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In the mid-nineteenth century, almost 70 percent of persons age 65 or older resided with

their adult children; by the end of the twentieth century, fewer than 15 percent did so.

Many scholars have argued that the simplification of the living arrangements of the aged

resulted primarily from an increase in their resources, which enabled increasing

numbers of elders to afford independent living. This article supports a different

interpretation: the evidence suggests that the decline of coresidence between generations

had less to do with the growing affluence of the aged than with the increasing

opportunities of the younger generation. Using data from the Integrated Public Use

Microdata Series (IPUMS), I examine long-run trends in the characteristics of both the

older and the younger generations to gain insight into changing motivations for

coresidence. In particular, I investigate headship patterns, occupational status, income,

and spatial coresidence patterns. I also reassess the potential impact of the Social

Security program. I conclude that the decline of intergenerational coresidence resulted

mainly from increasing opportunities for the young and declining parental control over

their children.

During the past century and a half, the liv-
ing arrangements of the aged in the United
States shifted dramatically. The dimensions of
change are illustrated in Figure 1. In 1850, two-
thirds of whites age 65 or older lived with an

Direct correspondence to Steven Ruggles,
University of Minnesota, Minnesota Population
Center, 50 Willey Hall, 225 19th Avenue South,
Minneapolis, MN 55455 (ruggles@umn.edu). The
author is grateful for the comments and suggestions
of Catherine Fitch, Miriam King, Carolyn Liebler,
Evan Roberts, three anonymous reviewers, the edi-
tors of the ASR, and participants at several colloquia
and the 2005 meeting of the Population Association
of America, where earlier versions were presented.
Mathew Creighton is responsible for the spatial
autoregressive models, and I also received valuable
advice on spatial analysis from Pétra Noble and
David Van Riper. Data collection and preparation
was supported by the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (R01 HD043392
and other grants) and the National Science
Foundation (SBR-9617820 and other grants).

adult child. The percentage of elderly whites
residing with adult children declined steadily
from 1850 to 1980, reaching a nadir of 13 per-
cent in 1990 before rising slightly in 2000.
Among blacks, the trend was less dramatic but
still sizeable; coresidence fell from 50 percent
in 1870 to 22 percent a century later.! The trans-
formation of the living arrangements of the
aged was equally dramatic among unmarried
men, unmarried women, and married couples,
although there was slight variation in the tim-
ing of change (Ruggles 2003).

This article examines explanations for this
remarkable simplification of U.S. family struc-
ture. I assess historical evidence from the cen-
sus to uncover clues about the formation of
intergenerational families and the incentives
for both the older generation and the younger

! The census did not record family composition for
slaves, so information on the black population begins
after emancipation.
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Figure 1.
Whites and Blacks, 1850 to 2000

Percent of Persons Age 65+ Residing with Their Own Children Age 18+; United States

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0 (Ruggles et al. 2004).

generation to reside together. [ argue thatschol-
ars have overemphasized the effects of rising
income of the older generation and underesti-
mated the role of growing economic indepen-
dence of the younger generation. More broadly,
I argue that the decline of intergenerational
coresidence reflects a decline of patriarchal
control brought about by the rise of wage labor
and the decline of agriculture.

THE AFFLUENCE HYPOTHESIS

There is broad scholarly consensus about the
sources of the extraordinary decline in inter-
generational coresidence. In the nineteenth cen-
tury, according to the consensus interpretation,
the aged population wanted to reside separate-
ly from their children, just as they do today.
According to Hareven, for example, people
resorted to intergenerational coresidence only in
cases of necessity, “primarily when elderly par-
ents were too frail to maintain a separate resi-
dence” (1996:1-2; also see Hareven 1994:442).
Most social scientists writing on this topic in
recent decades agree: nineteenth-century elders
preferred independent residence and only moved
in with their children when they were infirm or

impoverished and had no other alternatives.?
This interpretation usually further assumes that
the members of the younger generation moved
out of their parental home upon reaching adult-
hood, and that dependent elders then moved
into a child’s household when they could no
longer fend for themselves—a viewpoint that
Kertzer (1995) terms the “Nuclear
Reincorporation” hypothesis.?

2 For example, see Smith (1986), Costa (1997),
Elman (1998), McGarry and Schoeni (2000),
Kramarow (1995), Wall (1995), Hammel (1995),
Schoeni (1998), Gratton (1986:60), Haber and
Gratton (1994:45-47). The idea that extended fam-
ilies were a refuge for the poor in the nineteenth cen-
tury was also widespread in the work of the first
generation of quantitative social historians (see
Ruggles 1987:26-27).

3 The idea that intergenerational coresidence was
only resorted to in cases of dire necessity can be
traced to Laslett’s (1965, 1972) finding four decades
ago that preindustrial English households were rarely
extended. In fact, however, the percentage of house-
holds containing extended kin does not predict the liv-
ing arrangements of elders. Long generations, short
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The explanation for the dramatic decline in
residence with children under this consensus
interpretation is straightforward: the rising
income of the aged reduced their dependence on
children and allowed them finally to achieve
their preference for independent living.
Goldscheider and Lawton (1998) describe this
theory as the “affluence interpretation.” The
acceleration of the change after 1940, accord-
ing to the affluence interpretation, was a
response to the introduction of Social Security
(Costa 1999; Elman 1998; Engelhardt, Gruber,
and Perry 2005; Gratton 1986; Haber and
Gratton 1994; Kramarow 1995; McGarry and
Schoeni 2000; Michael, Fuchs, and Scott 1980;
Smith 1986).

The consensus theory, however, is under-
mined by historical evidence from the U.S. cen-
sus. In the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, the poor were not the group most
likely to reside in intergenerational families;
on the contrary, they were the group most like-
ly to live alone (Ruggles 1996b, 2003).
Moreover, nineteenth-century elders with chron-
ic illnesses and disabilities were significantly
less likely to reside with children than were
healthier elderly people (Ruggles 2003).* Given
that independent residence in the nineteenth
century was concentrated among the infirm and
the impoverished, all other things being equal,

life expectancy, and high fertility before the demo-
graphic transition meant that there was a small pop-
ulation of elderly people spread thinly among a much
larger younger generation, and the percentage of
households incorporating elderly kin was necessar-
ily small (see Ruggles 1987, 1993, 1994, 1996a,
2003).

4 McGarry and Schoeni (2000) challenged the
finding of Ruggles (1996b) and Ruggles and Goeken
(1992) that intergenerational coresidence was posi-
tively associated with affluence in the nineteenth
century, arguing that occupation is a poor indicator
of socioeconomic status. Other indicators, however—
such as real and personal property, value of dwellings,
and presence of domestic servants—also support
this association (Ruggles 1987, 2003). Using indirect
indicators from 1940 to 1950 McGarry and Schoeni
find no positive association, but as discussed below,
I am not persuaded by their method. Moreover, |
argue that the positive association between affluence
and coresidence disappeared by the mid-twentieth
century, so McGarry and Schoeni’s evidence about
the 1940 to 1950 period is not germane.

one would expect that the improvements in the
health and economic well-being of the aged in
the twentieth century would have increased the
frequency of intergenerational coresidence.

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
HYPOTHESIS

Several studies have shown that intergenera-
tional coresidence in the recent past has been
more likely to result from the needs of children
than from the needs of their elderly parents
(Aquilino 1990; Choi 2003; Crimmins and
Ingegneri 1990; Kotlikoff and Morris 1990;
Ward, Logan, and Spitze 1992; cf. Moehling
1995). This article extends that argument: I
maintain that much of the dramatic historical
change in the living arrangements of the aged
can be traced to the changing circumstances of
the younger generation. I further argue that the
decline of intergenerational coresidence is
linked to the rise of wage labor and mass edu-
cation and the decline of household-based pro-
duction. This interpretation echoes the views of
earlier generations of social scientists and pol-
icy analysts, but it is sharply at odds with the
revisionist interpretation of family history that
has predominated for the past three decades.

TRADITIONAL INTERPRETATIONS OF FAMILY
CHANGE

The affluence interpretation of the shift in liv-
ing arrangements of the aged is of comparatively
recent origin. Social observers first began to
comment on the decline of intergenerational
coresidence in the second half of the nineteenth
century, and from that time until the 1960s their
explanations for the change hinged mainly on
the transformation of the economy. In 1872,
Frédéric Le Play argued that a shift from stem
families to unstable families was taking place
“among the working class populations subject
to the new manufacturing system of Western
Europe” (Silver 1982:260). In stem families,
according to Le Play’s definition, the father
selected one child to remain near the parental
homestead to work on the farm and eventually
inherit it, thus continuing the family line. All
other children left the parental family to form
their own nuclear households. Growing com-
mercialization and industrialization in the nine-
teenth century, however, meant that fewer
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families had property to hand down. As a con-
sequence, Le Play argued, unstable families
became common. In unstable families, all the
children left home at an early age and estab-
lished their own households. Elderly parents
were left to fend for themselves, and upon their
deaths, the family was extinguished (Le Play
1884:3-28).

The idea that the decline of agriculture and
the rise of industrial employment had reduced
the frequency of intergenerational coresidence
became a commonplace of early twentieth-cen-
tury social theory and policy analysis.> The cre-
ators of the Social Security program uniformly
believed that the need for old-age assistance
had greatly increased because of the rise of
wage labor, the decline of farming, and the
resulting changes in the living arrangements of
the aged. Thomas H. Eliot, counsel for the
committee that drafted the Social Security bill,
explained that “in the old days, the old-age
assistance problem was not so great so long as
most people lived on farms, had big families,
and at least some of the children stayed on the
farm.” In the early twentieth century, however,
“more and more of the young, rural population
left the farms . . . by the time peopie govold; the
children had already left and gone ‘to the civy.”
Thus, Eliot concluded, there was “an increase
in the problem of the needy aged” (Eliot 1961).

