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ABSTRACT 

Getting by with a Little Help from (Family and) Friends?: The Link between 
Family Support and Residential Attainment 

by 
 

Ellen Whitehead 
 

 

In the context of increasing wealth inequality and work insecurity, the burdens of economic 

instability have been overwhelmingly offloaded onto American families. This instability and 

exposure to disadvantage represents a salient sphere of racial inequality, with these disparities 

often manifesting in access to housing and high-resourced neighborhoods. Simultaneously facing 

reductions to the public safety net, individuals have increasingly turned to their own private 

networks for help in times of need. Housing support, in the form of coresidence with a relative or 

friend, represents a key feature of this “private safety net.” While kin support is often 

conceptualized as a means to ameliorate resource gaps in the short-term, this study investigates 

whether support from family can have lasting effects, facilitating improved socioeconomic 

attainment in the realm of housing and neighborhood outcomes. In this dissertation, I draw on 

data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study and Panel Study of Income Dynamics 

to examine the residential outcomes of individuals after an exit from coresidence. Results from 

the first chapter reveal that transitioning into an independent housing status (i.e. owning or 

renting) is a pathway disproportionately available to former coresiders who are white, with black 

and Latinx individuals more likely to transition to and from public and private sources of 

housing support. In the second chapter, I find that while coresiding with family members predicts 

higher neighborhood attainment, relative to non-coresiders and once accounting for 



 

 

 
 

 

socioeconomic and demographic controls, this does not persist after moving out of the family 

member’s home. Finally, I find that former coresiders are more likely than non-coresiders to live 

near family members, with close proximity tied to receiving forms of instrumental support; this 

suggests access to familial support may shape residential outcomes even after an exit from 

coresidence. While coresidence can operate as a form of social support across racial groups, 

relying on private support networks does not disrupt racial inequalities in housing and 

neighborhood outcomes. While some individuals may exhibit social mobility as they transition 

away from coresidence, others, mostly Black and Latinx adults, demonstrate a continued reliance 

on support and lower levels of locational attainment. 

 
 
 



  

Acknowledgements 
 

This dissertation would not have been completed without various forms of support from 

faculty, friends, and family. I first want to extend my gratitude to my committee. Jenifer Bratter 

has been my advisor since I first came to Rice, when I had just the vague idea that I wanted to 

study racial inequality and little knowledge of how to do it. Jenifer’s countless hours of 

mentorship were instrumental in shaping my research trajectory into what it is today. Your 

thoughtful questions have always encouraged me to look for the deeper meaning and hidden 

assumptions in the concepts I apply. I consider myself a sociologist today because of you. Thank 

you, Jenifer. Rachel Kimbro has been another key mentor throughout my time in the program. 

Your advice on how to study family wellbeing has helped guide every project I have undertaken. 

I have constantly admired how you bring your academic research into public conversations, 

something I aspire to in my future career. I have great appreciated Jim Elliott’s guidance on each 

of these chapters, particularly in terms of the urban theory and methodological approach. Your 

contagious enthusiasm for all things sociology, and your encouraging words about this project, 

has provided a much-needed source of motivation at times. Another special thank you goes to 

Flávio Cunha for your support of this project. Some of the conversations with the Children and 

Families Working Group, organized by Rachel and attended by Jenifer and Flávio, fostered some 

early ideas for this dissertation. For all the ideas, encouragement, and practical advice, I am 

indebted to my committee. 

I also want to thank all of the faculty and staff within the Department of Sociology at 

Rice. I consider myself impossibly lucky that I was admitted into Rice. I could not have asked 

for a more supportive environment to complete my PhD studies. I have had so many role models 

among the faculty, with wonderful examples of scholarship and teaching methods. I also want to 



 

 

 
 

 

thank Shirley Tapscott, Tammi Bodenhamer, and Teresa Arellano for all the time you spent 

answering my questions and the help you provide to all of us graduate students. So many people 

have contributed to the training I received, and I appreciate all of it.  

The friendships I have been fortunate enough to build during graduate school have been 

essential to the completion of this project. My fellow graduate students have served as constant 

sources of support. Angela, Kathryn, Julie, Trenton, Maria, Simranjit, Alexa, Eboni, Sharan: I 

hope I can repay you all for your kindness and encouragement over the years. I want to 

especially thank Lynn and Billy. Our friendship was established that first semester of grad school 

over drinks at Valhalla and queso at La Tapatia, and I feel confident that we will engage in such 

refined and classy activities for many years to come. 

