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Marchand and Smeeding 2016). However, the 
overall poverty rate among the over sixty-five 
population of roughly 9 percent masks consid-
erable heterogeneity, with rates of poverty sub-
stantially higher for unmarried individuals, 
women, and households that include children 
(Li and Dalaker 2021). Moreover, rates of re-
ported material hardship among seniors ex-
ceed rates of poverty (Levy 2015).

Living arrangements involving children 
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Using the 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys, we examine the propensity of older 
adults to live with children. We show that seniors from disadvantaged subgroups are more likely to live in 
multi- or skip-generational arrangements. Contextual factors associated with more multigenerational living 
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risk of poverty or reflect crises that do so.
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l i v i n g  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  a n d  e c o n o m i c 

d i s a d va n t a g e  a m o n g  s e n i o r s

The U.S. population is older than it has ever 
been, with the share of adults older than age 
sixty-five approaching 20 percent of the popula-
tion, and one for every three adults ages eigh-
teen to sixty-four (Vespa, Medina, and Arm-
strong 2020). Thanks largely to the Social 
Security program, the over sixty-five age group 
has experienced lower rates of poverty than 
younger age groups since about 1980 (Engel-
hardt and Gruber 2006; Haveman et al. 2015; 
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1. Skip-generational households are often the most disadvantaged and can be due to parents being unable to 
care for children for a number of reasons. Multigenerational households are sometimes formed as a response 
to economic need, but are sometimes formed as a result of cultural preferences (Dunifon, Ziol-Guest, and Kopko 
2014).

have been shown to strongly predict disadvan-
tage among seniors. Among older adults, hav-
ing children under age eighteen in the home is 
predictive both of being in the lowest income 
quartile preretirement (Mitchell, Clark, and Lu-
sardi 2021) and of having higher levels of food 
insecurity (Butcher et al. 2023). Families with 
multigenerational or skip-generational living 
arrangements are more economically vulner-
able than similar families without grandchil-
dren (Seltzer and Yahirun 2014; Pilkauskas  
and Dunifon 2016; Ziliak and Gundersen 2016; 
Dunifon 2018), with potentially large differ-
ences between multigenerational and skip-
generational households (Dunifon, Ziol-Guest, 
and Kopko 2014).1

Although researchers have studied the phe-
nomenon of coresidence from the perspective 
of children (see Dunifon, Ziol-Guest, and Kopko 
2014; Pilkauskas, Amorim, and Dunifon 2020), 
less is known about the various forms of co-
residence viewed from the perspective of the 
older adult, where multigenerational living ar-
rangements are the more common focus (Rug-
gles 2015). It is important to understand which 
seniors are living with children in the United 
States today, what factors are contributing to 
these living arrangements, and what drives the 
association between living with children and 
economic disadvantage. In particular, is the 
case that seniors who are more likely to be eco-
nomically disadvantaged are also more likely 
to live with children, or that living with chil-
dren is predictive of disadvantage even ac-
counting for known correlates of economic 
hardship? Additionally, how does the relation-
ship between living with children and disad-
vantage depend on the form that coresidence 
takes?

In this article, we use data from the 2000 
Census and the 2005–2019 American Com
munity Surveys (ACS) in an investigation of 
living arrangements of older adults living  
with children. We examine several types of 
household structure: multigenerational, skip-
generational, and own or other child. We begin 

by documenting the levels and trends in older 
adults living with children over the first two de-
cades of the twenty-first century. We find sig-
nificant differences in both the prevalence and 
the trends of older Americans living with chil-
dren across groups in the population. In par-
ticular, non-Hispanic White seniors have low 
rates of coresidence with children that have 
risen slightly since 2010; non-Hispanic Black, 
Hispanic, and non-Hispanic Asian seniors have 
seen declines from considerably higher base 
rates. Differences are substantial by other de-
mographic characteristics as well, such as 
foreign-born status, gender, marital status, and 
education. These differences are evident even 
in a multiple regression framework when we 
examine the associations conditional on a 
number of demographic factors.

We also use a measure of predicted disad-
vantage to show how living arrangements for 
seniors vary based on the economic resources 
they are likely to have at their disposal, when 
the prediction is based on income in the prere-
tirement working years (fifty to sixty-one) and 
is a function of a rich set of demographics and 
state of residence. We find that living arrange-
ments involving children are generally more 
likely among economically vulnerable seniors.

We then focus on multi- and skip-
generational households, and investigate the 
association between a set of contextual eco-
nomic and policy variables and these living ar-
rangements in a regression framework, again 
controlling for an extensive set of demographic 
characteristics. We also examine whether and 
how these associations differ for seniors with 
different levels of predicted resources. Based 
on research on children living with seniors that 
considers the correlates of such living arrange-
ments (Gleeson et al. 2009; Dunifon, Ziol-
Guest, and Kopko 2014) we consider four 
groups of economic and policy variables: mea-
sures of economic opportunity for workers, 
measures of safety net generosity, measures of 
housing affordability, and measures of drug 
mortality and incarceration. To the best of our 
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2. For example, Natasha Pilkauskas and Katherine Michelmore (2019) show that higher simulated Earned Income 
Tax Credit benefits reduce multigenerational residence among single-mother families.

3. For 2001 through 2004, the American Community Survey does not report geographic information more finely 
than the state level; we therefore exclude those years from the analysis.

knowledge, these variables have not been con-
sidered simultaneously in models examining 
living arrangements among seniors.