Eliot’s interpretation is consistent with that of
Le Play, and many other twentieth-century ana-
lysts of aging expressed similar ideas (e.g.,
Burgess 1960; Cowgill 1974; Nimkoff 1962).
The hypothesis they articulated differs distinctly
from the affluence hypothesis. Le Play, Eliot,
and other observers did not believe nineteenth-

> Mid-twentieth-century sociological literature
highlighted the connection between industrialization
and nuclear family structure (e.g., Parsons 1949) and
the theory of a transition from stem families to con-
jugal families was a standard feature of leading soci-
ology textbooks (e.g., Ogburn and Nimkoff
1950:469-73). In the early 1960s, however, the the-
ory came under increasing criticism (e.g., Goode
1963; Greenfield 1961; Litwak 1965; Shanas 1961;
Sussman 1959). Once Laslett (1965) announced that
family structure had remained unchanged in England
for three centuries, Le Play’s formulation fell from
favor. For contrasting interpretations of the history of
these ideas, compare Ruggles (1994) and Smith
(1993).

century intergenerational coresidence came
about when aged persons moved in with chil-
dren for old-age support, and they did not attrib-
ute the changes in the living arrangements of the
aged to rising incomes. They focused on the
changing needs and resources of the younger
generation rather than on those of the older
generation.

TRANSFORMATION OF THE ECONOMY AND
THE FAMILY

A fundamental transformation of employment
and production during the past 150 years pro-
foundly reshaped the needs and resources of
each generation. The United States was not
underdeveloped in the mid-nineteenth century,
at least by the standards of the day. America was
among the top producers of boots and shoes,
cotton textiles, liquor, paper, agricultural imple-
ments, guns, and ships. By 1840, more horse-
power was generated by steam engines in the
United States than in any other county, and
more than half of the world’s railroad mileage
was in the United States. Improvements in trans-
portation—not just railroads, but also canals
and turnpikes—opened vast new tracts of land
in the interior to commercial farming. Farmers
began to sell most of what they produced, and
they used the proceeds to buy all sorts of tools
and consumer products they could not previ-
ously afford, such as magazines, almanacs,
whale-oil lamps, wallpaper, clocks, scissors,
and woven cloth. By midcentury, the innovations
in manufacturing, transportation, and commerce
touched the lives of virtually all Americans
(Carter et al. 2006; Engerman and Gallman
2000; Mulhall 1899; Sellers 1991).

Even though the transformation of the econ-
omy was well underway, America in 1850 was
still fundamentally an agricultural society.
Almost 60 percent of the population still lived
on farms, and wealth was mainly reckoned in
land and slaves. Families grew most of their
own food and made most of their own clothes.
Despite the early growth of the factory system,
even commercial manufacturing still took place
mainly within the household: an artisan and his
family typically lived together adjacent to the
shop where they produced such products as
leather goods, flour, or furniture. The system of
household production also predominated in the
service sector, especially in retail trade (Folbre
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and Wagman 1993; Lamoreaux 2003; Margo
2000; Shammas 2002).

The economic upheaval of the past two cen-
turies is shown vividly in Figure 2, which dis-
plays the estimated percentage of the labor force
engaged in agricultural work from 1800 to 2000.
Employment in agriculture began to fall after
1800, when about 75 percent of the labor force
worked in farming. That percentage dropped
gradually until 1840, when 67 percent remained
in farming. Then the economic transformation
took hold in earnest. The three decades from
1840 to 1870 saw the fastest change; the per-
centage of the labor force in agriculture fell by
about 10 points in each of those decades. During
the next hundred years, agricultural employ-
ment continued to drop steadily, falling some 5
percent per decade. By 1980, only 2 percent of
workers remained in farming.

The intergenerational family system of mid-
nineteenth-century America benefited both the
older and younger generations. Farmers and
artisans who reached advanced ages could get
help with heavy work. The younger generation
eventually inherited the farm or business and
was assured of a life-long occupation (cf.
Berkner 1972; Fauve-Chamoux 1596; Rugzles

80 1

70 1

1994, 2003). Between 1850 and 1950, this sys-
tem was shattered by an economic revolution.
Jobs in large-scale commerce, manufacturing,
and transportation eclipsed agricultural work
and self-employed crafts, and this destroyed the
economic logic of the traditional patriarchal
family. Millions of young people left their par-
ents’ farms, attracted by the high wages, inde-
pendence, and excitement of town life. When
those wage workers then grew old, they were
unlikely to live with their children. In each suc-
ceeding generation, fewer and fewer fathers
were farmers or self-employed craftsmen. Thus,
fewer could offer the incentive of occupational
inheritance to keep their grown children from
leaving home, and fewer had any real need to
keep their adult children at home.

Mass education reinforced the effects of wage
labor. Schooling helped restructure family rela-
tionships by transforming children from an eco-
nomic asset into an economic burden (Caldwell
1982). Children who spent their days in school
reduced their economic contributions to the
household. Even in the nineteenth century,
schooling began to undermine the traditional
family economy. The rise of secondary educa-
tionin the twentieth century put new pressures

1800 1820 1840 1860 1880 1900 1920 1940 1960 1980 2000

Year

Figure 2. Percent of the Labor Force Employed in Agriculture, United States, 1800 to 2000
Sources: Weiss 1992:22; Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0 (Ruggles et al. 2004).
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on the traditional structure of authority within
the family. Increasingly, obtaining a good job
depended more on education than on familial
connections. Those who graduated from high
school had dramatically improved economic
opportunities and expanded horizons. By the
mid-twentieth century, when secondary educa-
tion was expanding rapidly, adult children typ-
ically had more education and greater earning
power than did their parents, and this profoundly
altered the economic relationship between
generations.

More and more, parents supported their chil-
dren during an extended period of childhood
dependency while their offspring attended
school. Like traditional agricultural inheritance,
this represented a transfer of assets from the
older generation to the younger. But unlike the
promise of eventual inheritance of material
assets, the education of children did not confer
power on the older generation; on the contrary,
it empowered the younger generation. Children
with education were less likely to work on the
family farm or business, more likely to move to
the cities to seek their fortunes, and much less
likely to reside with elderly parents.

ALTERNATE EXPLANATIONS

In addition to the affluence hypothesis and the
economic development hypothesis, social the-
orists have offered a variety of other explana-
tions for the changing living arrangements of the
aged. A full analysis of these alternatives is
beyond the scope of this article, but in this sec-
tion I briefly discuss some of the most influen-
tial of these ideas.

SociAL AND GEOGRAPHIC MOBILITY

Mid-twentieth-century social theorists stressed
the impact of high geographic and social mobil-
ity on family structure. In particular, structur-
al-functionalists argued that the new industrial
system demanded a flexible and mobile fami-
ly, one that could respond quickly to the chang-
ing demands of the modern economy. According
to this interpretation, the isolated nuclear fam-
ily was ideally suited to the fluid and mobile
labor market of mid-twentieth-century America
(Parsons 1949; Parsons and Bales 1955).
New historical research undermines the
hypothesis that rising social and geographic
mobility contributed to the decline of intergen-

erational coresidence. Contrary to the assump-
tions of mid-twentieth-century sociologists, the
new evidence indicates that both occupational
mobility and internal migration declined dra-
matically from the mid-nineteenth century to the
mid-twentieth century (Ferrie 2005; Hall and
Ruggles 2004). Thus, when intergenerational
coresidence was highest, so was economic and
geographic mobility. We must therefore reject
the hypothesis that mid-twentieth-century
nuclear family structure was a response to
increased economic and geographic mobility.

URBANIZATION

Wirth (1938:21) asserted that “the city is not
conducive to the traditional type of family life”
and the transfer of activities to specialized insti-
tutions “has deprived the family of its most
characteristic historical functions.” Wirth and
other theorists argued that urban institutions
undermined the family by taking over tradi-
tional family functions, such as economic pro-
duction, education, and social support. The view
that smali conjugal families are especially suit-
ed to cities was pervasive in mid-twentieth-cen-
tury sociological theory (e.g., Burgess 1960;
Cowgill 1974; Goode 1963).

The historical evidence contradicts the urban-
ization hypothesis. Multivariate analyses con-
sistently show that urban elders in the early
twentieth century were significantly more like-
ly to live with children and less likely to live
alone than were their rural counterparts (Costa
1997; Elman 1998; Kramarow 1995; Ruggles
1987, 1996b).° This difference persists when a
wide variety of compositional characteristics
are controlled, including immigrant status,
demographic characteristics, and local eco-
nomic conditions. Thus, the urbanization
hypothesis apparently cannot help explain the
decline of intergenerational coresidence in the
twentieth century.

% Most of these models control for agricultural
employment or farm residence; farming is highly
correlated with intergenerational coresidence, and
there are few farms in urban areas.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE

The measure of intergenerational coresidence
used here—percentage of elders residing with
adult children—is comparatively insensitive to
variation in demographic conditions. The dra-
matic decline in fertility during the past 150
years means that elderly persons now have fewer
children with whom they can reside, and demog-
raphers argue that this contributes to declining
coresidence (Kobrin 1976; Soldo 1981; Wister
and Burch 1983). Demographic analysis, how-
ever, suggests that fertility decline can account
for little of the long-run change in intergener-
ational coresidence (Kramarow 1995; Ruggles
1994, 1996b).” When other compositional
changes are controlled—age, sex, and marital
status of the elderly population, as well as infant
and child mortality—the net direct effects of
demographic change on the long-run decline in
coresidence of the aged are negligible (Ruggles
1996a, 1996Db).

An indirect influence of demographic change
on coresidence may arise through changes in the
age composition of the population as a whole.
With declining fertility and mortality, the pop-
ulation age 65 or older went from just over 4 per-
cent of Americans in 1850 to approximateliy 17
percent in 2000 (Carter et al. 2006). This means
that the percentage of households with the
potential to include elderly kin rose steadily
from about 12 percent to over 30 percent in the
same period (Ruggles 2003; see also Ruggles
1994; Schoeni 1998; Uhlenberg 1996).