Some of the best advice I received during graduate school was to have people in your 

circle who do not care whether you publish that paper, get the grant funding, land an academic 

job, etc. My family have been the ones who have helped me keep things in perspective and have 

always been able to reassure me that everything will be okay. Thank you, Mom, Frank, Jenny, 

Dad, and Heidi. Starlene: I wish, more than anything, that you could be here. I have so much 

good news I would tell you. I have also been lucky enough to gain a whole new family during 

my time in graduate school. Alex, thank you for being my partner. You have kept me laughing at 

times when I did not think I could. You are the most compassionate and generous person I know, 

and I am thankful for you every single day. 

Finally, I want to thank the respondents represented within the data in my dissertation. As 

a quantitative researcher, I did not meet the people who made this survey data possible. 

Throughout my writing and analyses, I tried to not forget that there are real people behind these 

numbers. I hope I can do something with my research that makes your time and effort worth it. 



 

 

 
 

 

Contents 

Acknowledgments..........................................................................................................................v  

Contents........................................................................................................................................vii  

List of Figures................................................................................................................................x  

List of Tables.................................................................................................................................xi  

Introduction....................................................................................................................................1  

     Research Questions and Methodology........................................................................................4 

Chapter 1. Leaving the Nest, Unable to Fly?: How Living with Family Shapes Future 
 Housing Outcomes………………………………………………………….……………6 

     1.1. Executive Summary ............................................................................................................6 

     1.2. Introduction .........................................................................................................................7  

     1.3. Background .......................................................................................................................10 

          1.3.1. Moving Away, but Where? Outcomes of Coresiders Over Time…………………..10 

               1.3.1.1. Variation across Coresiders…………………………………………...………12 

          1.3.2. Housing Status as a Sphere of Social Stratification……………………...…………13 

          1.3.3. Social Support as an Avenue for Social Mobility......................................................15 

     1.4. Data and Methods..............................................................................................................16  

          1.4.1. Measures....................................................................................................................17 

          1.4.2. Analytic Strategy.......................................................................................................21 

     1.5. Results................................................................................................................................23  

          1.5.1. Latent Class Analysis.................................................................................................23 

          1.5.2. Longitudinal Analysis among Coresiders..................................................................28 

     1.6. Discussion..........................................................................................................................40  

Chapter 2. “Stuck in Place” with Family?: A Longitudinal Analysis of Coresident 
 Households and Neighborhood Attainment..................................................................45



viii 

 

 
 

 

     2.1. Executive Summary ..........................................................................................................45 

     2.2. Introduction .......................................................................................................................46 

     2.3. Background........................................................................................................................49  

          2.3.1. Locational Attainment...............................................................................................49 

          2.3.2. Support from Family and Neighborhood Circumstances……………..……………50 

     2.4. Data and Methods..............................................................................................................53  

          2.4.1. Measures....................................................................................................................54 

          2.4.2. Analytic Strategy.......................................................................................................57 

     2.5. Results ……………………...............................................................................................60  

          2.5.1. Descriptive Results....................................................................................................60 

          2.5.2. Multivariate Results...................................................................................................72 

     2.6. Discussion…………………..............................................................................................79  

Chapter 3. Greater Distance, Less Assistance?: Kin Support, Race, and Distance between 
 Parents and Children.......................................................................................................83  

     3.1. Executive Summary ..........................................................................................................83  

     3.2. Introduction .......................................................................................................................84  

     3.3. Background……………………………………………………........................................87  

          3.3.1. The Role of Family Dynamics on Residential Outcomes..........................................87 

          3.3.2. Kin Support and Proximity to Family Members........................................................89 

               3.3.2.1. Variation across Race/Ethnicity.........................................................................90 

     3.4. Data and Methods..............................................................................................................91  

          3.4.1. FFCWS Measures......................................................................................................94 

          3.4.2. PSID Measures...........................................................................................................97 

          3.4.3. Analytic Strategy.......................................................................................................98 

     3.5. Results................................................................................................................................99



ix 

 

 
 

 

          3.5.1. Previous Coresidence and Distance to Parents..........................................................99 

               3.5.1.1. Descriptive Results............................................................................................99 

               3.5.1.2. Multivariate Results.........................................................................................105 