We hypothesize that some of these factors 
will have associations with both the propen-
sity to live in multigenerational and the pro-
pensity to live in skip-generational house-
holds, while other factors are likely to be 
more important for one or the other. Greater 
economic opportunity for workers and greater 
safety net generosity are both likely to im-
prove the ability of the middle generation to 
live independently of their parents and to re-
duce the need for children to live with grand-
parents.2 In contrast, we hypothesize that 
housing affordability is likely to have a greater 
impact on multigenerational living, given that 
families may respond to higher housing costs 
by sharing housing. Finally, drug mortality 
and rising female incarceration rates have 
been shown to be important correlates of 
skip-generational living arrangements (Fuller-
Thomson, Minkler, and Driver 1997; Johnson 
and Waldfogel 2002; Hayslip and Kaminski 
2005; Minkler and Fuller-Thomson 2005; Park 
2006; Gleeson et al. 2009; Pittman 2015; Buck-
les, Evans, and Lieber 2023).

We find that multigenerational living ar-
rangements are more common when rental 
costs are higher. Multigenerational living ar-
rangements are less common when safety net 
policies are more generous, and this relation-
ship is limited to the bottom quartile of the pre-
dicted income distribution. In contrast, skip-
generational arrangements are less common 
when rental costs are higher. They are also 
more common in states and years with higher 
rates of female incarceration, this relationship 
being limited to seniors in the bottom of the 
predicted income distribution. We find no evi-
dence of a correlation between drug mortality 
and either multigenerational or skip-
generational living arrangements.

Finally, we analyze the relationship be-
tween living arrangements and economic hard-

ship, accounting for demographic characteris-
tics and economic and policy factors. We find 
that seniors living in multigenerational ar-
rangements are less likely to be poor than 
would be predicted based on observable de-
mographic characteristics. Specifically, con-
trolling for the same economic and policy vari-
ables previously examined in the analysis of 
living arrangements as well as a rich set of de-
mographic characteristics, we find that se-
niors living in multigenerational arrange-
ments are on average 4 percentage points less 
likely to be in poverty than their counterparts 
without children in the household. The mag-
nitude of the relationship is larger among se-
niors predicted to have fewer economic re-
sources in retirement. In contrast, we find that 
seniors living in skip-generational arrange-
ments are 11 percentage points more likely  
to be in poverty than their counterparts with-
out children in the household, even after 
controlling for a detailed set of demographic, 
economic, and policy variables. Again, the re-
lationship is larger at the bottom of the pre-
dicted income distribution.

Our findings highlight heterogeneity in se-
nior outcomes by type of living arrangement 
and have important implications for public 
policy. Policies directed at working-age adults 
may have important spillovers to senior popu-
lations due to coresident living arrangements, 
and policymakers could do more to reduce bar-
riers to safety net program participation among 
the most vulnerable skip-generation families.

Data
Our analysis is based on the 2000 Census 
(5-Percent Public Use Microdata Sample) and 
the 2005–2019 American Community Surveys 
(Public Use Microdata Samples).3 These sur-
veys offer rich demographic information for a 
large, nationally representative sample of indi-
viduals living in the United States and their 
households. The primary sample of interest is 
older adults ages sixty-five and up living in 
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4. There has been a secular decline in age-specific institutionalization rates over our time period (Butcher, Mo-
ran, and Watson 2022), but the decline is largest among the oldest seniors, who are the least likely to live with 
children.

households, that is, excluding those living in 
institutions or other group quarters.4

We identify whether these seniors live with 
any child under age eighteen; for each child, we 
identify how they are related to the older per-
son using variables that describe the individu-
al’s relationship to the household head and 
other reported family relationship variables. 
We focus on social rather than legal relation-
ships such that both married and unmarried 
partners are treated as having the same rela-
tionship status to other members of the house-
hold as their partner.

The senior living arrangements are defined 
into mutually exclusive groups as follows:

Multigenerational. The focal senior lives with 
their adoptive, step, or biological grandchild 
under eighteen or the grandchild of their 
partner, and with their own adult child or 
that of their partner. This living arrange-
ment most often arises when the adult child 
of the senior is the parent of the grandchild, 
but we also define as multigenerational liv-
ing arrangements those in which the middle 
generation adult is not the parent of the 
child. For example, if a child is living with 
her aunt and grandmother but not her own 
parent, we would consider the grandmother 
to be living in a multigenerational house-
hold.

Skip-generational. The focal senior lives with 
their adoptive, step, or biological grandchild 
under eighteen or the grandchild of their 
partner, but not with their adult child or that 
of their partner. This definition most often 
includes children living with grandparents 
without their parents, but also includes the 
case in which the parent of the child is un-
der age eighteen.

Own or other child. Children under eighteen 
live in the household but are not the grand-
children of the focal senior or their partner. 
Under this categorization, the senior or their 

partner is usually but not always the parent 
of the child.

No child. No child under eighteen lives in the 
household.

To analyze the relationships between eco-
nomic and policy variables and the propensity 
to live with children, we merge data from a va-
riety of other sources to the census or ACS da-
taset based on year and place of residence us-
ing either state or Public Use Microdata Area 
(PUMA), where PUMAs are nonoverlapping sta-
tistical geographic areas defined by the census 
so as to contain no fewer than one hundred 
thousand people each. In particular, we obtain 
measures of economic opportunity for work-
ers, measures of the generosity of the safety 
net, measures of housing affordability, mea-
sures of drug-related mortality, and measures 
of incarceration. We inflate all dollar-
denominated variables to 2019 dollars using 
the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Con-
sumers (CPI-U) from the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics (BLS).