Levy (1965) argued that many societies have
an ideal of coresidence, but that ideal can only
be maintained as long as a small minority of
adults actually lives with aged parents. When
demographic constraints diminish and coresi-
dence becomes more common, Levy contend-
ed that “sources of stress and strain” lead to a
shift in the ideal toward nuclear family structure
(Levy 1965:49). Kobrin (1976:136) agreed,
arguing that “under pressure from demograph-
ic changes, residence norms have changed,
resulting in a great increase in the proportion of

7 The minimal impact of fertility decline is large-
ly because there was little relationship of fertility to
coresidence at the beginning of the twentieth centu-
ry (Smith 1986); see also Elman and Uhlenberg
(1995).

older females who live alone” (cf. Burch 1967;
Ruggles 1987). Thus, as the ratio of elderly to
adult children increased, the norm of coresi-
dence was undermined by the “stress and strain”
of coresidence itself; the demographic transition
indirectly led to a transition in residential pref-
erences. This indirect demographic argument
may be viewed as part of a broader class of
arguments pointing to the influence of shifting
tastes and attitudes on family structure.

ATTITUDINAL CHANGE

Cultural theories of the family often stress
the indelibility of family values (Therborn
2004), but some theorists posit an independ-
ent role for attitudinal change. As noted, Levy
(1965) and Kobrin (1976) argued that
increased demographic opportunities for
coresidence led to a shift in social norms and
a decline in the desire for coresidence. Other
theorists regard increasing individualism and
a growing taste for privacy as a logical out-
come of cultural changes set in motion by the
Reformation and the Enlightenment
(Lesthaeghe 1983; Stone 1977). Still others
offer psychological theories that relate shift-
ingaititudes about the family to such factors
as capitalist ideology (Shorter 1975), eco-
nomic insecurity (Ruggles 1987), or afflu-
ence (Lesthaeghe and Meekers 1986).8
Family norms have shifted dramatically
since the mid-nineteenth century. Nineteenth-
century writings on the family—whether pre-
scriptive literature, letters, diaries, or even
sentimental novels—are filled with admoni-
tions about the duties and obligations of fam-
ily members (Houghton 1957; Norling 2000;

8 The ultimate cultural determinist interpretation
is Thornton (2005), who proposes a trickle-down
theory of family change driven by political philoso-
phers of the seventeenth through nineteenth cen-
turies. Thornton argues that these European
intellectuals formed incorrect theories of family
change by using faulty comparative methodology.
These false theories—including the theory that there
had been a shift from extended to nuclear families—
eventually trickled down to ordinary people and
became a “developmental ideal.” According to
Thornton’s theory, populations around the world then
altered both their attitudes and behavior to conform
to the ideal and began to reside in nuclear families.
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Ruggles 1987). Changing attitudes increased
the freedom of the younger generation to leave
home, reinforcing the decline of intergenera-
tional coresidence. It is difficult, however, to
disentangle the web of material conditions,
residential behavior, and attitudinal change.
The decline of household production probably
contributed to the weakening of bonds of obli-
gation (Mason 1992). Family norms also prob-
ably altered in response to changes in
residential behavior; as more and more elders
lived alone, the authority of the older gener-
ation became more difficult to sustain
(Goldscheider and Lawton 1998). It may be
fruitless to attempt to distinguish an inde-
pendent effect of attitudinal change on fami-
ly composition: material conditions, family
behavior, and attitudes were changing simul-
taneously, and it is likely that the changes
were mutually reinforcing.

DATA AND STRATEGIES

This investigation evaluates evidence bearing
on two major hypotheses for the decline of
intergenerational coresidence: the afflucnoce
hypothesis and the econoric 'development
hypothesis. As noted above, the afflucrice
hypothesis—the consensus view of social sci-
entists in recent decades—posits that rising
economic resources of the aged increasingly
allowed them to maintain independent resi-
dences. The economic development hypothe-
sis—embraced by earlier generations of
theorists and policymakers—contends that
rising wage-labor opportunities and the declin-
ing importance of agricultural inheritance
reduced the incentives for members of the
younger generation to remain in their parents’
homes.

The analysis relies on the Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series (IPUMS), a collection
of high-precision census microdata samples
spanning the period from 1850 through 2000
(Ruggles et al. 2004). IPUMS samples for
1850 through 1950 were created by entering
information from microfilm copies of hand-
written census enumerators’ manuscripts. For
1960 through 2000, IPUMS relies on machine-
readable, public-use microdata created by the
Census Bureau following each enumeration.
All TPUMS samples are coded into a uniform
system, and the data series provides compre-

hensive documentation of comparability
issues. Despite various changes in the defini-
tions of households and families over the past
150 years, used with appropriate care [IPUMS
data can provide highly compatible estimates
of changes in intergenerational living arrange-
ments (Ruggles and Brower 2003).

I use five analytic strategies to assess the
affluence and economic development hypothe-
ses. First, I examine trends in headship pat-
terns of intergenerational households to obtain
insight into patterns of household formation,
a key component of theories of family change.
Second, I assess long-run changes in the rela-
tionship of occupation to intergenerational
coresidence for both the younger generation,
defined as men ages 30 to 39, and the older
generation, defined as men age 65 or older.
Third, I turn to data on income available in the
census since 1950 and compare the effect of
income on coresidence for the younger and
older generations. Fourth, I use measures of
income and education for both generations
simultaneously in a pooled fixed-effects spa-
tial model of the relationship of socioeco-
nomic status to coresidence. Finally, I employ
a couiterfactual approach to develop an upper-
bound estimate of the impact of Social
Security benefits on the living arrangements
of the aged.

EVIDENCE ON HEADSHIP

Headship patterns help us evaluate who moved
in with whom. As Choi (2003:395) demon-
strates, who moves in with whom is a strong
indicator of which generation is the benefici-
ary of intergenerational living arrangements.
According to the affluence hypothesis, nine-
teenth-century elders moved in with their chil-
dren when they became too impoverished or
infirm to maintain their own homes. According
to the economic development hypothesis, nine-
teenth-century children remained in their
parental homes after reaching adulthood to
provide labor and eventually inherit the farm
or business.

Information in the census on headship sta-
tus offers insights into intergenerational house-
hold formation. From 1850 to 1870, the Census
Office instructed enumerators to list the head
of each family first, and from 1880 to 1970, the
census explicitly identified the head of each



972 AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW
family or household. Headship was never
defined by the census; under the patriarchal
family system of the nineteenth century, it
was simply assumed that every household had
a head and that there was never ambiguity
about which household member filled that
role. By 1980, the concept of household head
was anachronistic, and it was replaced by the
concept of “householder.”” Any person listed on
the household’s lease or mortgage could be
designated the householder; if no such person
was present, any adult could be selected
(Ruggles and Brower 2003; Shammas 2002;
Smith 1992).

Figure 3 shows the percentage of intergen-
erational families in which the older genera-
tion was listed as family head, household head,
or householder in each census year since 1850.
Intergenerational families are here defined as
families containing a person age 65 or older
residing with his or her own child age 18 or
older. In families that include an elderly father
(top line), headship has always been over-
whelmingly vested in the older generation.

This pattern is inconsistent with the hypoth-
esis that elderly men typically moved in with
their children because they could no longer
support themselves; it is hard to imagine that
an infirm or destitute elderly father taken into
a child’s home as an act of charity would
assume the household headship. It is far more
plausible that the younger generation simply
remained in the parental household after
reaching adulthood, or that they returned to
their parental homes after a period of inde-
pendence.

When we consider all intergenerational fam-
ilies (middle line), the percentage of heads in
the older generation is lower, although it still
represents a majority in all census years.
Among households in which the only surviv-
ing parent was a widowed, separated, or
divorced mother (lower line), her son or son-
in-law was typically listed as the head before
the late twentieth century. That does not mean,
however, that the mothers usually moved in
with their children for support. In the nine-
teenth century, the great majority of such
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Figure 3. Percent of Intergenerational Households in which the Older Generation is Head or
Householder: United States Households with Persons Age 65+ Residing with Own

Children, 1850 to 2000
Source: Ruggles et al. 2004.
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women were already living with their children
before they became widowed.” When the patri-
arch died, the bulk of the property—and the
headship of the household—passed directly to
his son or son-in-law (Ruggles 2003; Shammas,
Salmon, and Dahlin 1987).

The affluence hypothesis contends that inter-
generational coresidence came about when
dependent elderly parents moved in with their
children. In fact, this pattern has always repre-
sented a minority of intergenerational living
arrangements. The evidence on headship sug-
gests that in all periods the majority of elders
who resided with children remained in their
own homes; it was the younger generation who
either moved in with parents or who never left
home. Thus, it was not the older generation that
shifted its behavior between 1850 and 2000 as
much as it was the younger generation.

EVIDENCE ON OCCUPATIONS

The census allows us to investigate the sensi-
tivity of intergenerational coresidence to the
economic resources of each generation. The
only measure of economic status consistently
available over the past 150 years'is occupation.
To assess the relationship of nonfarmi occupa-
tions to intergenerational coresidence, I divide
job titles into three broad groupings based on the
1950 U.S. Census occupational classification.
High-status workers—professionals, technical
workers, managers, officials, and proprietors—
rose from 9.2 percent of the workforce in 1850
to a peak of 33.6 percent in 1980. The mid-sta-
tus workers include the broad categories of cler-
ical, sales, crafts, services, and operatives; they
represented 29.8 percent of the workforce in
1850 and rose to a peak of 60 percent in 1970.
Finally, the low-status occupations consist of
laborers, who reached a peak of 22.7 percent of
the workforce in 1870 and slowly declined there-
after.

Figure 4 presents the relationship between
intergenerational coresidence and the three
occupational categories. I compare two gener-

° In 1850, 69 percent of elderly married women
resided with at least one child, compared with 72 per-
cent of unmarried elderly women; thus, most women
who became widowed were doubtless already resid-
ing with a child.

ations of men; women are excluded because
occupation is a poor indicator of socioeconomic
status for most women in most of the period
under consideration. The younger generation
is defined as men ages 30 to 39, and the older
generation consists of men age 65 or older. I
define the younger generation as 30 to 39
because those ages are beyond the usual ages of
leaving home (Gutmann, Pullum-Pifién, and
Pullum 2002) and yet are young enough that
even in the nineteenth century about half still
had a surviving parent with whom they could
potentially reside (Ruggles 1994).10

The frequency of intergenerational coresi-
dence varied substantially over time and between
generations, complicating the analysis of trends
and differentials in the occupational pattern of
coresidence. Accordingly, the statistics in Figure
4 are expressed in a uniform scale of measure-
ment: the percent deviation in intergenerational
coresidence of each occupational group from the
average of all groups. Thus, for example, the
leftmost set of bars in Panel A of Figure 4 shows
that in 1850, younger-generation, low-status
workers resided with parents 34 percent less
ofternthan average; high-status workers, how-
ever, resided with parents 19 percent more often
than average.