          3.5.2 Receipt of Instrumental/Financial Support and Distance to Parents………………111 

     3.6. Discussion .......................................................................................................................116 

Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………………..119 

Appendices..................................................................................................................................125  

     Appendix Table 1.1………………………………………………………………………….125 

     Appendix Table 2.1………………………………………………………………………….125 

Bibliography...............................................................................................................................126  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1.1. Distribution of Housing Support Among Full Sample Across Waves…………….…25 

Table 1.2. Predicted Probabilities of Housing Statuses Across Latent Classes, from Baseline to 
Year 9………………………………………………………………………………………….…27 

Table 1.3. Distribution of Housing Support at Each Wave, Among Previously Coresiding 
Mothers……………………………………………………………………………….………….30 

Table 1.4. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for All Previously Coresiding 
Mothers and By Race………………………………………………………………………….…33 

Table 1.5. Mixed Effects Multinomial Logistic Longitudinal Regression Predicting Housing 
Support, among Previously Coresiding Mothers………………………………………………...37                                                     

Table 2.1. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for Full Sample and across 
Coresident Trajectories……………………………………………………………………..……63 

Table 2.2. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for Full Sample and across 
Race…………………………………………………………………………….…………...……67 

Table 2.3. Mean Neighborhood Median Income Across Race and Coresident 
Trajectories………………………………………………………………………………………70 

Table 2.4. Mixed-Effects Linear Regression Predicting Logged Neighborhood Median 
Household Income…………..………………………………………………………………...…74 

Table 3.1. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for Full Sample and by 
Distance from Mother’s Parents at Year 9…………………………………………………...…103 

Table 3.2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Predicting Distance from Mother’s Parents at Year 
9…………………………………………………………………………………………………108                       

Table 3.3. Distribution of Race/Ethnic Categories and Support Received from Parents, for Full 
Samples and by Distance from Parents…………………………………………………………112 

Table 3.4. Distribution of Received Support From Parents, by Distance from Parents and 
Race……………………………………………………………………………………………..115 

 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 

List of Figures 
 

Figure 1.1. Predicted Probabilities of Housing Status at Each Wave among Latent Class of 
Coresiders………………………………………………………………………………………..28 

Figure 2.1. Neighborhood Median Income from Year 1 to Year 9, by Coresident Trajectory 
Status……………………………………………………………………………………………..71 

Figure 2.2. Neighborhood Median Income from Year 1 to Year 9, by Mother’s 
Race/Ethnicity……………………………………………………………………………………72 

Figure 2.3. Predicted Logged Median Neighborhood Income by Race and Coresident Transition 
Status……………………………………………………………………………………………..78 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
Introduction 

 
The receipt of support from one’s private network is an important consideration in 

our understanding of how families make ends meet, particularly in a sociopolitical 

environment in which receipt of public forms of assistance is often constrained or 

unavailable for some families (Edin and Lein 1997; Kalil and Ryan 2010). Informal 

assistance, by living in the home of a family member, receiving money, or having a 

relative who can provide childcare, represents some of the ways in which individuals 

utilize support from kin in order to provide for the needs of themselves and their children 

(Pilkauskas 2012; Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004; Radey and Padilla 2009). However, the 

types of resources that individuals have access to within their family networks differ 

largely by their socioeconomic position and their race (Shapiro 2003; Radey and Padilla 

2009). Taking into account how resources, advantage, and disadvantage are transmitted 
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through family networks is crucial to understanding ongoing racial and class stratification 

(Mare 2011; Pfeffer and Killewald 2018; Killewald, Pfeffer, and Schachner 2017).  

Notably, much of the research on transfers of private support between family 

members has not followed individuals after they received support. Instead of exploring 

whether kin support enables recipients to “get back on their feet,” promoting 

independence from support and economic stability, most prior work has examined the 

short-term benefits. For example, Carol Stack (1974) presented kin support as a practice 

to make day-to-day ends meet in her landmark study of families in a high-poverty 

neighborhood. More recent empirical work has explored whether receiving support at one 

point in time is related to being in poverty, experiencing food insecurity, or paying one’s 

bills (Harknett 2006; Mutchler and Baker 2009; Heflin, London, and Scott 2011). 

Applying a longitudinal perspective to this topic sharpens our ability to gauge whether 

help from family has an enduring influence on individuals’ socioeconomic well-being. 

