerational households of their own. The
income, employment, and education effects show that among those in multigenerational households, those with lower income, employment, and education levels live in the homes of those with more of these assets. This may be interpreted as
those with greater resources exercising their choice to maintain their own house-
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holds in the face of family networks in need of help or as those with greater
resources being called on to help those with fewer resources—or both.12
In both models, black-white and Latino-white differences for employment, education, and income, where they are signicant, show greater effects for whites. It is
possible that for whites these variables are serving as proxies for greater resources
including other assets. In the rst model, the stronger effects of education and
income for whites may imply that those whites with higher education and income
are less likely to have family network members in need of multigenerational living arrangements.
Consistent with most previous research, blacks and Latinos are more likely to
live in multigenerational households, even when personal characteristics are controlled.13 These results are consistent with culture differences described by others
(Kamo 2000), but there is insufcient evidence here to conclude that cultural factors are decisive, because the condition of members of their family networks is not
controlled. At equal levels of income, for example, black mothers might be more
likely than white mothers to have poor older parents. Even controlling for additional factors, such as community context variables (Kamo 2000), without measuring the well-being of family network members, interpretation of racial-ethnic differences should be made cautiously.
CONCLUSION
We nd that the proportion of adults living as guests peaks in the late twenties
and then declines until the late seventies, whereas hosting rates peak in the fties.
Women are less likely to be guests and more likely to be hosts than men are. Consistent with previous research, blacks and Latinos are more likely than whites to
live in multigenerational households, even when other factors are controlled.
Those with higher incomes and other resources are less likely to live in multigenerational households altogether and less likely to be guests if they are living in
multigenerational households.
The structure of multigenerational households informs us about intergenerational relations, issues of privacy and independence over the life course, and strategies for coping with poverty and hardship. These results present a picture of
younger adults leaning on the resources of their older relatives, who in turn
sacrice some of their privacy—but maintain their independence—when they
open their homes. The guest/host distinction we offer contributes to previous
research to help clarify the pattern of these relationships. The results here suggest
several areas that might benet from more sustained attention.
Newman (1999:194) argues in her study of the working poor that “[a]fuence
loosens the ties that remain tight, even oppressive at times, in poor communities.”
Facing a dearth of economic capital, she argues that the working poor “preserv[e]
a form of social capital that has all but disappeared in many an American suburb.” Clearly in the area of poverty and welfare, and racial-ethnic inequality
research, household structure has gured prominently. Some who argue for the
return of the nuclear family hold patriarchal assumptions about gender relations
(Coontz 2000), but expecting extended household structure to resolve postwelfare
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TABLE 4
Gender and Hosting Multigenerational Households, 1998–2000

Percent of multigenerational households hosted by
Married or cohabiting couples
Single women
Single men
Percent of single hosts who are women

White

Black

Latino

50.9
35.6
13.5
72.5

30.0
59.3
10.7
84.7

51.4
33.4
15.3
68.6

Note: For denitions, see text.

hardships runs the risk of idealizing what may actually be the desperate measures
of the poor (Roschelle 1999). Nevertheless, the dynamics of household extension
help to explain how people respond to and compensate for the hardships and
inequities they face (Jarrett 1994; Trent and Harlan 1994).
These results offer an interesting set of ndings regarding gender and its interaction with race-ethnicity. First, we have shown that women across most of the
life course have higher rates of hosting and lower rates of guesting than do men.
Perhaps it is not surprising that women are more likely to be on what we have
identied as the giving end of intergenerational family support systems. But the
extent of this fact is especially striking given men’s greater economic resources.
Single men very rarely host multigenerational family members, despite their
apparent advantages in terms of resources. To illustrate this, we present Table 4.
This shows that half of white and Latino multigenerational households and less
than one-third of black multigenerational households are hosted by married or
cohabiting couples. Women alone host about one-third of white and Latino multigenerational households and more than half of black multigenerational households. Thus, in only 11 percent (black) to 15 percent (Latino) of multigenerational
households does the primary family not include a woman. The extent of gender
inequality in caring for young children has received much more attention than the
imbalance in the provision of households to adult children and older parents,
which is clearly also dominated by women, especially black women.
Finally, this analysis has not included consideration of the characteristics of
multigenerational household members in relation to each other. For example,
black women hosting multigenerational families may get more or less nancial or
other help from their guests than do white or Latino women. Future research
should consider these dynamics, which require attention to causal ordering and
more complex relationship measures than are possible with these data.
NOTES
1. In some cases, the householder may only be able to maintain the household because of
the contribution of guests. Nevertheless, we think it likely that the resource balance
generally favors the host over the guests.
2. For details on the survey sample and rotation scheme, see U.S. Census Bureau (2000).
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3. The householder is the person in whose name the house or apartment is owned or
rented.
4. Note that hosts may be parents of adult children and adult children themselves, if
there are three generations of adults present.
5. The specic location of the peak is partly an artifact of the coding scheme, which
identies children as “adults” when they reach age 25, unless they have been married
at an earlier age or have children.
6. The majority of white, black, and Latino householder-hosts are hosting adult children,
not older parents (not shown). About three-fourths of hosts in their fties—the point at
which they are most likely to have living older parents and older children—are hosting
adult children, not elderly parents. Thus, although guest rates do climb again at
advanced ages, hosting is predominantly the behavior of parents rather than children.
7. Note that given the choice between analyzing individuals and households as the unit
of analysis, we chose individuals. Clearly, decisions regarding multigenerational living
arrangements are not made individually. So our models are not necessarily decisionmaking models but rather reect the likelihood of the two outcomes given individual
characteristics.
8. Our second model, differentiating hosts from guests among those in multigenerational
households, is equivalent to the second model obtained in the multinomial logistic. We
ran multinomial logistic models but do not present those here because they do not model
the odds of being in a multigenerational household—that is, the odds of host or guest
versus neither. Results from these models are available from the authors on request.
9. Because of the small number of single men with small children, formerly married and
never-married men are not coded separately by the presence of children.
10. The variable represents the annual individual income for the previous year for singles
and one-half of the couple’s combined earnings for those who are married with spouse
present.
11. For ease of interpretation, the descriptive table is set up to parallel the multivariate
analysis, but it includes the information needed to derive the percentage of the total
population living as either hosts or guests. For example, the table shows that the proportion of all white adults living in multigenerational households is .114, and of those
.522 are guests. Thus .114 3 .522 5 .060 of whites are guests and .114 3 (1 2 .522) 5
.054 are hosts.
12. The lack of signicant effects for employment, education, and nativity for Latinos may
reect the greater diversity within the Latino population and the need for ner-grained
measures, such as length of stay and English uency (Kamo 2000).
13. This is based on the regression result for a multigenerational living model with black
and Latino dummy variables and no interaction terms (not shown).
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