Panel A also shows that from 1850 through
1910, while high-status workers were far more
likely to reside with parents than were low-sta-
tus workers, the strength of that relationship
diminished over time. In 1940, the relationship
between occupational status and residence with
parents reversed. By 1970, low-status workers
were 54 percent more likely than average to
reside with parents, and high-status workers
were 43 percent less likely than average to core-
side. After 1980, the magnitude of the inverse
relationship between occupational status and
intergenerational coresidence diminished some-
what, but it remained highly significant.

What accounts for the reversal in the rela-
tionship between socioeconomic status and
coresidence between the mid-nineteenth and
late-twentieth centuries? According to the afflu-

10The average age difference between parents and
children in 1850 was approximately 35 for men and
30 for women, so the average 35-year-old had a
mother age 65 and a father age 70 (see Ruggles
2003).
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Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0 (Ruggles et al. 2004).

ence hypothesis, the nineteenth-century pattern
makes sense: members of the younger genera-
tion with the greatest resources would be in the
best position to take in their infirm and desti-
tute parents. This theory cannot, however,
account for the concentration of coresidence
among younger-generation men in the lowest-
paid jobs after 1920.

The economic development hypothesis offers
a more plausible explanation that fits both the
nineteenth- and the twentieth-century pattern. In
the nineteenth century, the bulk of the men in
high-status occupations were proprietors of one
sort or another. Many of these people inherited
their businesses from their fathers. To a lesser
extent, that was true in the mid-status jobs as
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well; among the common titles in that catego-
ry were bakers, brickmasons, cabinetmakers,
carpenters, and shoemakers, who typically had
their own workshops. Many craftsmen inherit-
ed their occupations from their fathers, and a son
who lived with his parents was no doubt more
likely to inherit. Sales clerks had an especially
high rate of coresidence in the nineteenth cen-
tury; many of them probably worked in their
fathers’ stores, with the expectation of eventu-
al inheritance. In the twentieth century, the high-
status and mid-status occupational categories
were increasingly dominated by wage and salary
jobs—such as managers and factory workers—
that rarely depended on occupational inheri-
tance. As household-based production
disappeared, so did the incentives to remain at
home. In this environment, the sons with the
most resources were the ones most likely to
establish independent residence.

Occupational analysis is less useful when we
turn to the older generation. Occupational data
is available for 85 percent of nineteenth-centu-
ry men age 65 or older, but for less than half of
those enumerated from 1950 onward. Therefore,
occupational statistics for elders iniceent cen-
sus years could be unrepresentative. Panel B of
Figure 4 shows the percent deviation i resi-
dence with an adult child for each occupation-
al category. In general, the relationships between
occupation and coresidence are similar for the
older and younger generations, but they are
attenuated for the older generation. The greater
sensitivity of intergenerational coresidence to
the status of the younger generation than to that
of the older generation supports the economic
development hypothesis that rising wage-labor
opportunities reduced the incentives for the
younger generation to remain in their parental
homes.

Figure 4 does not include farmers. The shift
from farming to wage labor was already well
underway in 1850, and it was considerably more
advanced among the younger generation (41.7
percent farming) than among their elders (62.3
percent farming). By 2000, farming had ceased
to be a significant occupation, accounting for
less than 2 percent of the workforce in either
generation. As predicted by the economic devel-
opment hypothesis, in every census year
younger-generation men engaged in farming
were the occupational group most likely to
reside with parents. In the nineteenth century,
younger-generation men in farming were, on

average, 91 percent more likely to reside with
parents than were nonfarmers, and in the twen-
tieth century they were 60 percent more likely
to do so. Older-generation farmers were also
generally more likely to reside with children
than were elderly men with other occupational
titles, but the effect was smaller and disap-
peared entirely after 1970.

The reversal in the relationship between occu-
pational status and intergenerational coresi-
dence suggests a likely explanation for the racial
crossover illustrated in Figure 1. In the late
nineteenth century, blacks were less likely than
whites to reside in intergenerational families,
and in the late twentieth century they were more
likely to do so—a reversal previously identified
by Ruggles and Goeken (1992), Kramarow
(1995), and Goldscheider and Bures (2003).
This shift makes sense in light of the occupa-
tional analysis presented here. Newly-freed
blacks in the late nineteenth century had few
resources. Although most blacks were listed in
the census as farmers, they were usually share-
croppers or tenant farmers and had no agricul-
tural inheritance to offer their children.!! Like
others with few resources, they had compara-
tively few intergenerational families. In the late
twentieth century, blacks remained at the bot-
tom of the economic ladder, but by that time
those with fewest resources were the group
most likely to coreside with elderly parents.

EVIDENCE ON INCOME

The growth of the Social Security program and
private pension plans in the twentieth century
meant that more and more elders had secure
cash incomes, even though fewer and fewer had
their own farms or businesses. According to
the affluence hypothesis, this meant the aged
increasingly had the economic means to main-
tain separate residences. For the recent period,
unlike the nineteenth century, this hypothesis has
some plausibility. As noted above, until the mid-
twentieth century those with the highest eco-
nomic status were the most likely to form

1 The population census does not distinguish
sharecroppers and tenant farmers from farm owners,
so [IPUMS data do not provide sufficient information
to estimate the impact of farm ownership on the
nineteenth-century race differential in living
arrangements.
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intergenerational families. From 1850 through
1940, it is therefore unlikely that an increase in
the economic resources of the aged would have
led to an increase in the percentage living alone.
In the second half of the twentieth century, how-
ever, the pattern reversed: elders with the great-
est resources were the ones most likely to live
independently. Since 1950, it makes sense that
the rising income of the aged contributed to the
decline of intergenerational coresidence.

Many investigators have estimated the impact
of rising income on living arrangements of the
aged in the late twentieth century using regres-
sion or decomposition methods. The results
vary, but most analysts suggest that rising
income might account for between 15 and 50
percent of the change (Macunovich et al. 1995;
McGarry and Schoeni 2000; Michael et al.
1980; Pampel 1983; Ruggles and Goeken 1992).
A few analyses have found that increasing the
income of the aged does not raise their proba-
bility of living alone (Borsch-Supan et al. 1992;
Schwartz, Danziger, and Smolensky 1984).
Much of the variation among investigators is
attributable to variation in the particular popu-
lation under study, the measure of faimily struc-
ture employed, or the time period examined.'?

None of these studies control for a critical
intervening variable: the income of the younger
generation. Suppose low-income elders tend to
have low-income children, and low-income chil-
dren often reside with their parents because
they cannot afford to live alone. Under these cir-
cumstances, the observed inverse relationship
between income and coresidence of the aged
could be partly an artifact of the economic cir-
cumstances of the younger generation. We lack
historical data on the incomes of noncoresident
children of the aged that would allow us to test
this directly. We can, however, compare the rela-
tionship of income to coresidence in the older
and younger generations.

Figure 5 is similar to Figure 4, but it is based
on income groups instead of occupational
groups. The bars represent the percent deviation
in intergenerational coresidence of each income

12 Some analysts, for example, confine themselves
to widowed elderly women, measure the percent liv-
ing alone, and cover a comparatively brief time inter-
val; others look at residence with children, include
all elderly persons, or cover a longer time span.

group from the overall average of all income
groups. As in Figure 4, the upper panel dis-
plays the results for the younger generation,
and the lower panel focuses on the older gen-
eration.

For younger-generation men, coresidence
was highly sensitive to income. From 1950
through 1990, younger-generation men with no
income were 74 to 96 percent more likely than
average to reside with parents. With each suc-
cessive increase of income, the likelihood of
coresidence diminished. In the highest income
group—those with over $40,000 of income in
2000 dollars—younger-generation men were
58 to 76 percent less likely than average to core-
side. Panel B of Figure 5 shows the compara-
ble statistics for older-generation men. The
effect of income on coresidence for the older
generation is significant, but it is modest when
compared with the effects for the younger gen-
eration. In all census years, the inverse associ-
ation between income and coresidence was far
stronger for the younger generation than for
the older generation.

Individual income is an unsatisfactory meas-
ure of socioeconomic status for many women,
especiaily 'n'the mid-twentieth century. In the
1950s 'and 1960s, women often dropped out of
the labor force upon marriage and relied on
their husband’s earnings; in 1950, 84 percent of
married women in their thirties had less than
$1,000 of income. Moreover, the issue is not
confined to the younger generation; aged mar-
ried women frequently had little or no individ-
ual income, since pensions and Social Security
benefits were in their husbands’ names. To mit-
igate these problems, I substitute the income of
husbands when available. This analysis is con-
fined to the period from 1960 onward, since that
is the period in which we have income data for
spouses.'3 The results, shown in Figure 6, sug-
gest that coresidence was even more sensitive

13 Income is available for only one individual in
each household in 1950. An alternate approach is to
limit the analysis to single women, but singles also
often depended on others for support; fully 45 per-
cent of unmarried women age 30 to 39 in 1950
reported little or no income of their own (under
$1,000). If we focus solely on unmarried women,
income has the largest effect on the older generation
from 1950 to 1970 and the younger generation from
1980 to 2000.
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Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0 (Ruggles et al. 2004).

to income among women than among men. The generations of women. The difference between
pronounced inverse relationship between generations, however, appears less marked
income and coresidence is apparent for both among women than among men.
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Despite variations in magnitude, the gener- ~ were more sensitive to variation in socioeco-
ational comparisons in Figures 4 through 6 all nomic status than were living arrangements of
indicate that during the second half of the twen- the old. This suggests that the association of low
tieth century, living arrangements of the young ~ income and intergenerational coresidence
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among the aged could be at least in part a
byproduct of the behavior of their children. That
is, low-income elders may reside with their child-
ren more often than those with high income
mainly because low-income elders tend to have
low-income children. Without individual-level
historical data linking the income of the aged to
that of non-coresident offspring, it is challeng-
ing to test this hypothesis directly. We can, how-
ever, examine the issue through spatial analysis.