Specifically, understanding how individuals fare after support ends provides insight into 

whether help from family operates as a mechanism of social mobility or merely of 

survival (Domínguez and Watkins 2003). If an individual experiences economic hardship 

following a transition away from support, or perhaps exhibits a continued reliance on 

support across time, this could indicate that kin support does not foster social mobility. 

Evidence of social mobility could potentially be explored through various realms, 

including employment, education, individual-level poverty, and residential outcomes. In 

this dissertation, I focus specifically on the residential sphere. Residential circumstances 

operate as central site of inequality: housing status and neighborhood circumstances 

influence individuals’ health, economic circumstances, access to public resources, and 
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other facets of well-being (Sampson 2012; Sharkey 2013; Killewald and Bryan 2016). 

Prior research on kin support and its potential role in perpetuating inequality has not fully 

explored the implications for residence and neighborhood attainment (see Whitehead 

2018a). Despite this, kin support often informs where individuals live, as coresiding with 

a family member is one particularly common strategy for families to share resources 

(Pilkauskas, Garfinkel, and McLanahan 2014; Cohn and Passel 2018; Whitehead 2016). 

Families who coreside are not just sharing their own personal resources, but also access 

to the resources of their communities. As such, in exploring long-term implications of 

receiving support from kin, residential circumstances are a site in which evidence of 

mobility could emerge.  

This dissertation aims to interrogate the connection between kin support and 

residence. I examine whether kin support benefits recipients in terms of residential 

outcomes, as some of the prior literature on buffering against material hardship and 

poverty would suggest (Mutchler and Baker 2009; Kalil and Ryan 2010; Pilkauskas et al. 

2014), or whether it can represent a burden. For example, by receiving support from 

family members, individuals may be able to gain access to neighborhoods with lower 

poverty rates (Whitehead 2018a) and have lower expenses by not paying rent for the 

duration of coresidence (Whitehead 2018b). However, by relying on support from other 

family members, individuals may also experience being “stuck in place” (Sharkey 2013), 

finding themselves tied to the neighborhoods in which their relatives reside. Within this 

study, I explore how receipt from family corresponds with housing status across time, the 

kind of neighborhood in which individuals live, and spatial proximity between family 

members. I focus on changes during time spans of roughly a decade. Broadly, I seek to 
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further untangle the role of the extended family in contributing to residential outcomes 

and how this influences levels of stratification in neighborhood experiences and 

trajectories across race/ethnicity. 

Research Questions and Methodology 

This project employs a longitudinal perspective in order to understand several 

outcomes of individuals who receive support from relatives. In the first chapter, I explore 

the housing status of coresiders after moving out of relatives’ homes—for example, if 

they transition to independent housing (i.e. renting or owning), shift to public housing 

assistance, or remain in a coresident arrangement. Second, I examine whether coresiding 

is predictive of living in a higher-socioeconomic status neighborhood both during and 

after receiving this form of support. In the third and final chapter, I ask whether kin 

support is a mechanism that keeps family members within close proximity over time, 

building on work within urban sociology that has demonstrated the consistency in 

families’ neighborhood contexts across generations (Sharkey 2008; 2013).  

To explore these questions, I analyze data from two longitudinal datasets on 

families: the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS) and the Panel Study 

of Income Dynamics (PSID). Both datasets are ideal for exploring questions related to 

residential circumstances and the extended family. Both contain an abundance of 

information on the transmission of resources between family members and residential 

circumstances of the sample (including who respondents are residing with, if they are 

living in another individual’s home, receipt of public housing assistance, and contextual-

level data). Fives waves from the FFCWS, spanning nine years, are incorporated within 

the analyses to inform the longitudinal perspective of the project. I use a variety of 
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methodological techniques to examine trends in kin support and residential outcomes 

across time, including longitudinal modeling, latent class analysis, and multinomial 

logistic regression analyses. Together, the chapters examine whether receiving kin 

support is predictive of whether individuals later establish independent households, the 

neighborhood-level material conditions to which an individual has access, and proximity 

between family members. 
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Chapter 1 

Leaving the Nest, Unable to Fly?:  

How Living with Family Shapes Future Housing Outcomes 

 

 

1.1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Despite a body of research on the predictors of living within multigenerational/coresident 

households and dynamics within these arrangements, little is known about where 

individuals go after exiting these arrangements. Following the “residential trajectories” of 

individuals provides insight into whether coresiders eventually transition into 

“independent housing”—either owning or renting their own home—or a shift to receiving 

public housing assistance. Further, given racial disparities in resource levels and across 
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coresident arrangements, we may expect to find racial variation in these trajectories. 