Measures of Economic 
Opportunity for Workers
Measures of economic opportunity variables 
are measured annually at the state level and 
include the state’s ratio of employment to pop-
ulation and the minimum wage in effect in the 
state, which is the state’s statutory minimum 
wage or the federal minimum wage, whichever 
is higher. We obtained both measures from the 
University of Kentucky Center for Poverty Re-
search National Welfare Data, which collates 
state-level data from a variety of documented 
sources (UKCPR 2023).

Measures of Safety Net Generosity
Measures of safety net variables are also mea-
sured annually at the state level. We obtained 
data on state Unemployment Insurance gen-
erosity, measured as the maximum benefit 
amount multiplied by the maximum duration 
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5. Because the Federal Bureau of Prisons is responsible for sentenced prisoners in Washington, D.C., the male 
and female incarceration rate variables are available only for the fifty states. Consequently, regression models 
are estimated for the fifty states excluding Washington, D.C.

6. In the first half of the 2000s, the American Community Survey was experimental and had a less standardized 
format and a smaller sample size. We do not use the 2001 to 2004 waves due to the lack of detailed geographic 
information noted, and we believe the jump between 2005 and 2006 to be an artifact of these data issues.

of benefits, collated from the Department of 
Labor’s records of state unemployment insur-
ance laws by Maxim Massenkoff (2024). We 
also use an index of safety net generosity we 
describe elsewhere (see Schmidt, Shore-
Sheppard, and Watson 2023). It is the sum of 
refundable tax credits, Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families (TANF), and Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits 
for which the average single-parent family in 
a nationally representative sample would be 
eligible, assuming they took full advantage of 
the programs for the state and prior calendar 
year.

Measures of Housing Affordability
We use the census and American Community 
Survey data to calculate annual median rent at 
the PUMA level. Because metropolitan area res-
idence status is not reported at the household 
level in the census or ACS, we match a measure 
of whether the PUMA is nonmetropolitan as de-
termined by IPUMS USA, the METRO variable 
(Ruggles et al. 2023) to our data by PUMA and 
year.

Measures of Drug Mortality and Incarceration
We use a measure of the prior year crude drug-
related mortality death rate from the CDC 
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention) 
Wonder database (2021). We obtain the number 
of male and female prisoners by state and year 
from the Bureau of Justice Statistics National 
Prisoner Statistics collection and denominate 
the numbers with state annual male and fe-
male population estimates from the Census 
Bureau to obtain male and female incarcera-
tion rates (U.S. Bureau of Justice 2022).5

Table 1 reports means of variables in the 
ACS sample used in regression analyses, bro-
ken out by type of living arrangement. Demo-
graphic differences are notable across groups, 
as we explore graphically in the next section. In 
regard to the economic and policy variables, 

seniors in multigenerational living arrange-
ments are more likely living in a metro area and 
in places with high median rents and lower 
drug mortality rates. Skip-generational living 
arrangements are more common in places and 
years with less generous safety net policies, 
with lower median rents, and with higher rates 
of incarceration.

Char acteristics and Trends in 
Seniors Living with Children
We begin with a graphical analysis describing 
the prevalence of living with children overall 
and in the three subcategories of child-
coresident household structures over time and 
by demographic characteristics. Figure 1 shows 
trends in seniors age sixty-five through ninety 
living with children between 2000 and 2019. 
The overall propensity to live with children has 
risen recently, primarily driven by older adults 
being more likely to live with their own child. 
Rates of multigenerational living increased 
slightly around the time of the Great Recession 
and have returned to around 4 percent since.6 
This pattern is in contrast to the pattern ob-
served when focusing on children, which 
shows increasing shares of children living in 
multigenerational and skip-generational ar-
rangements (Dunifon, Ziol-Guest, and Kopko 
2014; Pilkauskas, Amorim, and Dunifon 2020). 
This difference can be explained by demo-
graphic shifts in the population. Reductions in 
fertility in previous generations and longer life 
expectancy have led to increases in the share of 
seniors in the population. In total, 7.2 percent 
of adults between the ages of sixty-five and 
ninety live with a child in their household in 
2019.

Figure 2 illustrates the substantial differ-
ences in living arrangements by race and eth-
nicity, with non-Hispanic White seniors having 
the lowest prevalence of living with children 
among all major race-ethnicity groups. In 2019, 
4.5 percent of non-Hispanic White seniors live 
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with children, compared with 11.7 percent of 
non-Hispanic Black seniors, 17.7 percent of 
Hispanic seniors, and 20.6 percent of non-
Hispanic Asian seniors. Figure 2 also makes 
clear that multigenerational living arrange-
ments are particularly common among Asian 
and Hispanic seniors, and that skip-
generational situations are most common 
among non-Hispanic Black seniors. The pro-
pensity to live with children is declining be-

tween 2000 and 2019 for most major race-
ethnicity groups, but increases slightly among 
non-Hispanic White seniors over this period, 
from 3.5 to 4.5 percent of seniors.