SPATIAL ANALYSIS

The postwar boom in well-paid wage labor jobs
did not occur evenly across the country. The
combination of great spatial variation and rapid
chronological change in the economy allows
us to assess the association between the decline
of intergenerational coresidence and the rise of
good wage-labor jobs for the younger genera-
tion. Spatial analysis allows us to examine the
historical relationship of economic opportuni-
ty to intergenerational coresidence for both gen-
erations simultaneously, which is impossible
with existing individual-level data.

To evaluate the effects of changing income
and education on the living arrangemients of
the aged between 1950 and 2000, T turn to state-
level spatial models. Table 1 describes the vari-
ables included in the analysis. The dependent
variable is the percentage of persons age 65 or

979

older residing with an adult child. There are
two income measures: the percentage of elder-
ly persons in the state with low incomes, and the
percentage of the younger generation—again
defined as those ages 30 to 39—with low
incomes. Low income is defined as one-half the
national median income for each age group in
2000. To evaluate the impact of education, the
analysis includes the percentage of each gen-
eration with 12 or more years of schooling.
State effects are controlled to account for unob-
served state differences in residential behavior
that persist over time.

Table 2 presents six models. Models 1, 3,
and 5 are Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regres-
sions. Test statistics reveal the presence of spa-
tial autocorrelation. To control for omitted
spatially correlated covariates, I also provide
three Spatial Autoregressive (SAR) models (2,
4, and 6).'* The differences between the OLS

14 The SAR model is highly effective in eliminat-
ing autocorrelation; Moran’s I is .09 for OLS Model
5 (p=.027) and .00 for SAR Model 6 (p = .429). The
SAR models use a weight matrix derived from the
percentage of shared boundaries between states. [ am
indebted:to Mathew Creighton of the University of
Pennsylvania for carrying out the spatial autocorre-
lation analysis. On methods of controlling spatial
autocorrelation, see Bailey and Gatrell (1995) and
Anselin (1988).

Table 1. State-Level Measures of Intergenerational Coresidence, Earnings, and Education, 1950 to
2000
All
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 Years
Mean of States:
Percent age 65+ residing with their children 341 244 174 139 135 145 19.6
Percent age 30 to 39 with low incomes 55.8 448 390 323 297 285 38.7
Percent age 65+ with low incomes 754  61.6 49.1 321 275 237 449
Percent age 30 to 39 completed high school 440 546 667 819 893 898 71.1
Percent age 65+ completed high school 17.1 193 27.0 388 565 692 38.0
Standard Deviation:
Percent age 65+ residing with their children 6.6 5.9 43 3.8 3.6 3.8 8.9
Percent age 30 to 39 with low incomes 7.1 5.1 3.7 3.4 4.5 43 11.0
Percent age 65+ with low incomes 6.0 7.9 8.2 6.5 5.3 33 20.0
Percent age 30 to 39 completed high school 10.9 9.1 8.0 59 39 34 18.9
Percent age 65+ completed high school 5.0 5.0 6.5 9.0 8.9 7.1 20.5
Number of Cases: 46 46 46 46 46 46 276

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0 (Ruggles et al. 2004).
Notes: Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, Nevada, and Wyoming are excluded because of insufficient cases; the District
of Colombia is treated as a state. Low income is defined as half the median income for each age group in the
2000 census (under $12,046 for persons ages 30 to 39, and under $6,998 for persons age 65 or over in 2000

dollars).
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and SAR models are not substantively impor-
tant, lending confidence to the robustness of the
results. Models 1 and 2 show the overall change
in the percentage of elders residing with chil-
dren, without controlling for income or educa-
tion. The models show declines of 19.6 and
19.4 percentage points in residence of elders
with children between 1950 and 2000. Models
3 and 4 add the variables describing the per-
centage of each generation with low incomes.
The coefficients for both income measures are
significant: as expected, low income is posi-
tively associated with coresidence. In both
Model 3 and Model 4, however, the effect is sig-
nificantly stronger for the younger generation
than for the older generation.'> Once the percent
low-income is controlled, there is no significant
difference between the percentage of elders
coresiding with children in 2000 and the per-
centage doing so in 1950 or 1960.

Models 5 and 6 add the educational vari-
ables: the percentage each generation with 12
or more years of schooling. The coefficients
for both income and education in these models
are insignificant for the older generation, but
they are highly significant for the younger gen-
eration. Moreover, the coefficients for the cen-
sus years are all negative or insignificant in
Models 5 and 6, suggesting that the rising
income and education of the younger generation
could be responsible for the decline in coresi-
dence among the aged between 1950 and 2000.
By contrast, the usual explanation for the
change—the rise in income of the aged them-
selves—does not appear to have an independ-
ent relationship to living arrangements. Indeed,
the insignificant coefficients for income and
education of the older generation suggest that
the inverse association between income and
coresidence of the aged, observed in the indi-
vidual-level analysis, could simply be a byprod-
uct of the much stronger relationship observed
for the younger generation. !¢

15 In both models, the difference between the coef-
ficients for the younger and older generations is sig-
nificant at the .01 level.

16 Social scientists have long recognized the poten-
tial for misleading results from geographic analysis
(Robinson 1950). These models indicate that states
with the greatest increases in income and education
for the younger generation also had the greatest shift

THE EFFECTS OF SOCIAL SECURITY

In recent years, several analysts have argued
that Social Security and other old-age assis-
tance programs are key factors behind the
extraordinary historical changes in the living
arrangements of the aged (Costa 1997, 1999;
Engelhardt et al. 2002; McGarry and Schoeni
2000). These studies use aggregate-level meas-
ures of Social Security income. For example,
McGarry and Schoeni (2000) impute an aver-
age Social Security benefit to each widowed
woman in the [IPUMS samples for 1940 through
1990. In 1940, only one in a hundred widows
actually received a Social Security benefit, but
they nevertheless assign an average benefit to
every widowed woman in the population. This
imputed average benefit works out to about
$1.86 per woman in 1940 (in 1990 dollars) and
rises dramatically to $530 per woman in 1990—
an increase of almost 300-fold.!” During the
same 50-year period, residence with adult chil-
dren fell from 58.7 percent to 19.5 percent. It
is no surprise that when McGarry and Schoeni
enter the average imputed benefit as an inde-
pendent variable in a pooled logistic regression
analycis of intergenerational coresidence, they
find that for every $100 of additional Social
Security benefits, coresidence with adult chil-
dren falls about 6 percent. They conclude that
Social Security increases “explain” 47 percent

to independent residence for the elderly. By includ-
ing state fixed-effects and controlling for spatial
autocorrelation, I attempt to control for unobserved
variables, but it remains possible that unmeasured
changes in state characteristics affected the results.
The analysis nevertheless supports the hypothesis
that the decline of coresidence resulted more from
changing characteristics of the younger generation
than from changing characteristics of elders.

17 McGarry and Schoeni adjust the average bene-
fit assigned to each widow depending on age and
race, but the imputed benefits mainly depend on
census year. Engelhart and colleagues (2002) also rely
on chronological change in benefit levels to esti-
mate the effects of Social Security on coresidence.
In particular, they examine the “Social Security
notch”—a short-lived increase in benefit levels. They
find that as benefits declined after the notch, cores-
idence went up. As Messineo and Wojtkiewicz (2004)
argue, however, that increase in coresidence result-
ed from a decline in marriage among youth, and it
probably cannot be attributed to the notch.
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of the change in coresidence (p. 233). This
inference of causality is unwarranted; the model
simply reflects the fact that Social Security ben-
efits were rising as coresidence declined and
does not establish a causal link between the two
changes. '8

Actual Social Security benefits have been
included in the census since 1970, and it is pos-
sible to use them to estimate the maximum
potential impact of the program through a sim-
ple counterfactual strategy. The calculation
requires two assumptions. First, we assume that
the non-Social Security income of the aged has
not been affected by the existence of the pro-
gram (e.g., that Social Security did not dis-
courage private pensions and savings). This
assumption allows us to calculate what the
income distribution of the elderly population
would be if there were no Social Security pro-
gram: for each individual or married couple,
we simply subtract Social Security income
from total income. For example, if we count
Social Security income, only 4 percent of eld-
erly individuals or couples in 2000 had income
under $2,500; without Social Security, 25 per-
cent would have fallen in the under-$2,500
category.

The second assumption is that the observed
inverse relationship between income and cores-
idence is explained by the affluence hypothesis
and is not simply a byproduct of the correlated
income of the younger generation. If the only
reason low-income elderly people tend to live
with their children is because they cannot afford
to live on their own, we can estimate the impact
of income on living arrangements.

18 McGarry and Schoeni also assess state-level
Old Age Assistance/Supplemental Security Income
(OAA/SSI) benefits, but they find comparatively
small effects. This result differs from that of Costa
(1999) who uses 1940 to 1950 average state OAA
benefits to argue that Social Security accounts for
substantial change in living arrangements between
1950 and 1990. Despite Costa’s ingenuity, the study
is hampered by endogenous and unobserved vari-
ables. Some Southern and border states clearly had
benefit increases and declining coresidence during the
1940s, but this is a slender reed to support Costa’s
generalizations about the impact of Social Security
over the subsequent four decades.

Given these assumptions, we can calculate the
percentage of coresidence in the absence of
Social Security as

C = 2 Cipi,

where C; is the observed percentage of elders
residing with adult children at each income i,
and p; is the proportion of elders who would
have been in that income group were it not for
Social Security.