Using multiple waves of data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study 

(n=4,896), this project explores residential trajectories among a sample of mothers with 

young children. Latent class analyses reveal that coresiding mothers, compared to those 

in other housing arrangements, occupy a wide diversity of residential trajectories across 

the early years of a child’s life. Among the group of mothers who are coresiding at the 

baseline wave (n=1,620), longitudinal analyses demonstrate that black and Latinx 

mothers, relative to white mothers, are less likely to attain independent housing and more 

likely to transition to public assistance following an exit from coresidence. These 

findings suggest that while the majority of coresiding mothers eventually form their own 

households through renting or owning, many continue to rely on a form of assistance, 

with race strongly stratifying this process. 

1.2. INTRODUCTION  

Living with family members or friends is a common form of assistance among 

individuals, strongly structured by needs related to socioeconomic hardship or stage in 

the life course (Fry and Passel 2014; Pilkauskas 2012; Kochhar and Cohn 2011; Nichols, 

Elman, and Feltey 2006). Often referred to as “coresidence” or “doubling up,” this form 

of support from private networks can serve as a means to make ends meet. For many 

individuals experiencing financial need, this support can buffer the risk of being in 

poverty or experiencing other forms of hardship (Harknett 2006; Mutchler and Baker 

2009; Kalil and Ryan 2010). This prior work has typically portrayed coresidence as 

providing a short-term survival strategy for addressing economic needs by enabling lower 

expenses for necessities such as rent and utilities. Despite these documented short-term 
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benefits of “doubling up” (Pilkauskas et al. 2014), the later-life outcomes of individuals 

who receive private forms of housing assistance (by living with a friend or relative) are 

relatively unknown. A longitudinal focus on individuals who coreside, with attention to if 

and where they move after exiting this arrangement, provides insight into whether this 

support from kin may operate as a form of social mobility. 

Given unequal levels of financial resources across families (Shapiro 2003; 

Killewald 2013), we may expect unequal potential for social mobility among coresiders. 

Specifically, white individuals are more likely to have relatively high levels of wealth in 

their extended family networks (Hall and Crowder 2011), while individuals of color are 

more likely to have family members in poverty (Heflin and Pattillo 2006). 

Correspondingly, some individuals may be able to utilize a period of coresidence to rely 

on familial support and “get back on their feet,” while others may experience coresidence 

as a survival strategy to make day-to-day ends meet. Indeed, prior work has uncovered 

stratified arrangements within doubled-up households. Black and Latinx families are 

more likely to mutually contribute incomes, while white multigenerational households 

are more likely to transfer resources to one relatively disadvantaged family member 

(Glick and Van Hook 2011). Further, black and Latinx individuals are more likely to 

contribute rent while living in a coresidential arrangement, while white individuals are 

more likely to access free housing from a family member (Whitehead 2018b). Given 

these disparities in contributions, individuals who receive housing support from their 

private networks may experience divergent outcomes after a period of coresidence. 

Housing status at a later point in time represents one salient sphere in which to 

explore these long-term outcomes of individuals who coreside. Whether individuals 
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continue to rely on forms of support, or transition to an independent household that they 

rent or own, provides insight into their residential experiences after a period of doubling 

up. The housing status someone enters into after exiting coresidence has numerous 

implications for their health, social capital, socioeconomic, and broader neighborhood 

outcomes (McCabe 2012; Manturuk, Lindblad, Quercia 2010; Mallach 2016; Sampson 

2003; Axtell and Tooley 2015). Here, I introduce the term residential trajectories to 

capture the housing status(es) that an individual occupies over time. I categorize these 

housing statuses as owning a home, renting, coresiding with a family member or a 

friend/roommate, or receiving a type of housing assistance from the government. These 

specific statuses fall into categories that indicate whether an individual has obtained an 

independent housing situation (defined here as an individual renting or owning their own 

household), is engaged in a private housing support arrangement (living with a family 

member or roommate), or relies on public housing assistance. Particularly as individuals 

who coreside tend to be a relatively socioeconomically disadvantaged group, who are 

also disproportionately black and Latinx, understanding where individuals move after 

leaving these households is crucial for gaining an understanding of their long-term 

socioeconomic and housing stability. 