We next pool the years of analysis (2000 and 
2005 through 2019) to characterize some key 
demographic patterns. Figure 3 shows that 
foreign-born seniors are much more likely to 
live with children, particularly in multigenera-
tional arrangements, than native-born seniors 

Table 1. Variable Means

Multigenerational
(N = 321,734)

Skip-
Generational
(N = 77,853)

Own or Other 
Child

(N = 129,248)

No Child in 
Household

(N = 8,532,239)

Demographic variables
Non-Hispanic white 0.450 0.576 0.471 0.812
Non-Hispanic black 0.133 0.249 0.173 0.079
Non-Hispanic Asian 0.169 0.024 0.106 0.032
Hispanic 0.227 0.121 0.226 0.064
Other race-ethnicity 0.022 0.030 0.024 0.012
Foreign-born 0.412 0.108 0.326 0.112
Never-married male 0.004 0.005 0.035 0.021
Ever-married male 0.372 0.413 0.449 0.424
Never-married female 0.023 0.023 0.051 0.026
Ever-married female 0.601 0.559 0.465 0.529
Less than twelve years education 0.325 0.278 0.328 0.162
Twelve years education 0.381 0.423 0.363 0.417
Some college 0.138 0.173 0.135 0.176
Bachelor’s or more 0.156 0.125 0.173 0.245
Age 72.296 71.307 72.792 73.920
In poverty 0.090 0.230 0.148 0.089

Local contextual variables
State employment-population ratio 0.465 0.462 0.464 0.468
Maximum of federal and state 

minimum wage
8.623 8.294 8.605 8.435

Maximum UI/1000 12.489 11.780 12.189 12.332
Cash and food safety net index 5.391 5.159 5.393 5.264
Not in metro area 0.073 0.165 0.092 0.143
Median rent/100 11.376 8.938 10.793 9.956
Crude drug mortality rate 14.779 15.437 15.122 15.448
Male incarceration percentage 0.810 0.869 0.819 0.810
Female incarceration percentage 0.059 0.068 0.061 0.061

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Means are for regression analysis sample, which includes individuals aged sixty-five to ninety re-
siding in households and not in group quarters observed in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American 
Community Surveys, excluding Washington, D.C., and excluding North Dakota for certain years due to 
missing data.
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Figure 1. Living Arrangements Among Seniors Over Time

Source: Authors’ calculations based on US. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters. Defi-
nitions of living arrangements described in the text.
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Figure 2. Living Arrangements by Race-Ethnicity

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters ob-
served in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys. Other race-ethnicity defined to 
include those reporting more than one race. Definitions of living arrangements described in the text. 
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(19.2 versus 5.2 percent for the full sample). 
This propensity of foreign-born seniors to live 
with children is also evident within each major 
race-ethnicity group (results not shown).

Figure 4 illustrates differences by sex and 
marital status, breaking out living arrange-
ments for men and women separately by never 
married and ever married. Never-married men 

are less likely to be living with children (4.1 per-
cent) than either ever-married men (6.6 per-
cent) or women (8.2 and 7.4 percent for never-
married and ever-married women, respectively). 
Among never-married men, the bulk of those 
living with children are living with their own 
children, and multigenerational living is un-
common. Among the other three groups, mul-

Figure 3. Living Arrangements by Foreign-Born Status

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters ob-
served in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys. Other race-ethnicity defined to 
include those reporting more than one race. Definitions of living arrangements described in the text.
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Figure 4. Living Arrangements by Gender and Marital Status

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters ob-
served in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys. Other race-ethnicity defined to 
include those reporting more than one race. Definitions of living arrangements described in the text. 
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tigenerational living arrangements play a much 
larger role.

Figure 5 presents living arrangements by ed-
ucational attainment of the senior, breaking 
out those with less than a high school degree 
from high school graduates, those with some 
college, and those with college degrees. We see 
an educational gradient in the prevalence of liv-
ing with children, with the highest rates of 
child coresidence among those with less than 
a high school degree (13.0 percent), half that 
rate for high school graduates (6.5 percent), 
and the lowest rates among college graduates 
(4.6 percent). Multigenerational households 
are the most common arrangement across all 
educational categories, with both own or other 
children and skip-generational arrangements 
playing a larger role among the least well edu-
cated.

This graphical analysis shows that race-
ethnicity, nativity, gender, marital status, and 
education are important predictors of the pro-
pensity to live with children among seniors. 
However, these demographic factors are cor-
related with one another, so it is important to 
examine the partial effect of each factor con-
trolling for the others using a regression frame-
work.

We show the results of this exercise in table 
2. The analysis sample is slightly modified to 
include only observations for which we have 

the full suite of control variables used, so we 
drop the District of Columbia, for which we 
lacked incarceration data for almost all years, 
and three years of data for North Dakota. The 
regressions control for year fixed effects, state 
fixed effects, and age fixed effects, and standard 
errors are clustered at the state level. Column 1 
presents results for any living with children, 
and the patterns are consistent with the raw 
associations in the data: seniors who identify 
as Hispanic or non-White, foreign-born se-
niors, and those with less education are more 
likely to live with children even conditional on 
other demographic characteristics. Ever-
married men and women (regardless of marital 
status) are significantly more likely to live with 
children than never-married men.