The impact of weighting the data in this fash-
ion is shown in Figure 7. The results suggest that
in the absence of Social Security, the percent-
age of elders residing with adult children poten-
tially could rise as much as 4.0 to 5.9 percentage
points, depending on the census year.!” These
are certainly overestimates, however, because
both our assumptions exaggerate the impact of
Social Security. In reality, we know that at least
some of the observed relationship between
income and coresidence of the aged must result
from the correlated income of their children.
Moreover, private savings and pensions would
be somewhat larger if Social Security did not
exist. Thus, the calculation yields an upper-
bound estimate of the impact of Social Security.
That upper bound, however, is very low: the
Social Security program can account for less
than 13 percent of the decline in intergenera-
tional coresidence since the introduction of the
program in 1936 and under 8 percent of the
total decline in coresidence over the past 150
years. Analyses that report substantially greater
effects of Social Security are not credible. Social
Security is the largest social program ever under-
taken in the United States. A substantial body
of literature suggests that living arrangements
of the aged are highly sensitive to Social
Security benefit levels. Compared with the
extraordinary changes in the family over the
last 150 years, however, the potential effects of
Social Security are small.

If Social Security is not the primary cause of
the revolution in living arrangements, however,
it may be partly a consequence of family

19T used income groups of $2,500 increments
from $1-$2,499 through $97,500-$99,999, in 2000
dollars. I created an additional category for those
with $100,000 or more in income. The income of
married couples is combined. Group-quarters resi-
dents are excluded from the analysis.
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changes. The creators of the Social Security,
program believed that the need for old-age
assistance had greatly increased because of
the rise of wage labor, the decline of farming,
and the resulting change in the living arrange-
ments of the aged. Earlier in this article, |
quoted Thomas H. Eliot, who explained that
old-age assistance was needed because the
younger generation was leaving parental farms
to go work in the city. Another drafter of the
original Social Security legislation, J. Douglas
Brown, wrote of the problems created when
“older people had been left behind as young
people moved to the cities” (Brown 1972:6).
Ewan Clague, who joined the Social Security
Board in 1936, wrote that earlier in the centu-
ry, “old people simply lived on the farm until
they died . . . consequently, the modern old-age
problem hadn’t developed” (Clague 1961). In
1937, the constitutionality of Social Security
was challenged. Writing for the majority that
upheld the program, Supreme Court Justice
Benjamin Cardozo noted, “Congress did not
improvise a judgment when it found that the
award of old age benefits would be conducive
to the general welfare.” The bill was backed by

“‘an extensive mass of facts” uncovered by an
administration committee, congressional hear-
ings, and seven advisory groups. Chief among
these facts was the finding that “the number of
[persons age 65 or older] unable to take care
of themselves is growing at a threatening pace.
More and more our population is becoming
urban and industrial instead of rural and agri-
cultural” (Helvering v Davis, 301 U.S. 619
[1937]).

The Social Security program was thus jus-
tified and defended on the grounds that eco-
nomic changes had left many elders without
coresident family. The history of Social
Security legislation is complex and contested,
and there are many reasons—both officially
acknowledged and unacknowledged—why the
program was adopted (e.g., Dahlin 1993;
Lubove 1968; Quadagno 1984; Tynes 1996).
There can be little doubt, however, that the
designers of the Social Security system saw
it—at least in part—as a response to changes
in the family that had already taken place
because of the decline of farming and the rise
of wage labor.
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DISCUSSION

According to the consensus of recent scholar-
ly opinion, the simplification of the living
arrangements of elderly people during the twen-
tieth century resulted primarily from an increase
in their resources, which enabled increasing
numbers to afford independent living. Analysis
of the historical evidence suggests instead that
the decline of the multigenerational family
occurred in large measure because of increas-
ing opportunities for the young and declining
parental control over children.

The decline of intergenerational coresidence
made sense for both the older and younger gen-
erations. With the transformation of the econ-
omy, the older generation no longer needed the
labor their sons and daughters once provided,
and the aged could no longer offer the younger
generation employment and inheritance of the
family farm or business. The process occurred
in stages. First, many young people left their par-
ents for the excitement, independence, and high
wages of the towns and cities. Then, when these
life-long wage earners grew old, they had no
farm or business for the next generation to
inherit; their own children had little inceniive to
remain at home, and the older cohort had little
reason to want them to stay.

The affluence hypothesis postulates that eld-
ers always preferred to reside independently,
but they moved in with their children when they
became impoverished or infirm. T have shown
elsewhere that neither poverty nor infirmity
was associated with coresidence of the aged in
the nineteenth century (Ruggles 2003). Data
presented here on household headship rein-
forces these findings. For the past 150 years,
only a minority of intergenerational households
were formed when elderly parents moved in
with children; in most cases, the older genera-
tion remained in their own homes.

Before 1930, intergenerational coresidence
was highest in families with either a farm or a
business for the younger generation to inherit,
and in that period, those were the highest-sta-
tus families. By the middle of the twentieth
century, however, most high-status workers were
no longer proprietors, but instead worked for a
salary. As a result, the positive association
between socioeconomic status and intergener-
ational coresidence reversed. By 1950, there
was a powerful inverse relationship between
the economic resources of the younger gener-

ation and the likelihood of residence with par-
ents. An inverse relationship between econom-
ic status and coresidence also emerged among
the older generation, but it was substantially
weaker. In all periods, intergenerational cores-
idence apparently depended more on the occu-
pation or income of the younger generation
than on the economic status of the aged.

Spatial analysis of the relationship of living
arrangements to the economic opportunities of
each generation reinforces this conclusion. The
analysis reveals a powerful geographic associ-
ation between low opportunity for the younger
generation and high intergenerational coresi-
dence; this relationship is strong enough to
account for the entire decline in coresidence
between 1950 and 2000. By contrast, once we
control for the income and education of the
younger generation, there is no spatial rela-
tionship whatsoever between the socioeconomic
status of elders and intergenerational coresi-
dence. Taken together with the individual-level
analyses of income and occupation, these results
provide compelling evidence that the decline of
intergenerational coresidence had less to do
with, the growing affluence of the aged than
with fhie increasing opportunities for the younger
generation.

The rising income of elders did have some
effect on their living arrangements. In all peri-
ods, some elderly persons resided with their
children because they needed assistance with
health conditions or economic support. The
increasing economic independence of the
aged—brought about in part by the Social
Security program—contributed to the increase
of separate residences and helped to accelerate
the pace of decline in coresidence in the years
following World War I1. Rising affluence of the
aged was not, however, the primary reason for
the massive decline in intergenerational cores-
idence since 1850; the increasing resources of
the younger generation played a much more
important role. Moreover, even in the second
half of the twentieth century, the Social Security
program can plausibly account for only a small
fraction of the change in family structure.

Despite a substantial increase in the cash
income of the aged in the last 150 years, patri-
archal authority has greatly diminished.?’ The

20 In the early twentieth century, observers com-
mented on the decline in both economic circum-
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mid-nineteenth-century family was organized
according to patriarchal tradition (Mintz and
Kellog 1988; Rosenfeld 2006; Shammas 2002).
The master of the household had a legal right
to command the obedience of his wife and chil-
dren and to use corporal punishment to correct
insubordination (Siegel 1996:2122-23). In most
states, husbands owned the value of their wives’
labor, as well as most property women brought
into marriage (Shammas et al. 1987; Siegel
1996). The internal dynamics of the American
family shifted radically during the next 150
years. Beating children is now frowned upon and
restricted, wife beating is illegal, and in most
families husband and wife share property and
decision making. Patriarchal authority has
diminished to the point that the very concept of
“Household Head” is obsolete; as noted earli-
er, the Census Bureau abandoned the term in
1980 to avoid offending the public. The decline
in paternal authority over adult children makes
sense in light of the shift of economic power
within the family. When young men could
obtain well-paid employment for wages, they no
longer had much incentive to remain at home
under the control of their fathers.; Oncethe
fathers no longer controlled agricultucal inher-
itance, there was even less reason for the'sons
to obey.

The transformation of the power structure of
the family encompassed gender relationships as
well as generational relationships, and the
change in gender relationships also depended on
shifting economic control. In the agricultural
world of the early nineteenth century, most
women spent their lives on farms controlled by
their fathers, husbands, and sons (Shammas et
al. 1987). They had few available alternatives.
Women had always worked, and in all periods
they played a vital economic role in family busi-
nesses and in the larger economy (Abel and
Folbre 1990; Bose 1987). Starting in the late
nineteenth century, opportunities grew for

stances and authority of the aged as a result of the shift
from agricultural to industrial employment (e.g.,
Epstein 1928; Squier 1912), and this view was echoed
in the academic literature (e.g., Cowgill 1974;
Graebner 1980). More recently, revisionist scholars
have challenged this decline; see Haber and Gratton
(1994), Gratton (1996), and Carter and Sutch (1996).
Lee (2000) offers a dissent from the revisionist inter-
pretation.

women to work outside the confines of the fam-
ily economy and outside of the control of hus-
bands and fathers. Wherever wage-labor
opportunities for women appeared, they pro-
vided the means to live independently and to
escape from abusive marriages. From 1880
onward, there was a consistent and close geo-
graphic association between the opening of
female wage-labor opportunities and the rise of
divorce and separation (Ruggles 1997). Even for
women who remained in their families and did
not work for wages, the growth of job oppor-
tunities magnified their bargaining power with
husbands and fathers.

The decline of intergenerational coresidence
and the rise of marital instability probably would
not have occurred without changes to nine-
teenth-century patriarchal family norms. Such
norms did not immediately disappear with the
rise of wage labor. The nineteenth-century fam-
ily was a potent social construct, and the author-
ity of the patriarch diminished gradually. The
timing of changes in intergenerational coresi-
dence suggests that many families stayed togeth-
er after the economic incentives for
mtergenerational coresidence had disappeared.
Comparing Figure 1 and Figure 2 reveals a dis-
tinct lag between the decline of farming and the
decline of intergenerational families. By 1920,
only 22 percent of younger-generation men
remained in farming. The economy was no
longer based on household production. The
aged no longer had a compelling reason to keep
adult children at home, and the younger gener-
ation no longer had much incentive to stay. Still,
almost half of elders in 1920 continued to reside
with their adult children.

Residence with parents was a powerful norm,
and it was not immediately abandoned by every
young person who obtained a decent wage-
labor job. Rather, without the economic incen-
tives to both generations provided by the
traditional family economy, patriarchal author-
ity and norms favoring coresidence gradually
eroded. The evidence indicates that rising eco-
nomic opportunities for the younger genera-
tion can account for most of the long-term
decline of intergenerational coresidence. The
lag between occupational change and family
change, however, suggests that cultural inertia
operated as a brake on changes in family behav-
ior, keeping generations together even after the
material basis for coresidence had vanished.