Columns 2 through 4 break results out by 
the specific category of living with children, 
presenting results for multigenerational in col-
umn 2, skip-generational in column 3, and own 
or other children in column 4. In general, the 
patterns are similar to those in column 1. Non-
Hispanic White seniors have the lowest likeli-
hood of any of the three types of living arrange-
ments, as do the most educated seniors. One 
interesting difference is that although foreign-
born seniors are significantly more likely to live 
in either multigenerational households or with 
their own or other children than the native 
born, they are significantly less likely to live in 

Figure 5. Living Arrangements by Education

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters ob-
served in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys. Other race-ethnicity defined to 
include those reporting more than one race. Definitions of living arrangements described in the text.
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skip-generation households. In addition, ever-
married seniors (both male and female) are sig-
nificantly less likely to live with their own or 
other children than never-married seniors, 
holding other characteristics constant.

Predicting Economic 
Resources at Older Ages
Our analysis thus far has shown that seniors 
living with children are more likely to be from 
minoritized race-ethnicity groups, to be foreign 
born, and to have less education. These factors 
suggest that, separate from any direct impact 
of their living arrangements, seniors with chil-
dren in the household may have fewer eco-

nomic resources at their disposal. To formally 
investigate this possibility and summarize pre-
dicted economic resources, we use a regression 
model to characterize income in the period be-
fore typical retirement age, which—because it 
correlates with both Social Security benefit 
amounts and wealth—serves as a proxy for eco-
nomic resources at older ages, without being 
directly affected by living arrangements in old 
age or by the Social Security claiming and re-
tirement decision.

In particular, we consider the total personal 
income (adjusted to 2019 dollars) of those ages 
fifty through sixty-one. We assign married in-
dividuals half of the combined total personal 

Table 2. Demographic Correlates of Living with Children

(1)
Any Child in 
Household

(2)
Multigenerational

(3)
Skip-

Generational

(4)
Own or Other 

Child

Non-Hispanic Black 0.0750*** 0.0350*** 0.0177*** 0.0224***
(0.00370) (0.00208) (0.000584) (0.00147)

Non-Hispanic Asian 0.130*** 0.108*** 0.00143** 0.0206***
(0.00862) (0.00786) (0.000427) (0.00121)

Hispanic 0.104*** 0.0670*** 0.00703*** 0.0300***
(0.00902) (0.00621) (0.000663) (0.00290)

Non-Hispanic Other 0.0683*** 0.0385*** 0.0121*** 0.0177***
(0.00746) (0.00526) (0.00158) (0.00154)

Foreign-born 0.0676*** 0.0567*** –0.00411*** 0.0150***
(0.00617) (0.00512) (0.000231) (0.00115)

Ever-married man 0.0349*** 0.0345*** 0.00867*** –0.00818***
(0.00202) (0.00303) (0.000612) (0.00141)

Never-married woman 0.0292*** 0.0218*** 0.00543*** 0.00198*
(0.00193) (0.00144) (0.000393) (0.000919)

Ever-married woman 0.0400*** 0.0434*** 0.00903*** –0.0125***
(0.00193) (0.00328) (0.000561) (0.00163)

Less than twelve years  
education

0.0318*** 0.0185*** 0.00400*** 0.00925***
(0.00441) (0.00351) (0.000261) (0.00106)

Some college –0.0123*** –0.00792*** –0.00106*** –0.00336***
(0.00177) (0.00120) (0.000150) (0.000568)

Bachelor’s or more –0.0239*** –0.0153*** –0.00406*** –0.00461***
(0.00172) (0.00129) (0.000266) (0.000496)

Observations 9,061,074 9,061,074 9,061,074 9,061,074

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Standard errors in parentheses clustered at the state level. Analyses control for year, state of resi-
dence, and age. Sample is individuals aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group 
quarters observed in 2000 Census and 2005-2019 American Community Surveys, excluding Washing-
ton, D.C. and excluding North Dakota for certain years due to missing data. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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income for the couple, and assign unmarried 
individuals their total personal income. We 
then use a rich set of variables to predict in-
come by demographic cell, where cells are de-
fined by the interactions of race-ethnicity, 
foreign-born status, gender, an indicator for 
whether the person has ever been married, and 
a set of detailed education dummies. State 
fixed effects are also included.

Next, we apply the coefficients from the pre-
diction model to the primary sample of inter-
est, those ages sixty-five through ninety, to gen-
erate a ventile rank. This rank is a summary 
measure of predicted economic resources 
based on demographics and state of residence. 
Figure 6 shows how this rank correlates with 
the share of seniors in living arrangements. 
More economically vulnerable groups—
roughly the bottom third of the predicted in-
come distribution—are much more likely to be 
in living arrangements with children, with the 
propensity to live with children falling sharply 
through the first through seventh ventiles and 

declining much more gradually with greater 
predicted income in the upper two-thirds of the 
distribution.

How Does the Economic and Policy 
Context Relate to Living with Children?
We now turn to our analysis of the relationship 
between living arrangements and economic 
and policy factors. The models also control for 
year fixed effects, state fixed effects, and age 
fixed effects, as well as fully interacted demo-
graphic controls, including race-ethnicity, 
foreign-born status, gender, ever-married sta-
tus, and educational attainment. We focus on 
how these variables are associated with the 
likelihood of living in multigenerational and 
skip-generational arrangements for the overall 
sample, as well as separately by four predicted 
income quartiles. The analysis sample is as de-
scribed.

Table 3 shows the relationship of these con-
textual variables with multigenerational living 
arrangements. The first column is for all se-

Figure 6. Living Arrangements by Predicted Income Rank

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters ob-
served in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys. Predicted income rank is 
based on an out-of-sample analysis of average incomes for fifty- to sixty-one-year-olds on the basis of 
state and race, ethnicity, gender, marital status, education demographic cell. Definitions of living ar-
rangements described in the text. 
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niors, and the remaining columns split the 
sample into four predicted income quartiles, 
where Q1 is the lowest income quartile, and Q4 
is the highest income quartile. We find no sta-
tistically significant relationship between mul-
tigenerational living arrangements and the 
state employment-to-population ratio. The 
minimum wage does have a statistically signif-
icant association with living arrangements for 
older adults in the middle of the predicted in-
come distribution.

We also find that a less generous safety net 
is predictive of multigenerational living ar-
rangements for seniors in the lower end of the 
predicted economic distribution. Seniors in the 

lower half are significantly less likely to live in 
multigenerational arrangements when Unem-
ployment Insurance is more generous. More 
generous cash and food support through re-
fundable tax credits, TANF, and SNAP is also 
associated with less multigenerational living 
for older adults in the bottom quartile. An ad-
ditional $1,665 in cash and food benefit eligibil-
ity, which roughly corresponds to a 10th to 90th 
percentile jump in state generosity, is associ-
ated with a 1.1 percentage point lower rate of 
multigenerational living in the bottom quar-
tile. These programs are more targeted at the 
working-age population, and might help the 
middle generation live independently. The re-

Table 3. Economic and Policy Predictors of Multigenerational Living Arrangements by Predicted 
Income Quartile

(1)
All

(2)
Q1

(3)
Q2

(4)
Q3

(5)
Q4

State employment-
population ratio

–0.00988 –0.0573 –0.0429 0.0150 –0.0131
(0.0195) (0.0384) (0.0308) (0.0362) (0.0293)

Maximum federal and 
state minimum wage

–0.000680 –0.00157 –0.000680 –0.00102* –0.000368
(0.000404) (0.000929) (0.000656) (0.000499) (0.000363)

Max UI/1000 –0.000224 –0.000612* –0.000391* 0.0000127 –0.000111
(0.000126) (0.000278) (0.000161) (0.0000811) (0.000110)

Cash and food safety 
net index

–0.00201 –0.00656* –0.00333 –0.000576 –0.000768
(0.00114) (0.00288) (0.00245) (0.00132) (0.000891)

Not in metro area –0.00656*** –0.00707** –0.00474*** –0.00584*** –0.00457***
(0.00128) (0.00255) (0.000860) (0.00141) (0.000693)

Median rent/100 0.000987* 0.00219* 0.00158*** 0.00139** 0.000207
(0.000395) (0.000985) (0.000294) (0.000428) (0.000106)

Crude drug mortality 
rate

0.0000288 0.000105 –0.0000554 –0.0000478 –0.0000334
(0.0000663) (0.000134) (0.000139) (0.0000479) (0.0000507)

Male incarceration 
percentage

0.00880 0.0253 –0.00140 0.00943 –0.000339
(0.00741) (0.0140) (0.00733) (0.00910) (0.00607)

Female incarceration 
percentage

0.0697 0.132 0.147* –0.0648 0.0397
(0.0472) (0.105) (0.0595) (0.0483) (0.0371)

Observations 9,061,074 2,270,793 2,282,144 2,247,468 2,260,656

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Standard errors in parentheses clustered at the state level. Analyses control for year, state of resi-
dence, age, and demographic cells defined by race, ethnicity, foreign-born status, gender, ever-married 
status and education. Sample is individuals aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in 
group quarters observed in 2000 Census and 2005-2019 American Community Surveys, excluding 
Washington, D.C., and excluding North Dakota for certain years due to missing data. A small number 
of singleton observations are dropped in columns (2), (3), and (4). Q1 through Q4 refer to the quartile of 
the predicted income rank defined in the text.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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sults are consistent with similar findings re-
garding the Earned Income Tax Credit (Pilkaus-
kas and Michelmore 2019).

Living in a metro area is associated with 
more multigenerational living throughout the 
predicted income distribution, and high rents 
are associated for all but the highest quartile. 
This suggests that doubling up through multi-
generational living may be a response to high 
housing costs. For example, moving from the 
10th percentile rent area to the 90th percentile 
rent area, which corresponds to an extra $1,080 
in monthly rent, is associated with a multigen-
erational living increase of 1.1 percentage point 
overall and 2.4 percentage points for bottom 
quartile seniors.

The relationship between drug mortality 
and living arrangements is not statistically sig-
nificant. The association is positive, however, 
of female incarceration with multigenerational 
living for seniors in the bottom half of the pre-
dicted income distribution, although only sta-
tistically significant for the second quartile. 
This could reflect multigenerational living ar-
rangements providing support for families fac-
ing disruption due to incarceration.