986 AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

Steven Ruggles is Distinguished McKnight
University Professor of History and Director of the
Minnesota Population Center at the University of
Minnesota. He is Principal Investigator of the
Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)
projects, and has received the William J. Goode
Award from the Family Section of the American
Sociological Association, the Allen Sharlin Award
from the Social Science History Association, and the
Robert J. Lapham Award from the Population
Association of America. His current research inter-
ests include family demography, the history of
American living arrangements since 1850, interna-
tional comparative analysis of family patterns, and
development of historical population data.

REFERENCES

Abel, Marjorie and Nancy Folbre. 1990. “Women’s
Market Participation in the Late 19th Century: A
Methodology for Revising Estimates.” Historical
Methods 23:167-76.

Anselin, Luc. 1988. Spatial Econometrics: Methods
and Models. Boston, MA: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Aquilino, William S. 1990. “The Likelihood of
Parent-Child Coresidence: Effects of Family
Structure and Parental Characteristics.” Journal of

Caldwell, John. 1982. Theory of Fertility Decline.
New York: Academic Press.

Carter, Susan B., Scott Sigmund Gartner, Michael R.
Haines, Alan L. Olmstead, Richard Sutch, and
Gavin Wright, eds. 2006. Historical Statistics of
the United States. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Carter, Susan B. and Richard Sutch. 1996. “Myth of
the Industrial Scrap Heap: A Revisionist View of
Turn-of-the-Century American Retirement.”
Journal of Economic History 56:5-38.

Choi, Namkee G. 2003. “Coresidence Between
Unmarried Aging Parents and their Adult
Children—Who Moved in With Whom and Why?”
Research on Aging 25:384—404.

Clague, Ewan. 1961. “Factors Contributing to the
Passage of the Social Security Act.” Lecture deliv-
ered at a general staff meeting at the Social Security
Administration Headquarters, Baltimore, MD on
July 20, 1961. Retrieved January 18, 2007
(http://www.ssa.gov/history/officials.html).

Costa, Dora L. 1997. “Displacing the Family: Union
Army Pensions and Elderly Living Arrangements.”
Journal of Political Economy 6:1269-92.

1999. “A House of Her Own: Old Age

Assistance and the Living Arrangements of Older

Nonmarried Women.” Journal of Public

Economics 72:39-59.

Marriage and the Family 52:405-19.

Bailey, Trevor C. and Anthony C. Gatiell. 1995.
Interactive Spatial Data Analysis. New York:
Prentice Hall.

Berkner, Lutz. 1972. “The Stem Family and the
Developmental Cycle of the Peasant Household:
An Eighteenth Century Austrian Example.”
American Historical Review 77:398-418.

Borsch-Supan, Axel, Vassilis Hajivassiliou, Laurence
J. Kotlikoff, and John N. Morris. 1992. “Health,
Children, and Elderly Living Arrangements: A
Multiperiod Multinomial Probit Model with
Unobserved Heterogeneity and Autocorrelated
Errors.” Pp. 79-104 in Topics in the Economics of
Aging, edited by D. A. Wise. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.

Bose, Christine. 1987. “Devaluing Women’s Work:
The Undercount of Women’s Employment in
1900.” Pp. 95-115 in Hidden Aspects of Women's
Work, edited by C. Bose, R. Feldberg, and N.
Sokoloff. New York: Praeger.

Brown, J. Douglas. 1972. An American Philosophy
of Social Security: Evolution and Issues. Princeton,
NIJ: Princeton University Press.

Burch, Thomas K. 1967. “The Size and Structure of
Families: A Comparative Analysis of Census Data.”
American Sociological Review 32:347—63.

Burgess, Ernest W. 1960. “Family Structure and
Relationships.” Pp. 271-98 in Aging in Western
Societies, edited by E. W. Burgess. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.

Cowgill; Donald O. 1974. “The Aging of Populations
and Societics.” Annals of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science 415:1-18.

Crimmins, Eileen M. and Dominique G. Ingegneri.
1990. “Interaction and Living Arrangements of
Older Parents and their Children.” Research on
Aging 12:3-35.

Dahlin, Michel R. 1993. “Symbols of the Old Age
Pension Movement: The Poorhouse, the Family,
and the “Childlike’ Elderly.” Pp. 123-29 in Societal
Impact on Aging: Historical Perspectives, edited
by K. W. Shaie and W. A. Achenbaum. New York:
Springer Publishing Company.

Eliot, Thomas A. 1961. “The Legal Background of
the Social Security Act.” Speech delivered at a
general staff meeting at Social Security
Administration Headquarters, Baltimore, MD,
February 3, 1961. Retrieved January 18, 2007
(http://www.ssa.gov/history/officials.html).

Elman, Cheryl. 1998. “Intergenerational Household
Structure and Economic Change at the Turn of
the Twentieth Century.” Journal of Family History
23:417-40.

Elman, Cheryl and Peter Uhlenberg. 1995. “Co-res-
idence in the Early Twentieth Century: Elderly
Women in the United States and Their Children.”
Population Studies 49:501-17.

Engelhardt, Gary V., Jonathan Gruber, and Cynthia
D. Perry. 2005. “Social Security and Elderly Living
Arrangements: Evidence from the Social Security
Notch.” Journal of Human Resources 40:354-72.




DECLINE OF INTERGENERATIONAL CORESIDENCE 987

Engerman, Stanley and Robert Gallman, eds. 2000.
Cambridge Economic History of the United States.
Vol. 2. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Epstein, Abraham. 1928. The Challenge of the Aged.
New York: The Vanguard Press.

Fauve-Chamoux, Antoinette. 1996. “Aging in a
Never-Empty Nest: The Elasticity of the Stem
Family.” Pp. 75-99 in Aging and Generational
Relations Over the Life Course: A Historical and
Cross-Cultural Perspective, edited by T. K.
Hareven. Berlin, Germany: de Gruyter.

Ferrie, Joseph P. 2005. “The End of American
Exceptionalism? Mobility in the U.S. Since 1850.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 19:199-215.

Folbre, Nancy and Barnet Wagman. 1993. “Counting
Housework: New Estimates of Real Product in
the United States, 1800-1860.” The Journal of
Economic History 53(2):275-88.

Goldscheider, Frances K. and Regina M. Bures. 2003.
“The Racial Crossover in Family Complexity in the
United States.” Demography 40:569-87.

Goldscheider, Frances K. and Leora Lawton. 1998.
“Family Experiences and the Erosion of Support
for Intergenerational Coresidence.” Journal of
Marriage and the Family 60:623-32.

Goode, William J. 1963. World Revolution and Family
Patterns. Glencoe, IL: Free Press.

Graebner, William. 1980. 4 History of Retirement:
The Meaning and Function of an' American
Institution. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Gratton, Brian. 1986. Urban Elders: Family, Work,
and Welfare Among Boston's Aged, 1890-1950.
Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.

1996. “The Poverty of Impoverishment
Theory: The Economic Well-Being of the Elderly,
1890-1950.” Journal of Economic History
56:39-61.

Greenfield, Sydney S. 1961. “Industrialization and
the Family in Sociological Theory.” American
Journal of Sociology 47:312-22.

Gutmann, Myron P, Sara M. Pullum-Pifién, and
Thomas W. Pullum. 2002. “Three Eras of Young
Adult Home Leaving in Twentieth-Century
America.” Journal of Social History 35:533-76.

Haber, Carole and Brian Gratton. 1994. Old Age and
the Search for Security: An American Social
History. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press.

Hall, Patricia Kelly and Steven Ruggles. 2004.
“‘Restless in the Midst of their Prosperity’: New
Evidence of the Internal Migration Patterns of
Americans, 1850-1990.” Journal of American
History 91:829-46.

Hammel, E. A. 1995. “The Elderly in the Bosom of
the Family: La Famille Souche and Hardship
Reincorporation.” Pp. 108-227 in Aging in the
Past: Demography, Society and Old Age, edited by
D. I. Kertzer and P. Laslett. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press.

Hareven, Tamara K. 1994. “Aging and Generational
Relations: A Historical and Life Course
Perspective.” Annual Review of Sociology 20:442.

1996. “Introduction: Aging and
Generational Relations Over the Life Course.” Pp.
1-12 in Aging and Generational Relations Over
the Life Course: A Historical and Cross-Cultural
Perspective, edited by T. K. Hareven. Berlin,
Germany: de Gruyter.

Helvering v Davis, 301 U.S. 619 1937.

Houghton, Walter. 1957. The Victorian Frame of
Mind. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Kertzer, David. 1995. “Toward a Historical
Demography of Aging.” Pp. 363—85 in Aging in the
Past: Demography, Society and Old Age, edited by
D. Kertzer and P. Laslett. Berkeley, CA: University

of California Press.

Kobrin, Frances E. 1976. “The Fall in Household
Size and the Rise of the Primary Individual in the
United States.” Demography 13:127-38.

Kotlikoff, Laurence J. and John N. Morris. 1990.
“Why Don’t the Elderly Live with Their Children?
A New Look.” Pp. 149-69 in Issues in the
Economics of Aging, edited by D. A. Wise.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Kramarow, Ellen. 1995. “Living Alone Among the
Elderly in the United States: Historical Perspectives
on Household Change.” Demography 32:335-52.

Damoreaux, Naomi R. 2003. “Rethinking the
Transition to Capitalism in the Early American
Northeast.” Journal of American History
90:437-61.

Laslett, Peter. 1965. The World We Have Lost. London,
UK: Methuen.

1972. “Introduction: The History of the
Family.” Pp. 1-89 in Household and Family in
Past Time, edited by P. Laslett and R. Wall.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Lee, Chulhee. 2000. “The Economic Status of the
Elderly in the Era of Industrialization: The
Revisionist View Revisited.” Institute of Economic
Research Working Papers (Seoul National
University) No. 29.

Le Play, Frédéric. 1884. L'organisation de la famille
selon le vrai modéle signalé par I’histoire de toutes
les races et de tous les temps. 3d ed. Tours, France:
A. Mame.