Table 4 repeats the analysis for skip-
generational living arrangements. Here we see 
suggestive evidence that a higher minimum 
wage reduces the propensity to live in a skip-
generational arrangement. Unemployment  
insurance has the opposite sign, with more 

Table 4. Economic and Policy Predictors of Skip-Generational Living Arrangements by Predicted 
Income Quartile

(1)
All

(2)
Q1

(3)
Q2

(4)
Q3

(5)
Q4

State employment- 
population ratio 

–0.00635 –0.000637 –0.0223 –0.00115 –0.00529
(0.00763) (0.0192) (0.0134) (0.00974) (0.0115)

Maximum of federal and 
state minimum wage

–0.000270** –0.000335 –0.000415* –0.000155 –0.000144
(0.0000823) (0.000216) (0.000188) (0.000154) (0.000108)

Max UI/1000 0.0000714* 0.0000890 0.0000845 0.000109 0.0000388
(0.0000290) (0.000112) (0.0000581) (0.0000590) (0.0000359)

Cash and food safety net 
index

0.0000345 0.000522 –0.000197 0.000248 –0.000115
(0.000249) (0.000841) (0.000556) (0.000429) (0.000246)

Not in metro area 0.000402 0.000541 –0.000325 0.000300 0.000454
(0.000239) (0.000383) (0.000357) (0.000335) (0.000269)

Median rent/100 –0.000351*** –0.000574*** –0.000472*** –0.000354*** –0.000206***
(0.0000480) (0.0000656) (0.0000642) (0.0000561) (0.0000429)

Crude drug mortality 
rate

0.0000240 0.00000093 0.0000380 –0.00000637 0.0000230
(0.0000169) (0.0000444) (0.0000340) (0.0000315) (0.0000239)

Male incarceration per-
centage

0.0000569 –0.000389 –0.00202 0.00203 0.000629
(0.00167) (0.00409) (0.00411) (0.00275) (0.00231)

Female incarceration 
percentage

0.0367** 0.0758** 0.0419 0.00910 0.00539
(0.0136) (0.0257) (0.0280) (0.0192) (0.0155)

Observations 9,061,074 2,270,793 2,282,144 2,247,468 2,260,656

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Standard errors in parentheses clustered at the state level. Analyses control for year, state of resi-
dence, age, and demographic cells defined by race, ethnicity, foreign-born status, gender, ever-married 
status, and education. Sample is individuals aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in 
group quarters observed in 2000 Census and 2005–2019 American Community Surveys, excluding 
Washington, D.C., and excluding North Dakota for certain years due to missing data. A small number 
of singleton observations are dropped in columns (2), (3), and (4). Q1 through Q4 refer to the quartile of 
the predicted income rank defined in the text.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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generous systems associated with more skip-
generation arrangements. The estimated coef-
ficients on the cash and food safety net variable 
are not statistically significant. Skip-
generational living is more common in places 
with low rents, possibly because they are areas 
in economic decline. We find no evidence of an 
association between drug mortality rates and 
skip-generational living arrangements. Finally, 
state female incarceration rates are positively 
associated with skip-generational living ar-
rangements, particularly for seniors in the bot-
tom economic quintile. Moving from the 10th 
to 90th percentile state is equivalent to an in-
crease in the state female incarceration rate of 
0.074 per hundred women and the associated 
increase in skip-generational arrangements is 
0.56 percentage points for the least advantaged 
seniors.

In sum, a number of contextual factors are 
associated with living arrangements, even after 
accounting for individual characteristics, year 
fixed effects, and state fixed effects. Though not 
a causal analysis, the results suggest a potential 
role for safety net generosity, housing prices, 
and incarceration in determining living ar-
rangements among seniors.

Living with Children and Povert y
Finally, we investigate the association between 
living with children and poverty, both overall 
and separately by predicted income quartile, 
conditioning on the same set of demographics 
and interactions that we used to predict the in-
come rank. Living with grandchildren and 
adult children may be beneficial to seniors by 
providing financial resources, socioemotional 
support, and caregiving. On the other hand, 
pooling resources with children may be in re-
sponse to economic hardship or itself result in 
economic hardship.

We use the ACS-defined poverty status of the 
senior, which is defined on the basis of income 
including government program cash transfers 
but before taxes. An individual’s poverty status 
depends on who is in their census-defined fam-
ily, which may differ from the group of indi-
viduals actually sharing resources in the house-
hold (for more detail, see U.S. Census Bureau 
2023). The poverty status typically fluctuates as 
family members enter or leave a household be-

cause the needs and the resources of the family 
change. Consequently, we treat these estimates 
as informative about the nature of relationship 
between the economic status of seniors and 
their living arrangements rather than as a pre-
cise measure of this relationship.

Using the same approach of predicting the 
ventile rank in economic resources for seniors 
as in figure 6, we examine how the rate of pov-
erty varies by ventile of predicted economic re-
sources and living arrangement. Figure 7 shows 
that the share of seniors in skip-generational 
living arrangements living in poverty is greater 
than that in all other living arrangements 
throughout the predicted income distribution. 
The poverty rate is strikingly high among se-
niors whose demographic characteristics pre-
dict low resources and above 25 percent for se-
niors in skip-generational living arrangements 
who are in the bottom fifth of the predicted in-
come distribution. The relationship between 
predicted resources and poverty among this 
group is perhaps unsurprising, but it is notable 
that the rate of poverty among seniors in skip-
generational living arrangements is above 10 
percent for all except the top quintile of the pre-
dicted distribution. In contrast, poverty rates 
among seniors in multigenerational living ar-
rangements are lower than those among se-
niors living without children in the household.

We next explore the relationship between 
living with a child and poverty in a regression 
context. Results in column 1 of table 5 control 
only for year, state, and the age of senior, and 
show that seniors who live with children are 3.5 
percentage points more likely to be poor. How-
ever, many demographic and policy variables 
are correlated with both living arrangements 
and poverty. Column 2 incorporates the full set 
of demographic and policy controls and shows 
an opposite-signed though insignificant asso-
ciation—that is, seniors living with children are 
no more likely to be poor after controlling for 
these factors.