Lesthaeghe, Ron. 1983. “A Century of Demographic
and Cultural Change in Western Europe: An
Exploration of Underlying Dimensions.”
Population and Development Review 9:411-35.

Lesthaeghe, Ron and Dominique Meekers. 1986.
“Value Changes and the Dimensions of Familism
in the European Community.” European Journal
of Population 2:225—68.

Levy, Marion. 1965. “Aspects of the Analysis of
Family Structure.” Pp. 1-63 in Aspects of the
Analysis of Family Structure, edited by A. J. Coale,
L. J. Fallers, M. J. Levy Jr., D. M. Schneider, and




988 AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

S. S. Tomkins. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Litwak, Eugene. 1965. “Extended Kin Relations in
an Industrial Democratic Society.” Pp. 290-323 in
Social Structure and the Family: Generational
Relations, edited by E. Shanas and G. F. Streib.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Lubove, Roy. 1968. The Struggle for Social Security.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Macunovich, Diane J., Richard A. Easterlin, Christine
M. Schaeffer, and Eileen M. Crimmins. 1995.
“Echoes of the Baby Boom and Bust: Recent and
Prospective Changes in Living Alone Among
Elderly Widows in the United States.” Demography
32:17-28.

Margo, Robert. 2000. “The Labor Force in the
Nineteenth Century.” Pp. 207-44 in The
Cambridge Economic History of the United States,
edited by S. Engerman and R. Gallman. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Mason, Karen Oppenheim. 1992. “Family Change
and Support of the Elderly in Asia: What Do We
Know?” Asia-Pacific Population Journal 7:13-32.

McGarry, Kathleen and Robert F. Schoeni. 2000.
“Social Security, Economic Growth, and the Rise
in Independence of Elderly Widows in the 20th
century.” Demography 37:221-36.

Messineo, Melinda J. and Roger A. Wojtkiewicz.
2004. “Coresidence of Adult Children with Parents
from 1960 to 1990: Is the Propensity to Live at
Home Really Increasing?” Journal of Family
History 29:71-83.

Michael, Robert T., Victor R. Fuchs, and Sharon R.
Scott. 1980. “Changes in the Propensity to Live
Alone, 1950-1976.” Demography 17:39-53.

Mintz, Steven and Susan Kellogg. 1988. Domestic
Revolutions: A Social History of American Family
Life. New York: Free Press.

Moehling, Carolyn. 1995. “Work and Family:
Intergenerational Support in American Families,
1880-1920.” Ph.D. dissertation, Department of
Economics, Northwestern University, Evanston,
IL.

Mulhall, Michael G. 1899. The Dictionary of
Statistics. London, UK: Routledge.

Nimkoff, Meyer F. 1962. “Changing Family
Relationships of Older People in the United States
During the Last Fifty Years.” Pp. 405—14 in Social
and Psychological Aspects of Aging, edited by C.
Tibbitts and W. Donahue. New York: Columbia
University Press.

Norling, Lisa A. 2000. Captain Ahab Had a Wife: New
England Women and the Whalefishery, 1720—-1870.
Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina
Press.

Ogburn, William F. and Meyer F. Nimkoff. 1950.
Sociology. Boston, MA: Houghton-Mifflin.

Pampel, Fred C. 1983. “Changes in the Propensity to

Live Alone: Evidence from Consecutive Cross-sec-
tional Surveys.” Demography 23:433-47.

Parsons, Talcott. 1949. “The Social Structure of the
Family.” Pp. 173-201 in The Family: Its Function
and Destiny, edited by R. N. Anshen. New York:
Harper.

Parsons, Talcott and Robert F. Bales. 1955. Family,
Socialization and Interaction Process. Glencoe, IL:
Free Press.

Quadagno, Jill S. 1984. “Welfare Capitalism and the
Social Security Act of 1935.” American
Sociological Review 49:632-47.

Robinson, William S. 1950. “Ecological Correlations
and the Behavior of Individuals.” American
Sociological Review 15:351-57.

Rosenfeld, Michael. 2006. “Young Adulthood as a
Factor in Social Change in the United States.”
Population and Development Review 32:27-51.

Ruggles, Steven. 1987. Prolonged Connections: The
Rise of the Extended Family in Nineteenth Century
England and America. Madison, WI: University of
Wisconsin Press.

1993. “Confessions of a Microsimulator:

Problems in Modeling the Demography of

Kinship.” Historical Methods 26:161-69.

1994. “The Transformation of American

Family Structure.” American Historical Review

99:103-28.

1996a. “The Effects of Demographic

Change on Multigenerational Family Structure:

United States Whites 1880-1980.” Pp. 2140 in

Les systemes demographiques du passé, edited by

A. Bideau, A. Perrenoud, K. A. Lynch and G.

Brunet. Lyons, France: Centre Jacques Cartier.

1996b. “Living Arrangements of the

Elderly in America, 1880-1980.” Pp. 254-71 in

Aging and Generational Relations Over the Life

Course: A Historical and Cross-Cultural

Perspective, edited by T. K. Hareven. Berlin,

Germany: de Gruyter.

1997. “The Rise of Divorce and Separation

in the United States, 1880-1990.” Demography

34:455-66.

. 2003. “Multigenerational Families in
Nineteenth-Century America.” Continuity and
Change 18:139-65.

Ruggles, Steven and Susan Brower. 2003. “The
Measurement of Family and Household
Composition in the United States, 1850-1999.”
Population and Development Review 29:73—101.

Ruggles, Steven and Ronald Goeken. 1992. “Race
and Multigenerational Family Structure,
1900-1980.” Pp. 1542 in The Changing American
Family: Sociological and Demographic
Perspectives, edited by S. J. South and S. E. Tolnay.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Ruggles, Steven, Matthew Sobek, Trent Alexander,
Catherine A. Fitch, Ronald Goeken, Patricia Kelly
Hall, Miriam King, and Chad Ronnander. 2004.




DECLINE OF INTERGENERATIONAL CORESIDENCE 989

Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version
3.0 [machine-readable database]. Minneapolis,
MN: Minnesota Population Center [producer and
distributor].

Schoeni, Robert. 1998. “Reassessing the Decline in
Parent-Child Old-Age Coresidence During the
Twentieth Century.” Demography 35:307—13.

Schwartz, Saul, Sheldon Danziger, and Eugene
Smolensky. 1984. “The Choice of Living
Arrangements by the Elderly.” Pp. 229-50 in
Retirement and Economic Behavior, edited by H.
J. Aaron and G. Burtless. Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution.

Siegel, Reva B. 1996. “‘The Rule of Love’: Wife
Beating as Prerogative and Privacy.” Yale Law
Journal 105:2117-2207.

Sellers, Charles. 1991. The Market Revolution:
Jacksonian America, 1815—-1846. New York:
Oxford.

Shammas, Carole. 2002. A History of Household
Government in America. Charlottesville, VA:
University of Virginia Press.

Shammas, Carole, Marylynn Salmon, and Michel
Dahlin. 1987. Inheritance in America: From
Colonial Times to the Present. New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press.

Shanas, Ethel. 1961. Family Relationships of Older
People. New York: Health Information Foundation.

Shorter, Edward. 1975. The Making of the Modern
Family. New York: Basic Books.

Silver, Catherine B., ed. 1982. Frédéric Le Flay on
Family, Work, and Social Change. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago.

Smith, Daniel Scott. 1986. “Accounting for Change
in the Families of the Elderly in the United States,
1900—Present.” Pp. 87-109 in Old Age in a
Bureaucratic Society: The Elderly, the Experts,
and the State in American History, edited by D. Van
Tassel and P. N. Stearns. Westport, CT: Greenwood.

1992. “The Meanings of Family and

Household: Change and Continuity in the Mirror

of the American Census.” Population and

Development Review 18:421-56.

1993. “The Curious History of Theorizing
About the History of the Western Nuclear Family.”
Social Science History 17:325-53.

Soldo, Beth J. 1981. “The Living Arrangements of

the Elderly in the Near Future.” Pp. 491-512 in
Aging: Social Change, edited by S. B. Kiesler, J.
N. Morgan, and V. K. Oppenheimer. New York:
Academic Press.

Squier, Lee Welling. 1912. Old Age Dependency in
the United States. New York: Macmillan.

Stone, Lawrence. 1977. The Family, Sex and
Marriage in England 1500—1800. New York:
Harper and Row.

Sussman, Marvin B. 1959. “The Isolated Nuclear
Family: Fact or Fiction?” Social Problems
6:333-40.

Therborn, Goéran. 2004. Between Sex and Power:
Family in the World, 1900-2000. London, UK:
Routledge.

Thornton, Arland. 2005. Reading History Sideways:
The Fallacy and Enduring Impact of the
Developmental Paradigm on Family Life. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.

Tynes, Sheryl R. 1996. Turning Points in Social
Security: From ‘Cruel Hoax’ to ‘Sacred
Entitlement.” Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Uhlenberg, Peter. 1996. “Mortality Decline in the
Twentieth Century and the Supply of Kin Over the
Life Course.” The Gerontologist 36:681-85.

Wall, Richard. 1995. “Elderly Persons and Members
of their Households in England and Wales from
Preindustrial Times to the Present.” Pp. 81-106 in
Aging in‘the Past: Demography, Society and Old
Age, edited by D. Kertzer and P. Laslett. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press.

Ward, Russell, John Logan, and Glenna Spitze. 1992.
“The Influence of Parent and Child Needs on
Coresidence in Middle and Later Life.” Journal of
Marriage and the Family 54:209-21.

Weiss, Thomas. 1992. “U.S. Labor Force Estimates
and Economic Growth, 1800—-1860.” Pp. 19-75 in
American Economic Growth and Standards of
Living Before the Civil War, edited by R. E.
Gallman and J. J. Wallis. Chicago, IL: University
of Chicago Press.

Wirth, Louis. 1938. “Urbanism as a Way of Life.”
American Journal of Sociology 44:1-24.

Wister, A. V. and Thomas K. Burch. 1983. “Fertility
and Household Status of Older Women in Canada,
1921.” Canadian Studies in Population 10:1-13.