Given the results in figure 7, which indicate 
heterogeneity in this relationship by type of liv-
ing arrangement, we show detailed results in 
column 3 of table 5. After controlling for the 
same set of demographic and policy factors, 
multigenerational living appears to be protec-
tive against poverty, whereas skip-generational 
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living is associated with higher rates of poverty, 
consistent with the less-controlled results from 
figure 7. Columns 4 through 7 stratify results 
by predicted income quartile. We see that both 
of these patterns—higher poverty among skip-
generational households and lower poverty 
among multigenerational households—are 
seen throughout the predicted income distri-
bution, but are especially pronounced among 
those in the bottom quartile. Seniors in the first 
quartile of the predicted income distribution 
living in skip-generational households have a 
15.8 percentage point higher likelihood of pov-
erty than their counterparts living without chil-
dren, whereas those in multigenerational ar-
rangements have a 6.5 percentage point lower 
likelihood. Interestingly, this pattern differs 
from the pattern for reported food insecurity, 
which is higher for seniors living with children 
than for seniors living without children 
(Butcher et al. 2023). This difference is worth 
exploring in future work.

Conclusion
In this article, we use the 2000 Census and the 
2005 through 2019 American Community Sur-
veys to examine the likelihood of seniors to live 
with children over the first two decades of the 
twenty-first century. We focus on the living ar-
rangements from the perspective of seniors 
rather than the perspective of children, and 
find that in contrast to the patterns viewed 
from the perspective of children (Pilkauskas, 
Amorim, and Dunifon 2020), the share of se-
niors living with children has been relatively 
stable over this time. However, this overall sta-
bility masks important underlying differences 
by demographic characteristics, such that non-
Hispanic White seniors are less likely to live 
with children than seniors in other racial and 
ethnic groups, and those who are foreign born 
and those with less education are more likely. 
The trends differ across groups as well, with 
rates among non-Hispanic White seniors rising 
slightly since 2010, and rates among non-

Figure 7. Poverty Rates by Living Arrangement for Predicted Income Rank Groups

Source: Authors’ calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau 2003, 2006–2020.
Note: Sample is adults aged sixty-five to ninety residing in households and not in group quarters ob-
served in 2000 Census and 2005-2019 American Community Surveys. Predicted income rank is based 
on an out-of-sample analysis of average incomes for fifty- to sixty-one-year-olds on the basis of state 
and race, ethnicity, gender, marital status, education demographic cell. Definitions of living arrange-
ments described in the text. 
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Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic 
Asian seniors declining from considerably 
higher base rates.

Examining the factors contributing to these 
living arrangements among seniors, we con-
duct a multivariate analysis that considers eco-
nomic and policy variables as well as demo-
graphic characteristics and a measure of 
predicted disadvantage based on income pat-
terns among older working-age adults. We 
show that seniors with higher predicted disad-
vantage are more likely to live with children. A 
number of policy and contextual variables are 
associated with living arrangements, with a 
more generous safety net and lower housing 
prices correlated with lower rates of multigen-
erational living, and female incarceration rates 
associated with higher rates of multi- and skip-
generation living. Our findings confirm results 
from qualitative studies and studies of inmates 
that find a relationship between female incar-
ceration and skip-generation living (Johnson 
and Waldfogel 2002; Gleeson et al. 2009). In ad-
dition, our work provides evidence that in ad-
dition to being associated with the well-being 
of households with seniors and children (Min-
kler and Fuller-Thomson 2005; Park 2006; Pitt-
man 2015) safety net generosity is associated 
with the likelihood that such households form.

Finally, we examine the association between 
child-coresident living arrangements and pov-
erty status, controlling for a rich set of demo-
graphic controls as well as the economic and 
policy context variables discussed. Our results 
suggest that multigenerational living arrange-
ments are associated with lower poverty rates 
than those found among seniors living without 
children, whereas skip-generational living ar-
rangements are associated with higher poverty 
rates, even after controlling for demographic 
and other factors that are correlated with the 
likelihood of forming multigenerational versus 
skip-generational living arrangements. Over-
all, the findings are consistent with the possi-
bility that multigenerational arrangements can 
help families address resource needs, whereas 
skip-generational arrangements heighten the 
risk of poverty for seniors or reflect crises that 
do so.

Our findings are descriptive and do not im-
ply causal relationships, but they are relevant 

for policy. The number of seniors in the United 
States is projected to increase by 24.7 million 
between 2020 and 2040 (Vespa, Medina, and 
Armstrong 2020), and the demographic com-
position of those seniors is evolving in ways 
that make coresidence with children more 
likely. Our results also suggest that high hous-
ing costs, an area of policy concern in many 
localities, may increase the likelihood that se-
niors live with children. In addition, our results 
are consistent with the idea that safety net gen-
erosity reduces living with children, and that 
female incarceration rates increase it. As a re-
sult, policies aimed at working-age adults, like 
safety net programs or criminal justice reform, 
may have indirect spillover effects on senior 
well-being.

In addition, skip-generation living arrange-
ments are strongly correlated with poverty and 
thus skip-generational families are particularly 
economically vulnerable. Qualitative evidence 
has documented that many grandparents rais-
ing grandchildren face a number of barriers in 
accessing safety net benefits (Pittman 2015). 
Our results imply that reducing these barriers 
could improve the well-being of both genera-
tions.
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