This project examines the residential trajectories of mothers for nine years after 

the birth of a child in order to assess the long-term housing outcomes of coresiders. I 

draw on the Baseline to Year 9 waves of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study 

(FFCWS), a sample consisting of disproportionately unmarried mothers who recently 

gave birth. I ask three key research questions in this chapter. First, given our lack of 

empirical knowledge on the long-term housing outcomes of coresiders, I begin with an 
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exploratory approach using latent class analysis: are coresiders’ residential trajectories 

distinctive (relative to individuals who own, rent their own home, or rely on public 

housing support) when considering residential trajectories across the span of roughly a 

decade? In order to better understand later variation among the group of individuals who 

have doubled up with friends or family, I next focus on exclusively on mothers who 

report relying on private housing support at the time of the Baseline wave, just after the 

birth of the focal child. Using longitudinal mixed-effects multinomial logistic regressions, 

I ask: are the residential trajectories of coresiders stratified by race/ethnicity, considering 

whether individuals transition into independent housing, remain in private support, or 

transition to a form of public housing support? The third and final question examines 

whether individual-level socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, as well as 

variation across city-level context, account for any observed racial/ethnic variation. This 

series of questions shed light into whether coresidence typically operates as a period of 

short-term assistance, followed by the establishment of an independent household—and 

for whom this transition is possible. 

1.3. BACKGROUND 

1.3.1. Moving Away, but Where? Outcomes of Coresiders Over Time 

Ranging from Carol Stack’s (1974) depictions of support transfers within private 

networks, to more recent portrayals of families doubling up during the Great Recession 

(Fry and Passel 2014; Kochhar and Cohn 2011), families have a long history of providing 

resources for one another during tough economic times. Coresiding with a family 

member or friend is a key strategy that individuals use when access to housing and/or 

money to pay for housing may be limited. Residing in the same home with relatives 
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provides the opportunity to save on rent or utility costs (Mutchler and Baker 2009; 

Keene, Prokos, and Held 2012), and potentially facilitate access to other forms of 

support, such as free childcare from family members and emotional support. Importantly, 

individuals may coreside with family members for a variety of additional reasons, such as 

providing caregiving for an aging family member (Deimling, Townsend, and Noelker 

1989). Across the full population of coresiders, however, individuals living in a 

household with two or more adult generations tend to be disproportionately low-income, 

have relatively lower education levels, and be experiencing economic need (Keene and 

Batson 2010; Pilkauskas 2012; Kochhar and Cohn 2011; Casper and Cohen 2002). For 

individuals experiencing a period of economic strain, the resources of extended relatives 

can provide access to housing, at least among those who have these familial networks 

available (Vespa, Lewis, and Kreider 2013). Relative to non-coresiders, those who 

double-up are also a distinctive group demographically: coresiders are more likely to be 

single mothers rather than married, black and Latinx rather than white, and foreign-born 

rather than US-born (Pilkauskas 2012; Kochhar and Cohn 2011; Fry and Passel 2014). 

Taken together, this prior research has established a distinctive profile of 

coresiders: a group that has relatively high economic need and is likely to rely on their 

housing arrangement to buffer financial hardship, as well as to potentially provide other 

types of tangible caregiving support. However, even for populations of people 

experiencing high levels of need, multigenerational and coresidential households are 

often not stable across many years (Pilkauskas 2012; Glick and Van Hook 2011). For 

example, Pilkauskas (2012) finds that while roughly 25 percent of mothers in the Fragile 

Families dataset were residing in a multigenerational household immediately after giving 



  

 

12  

 

birth to a child, only about 11 percent were by the time their child was five years old. 

Thus, while many individuals appear to not employ residential kin support as a long-term 

arrangement, we have little knowledge of their experiences after this transition occurs. A 

transition to another housing situation presents the possibility of a shift to 

“independence”—that is, the transition of an individual who previously relied on their 

private network for housing to living in a home that they own or rent themselves. In 

contrast, individuals may continue to rely on support by transitioning to a public form of 

assistance—either by using a housing voucher or moving into a public housing 

complex—or by remaining in a coresident household across the span of time observed. 

The possibility of divergent trajectories raises a question: are coresiders distinctive from 

individuals who reside in other housing arrangements if tracked across a period of time? 

In other words, do individuals who coreside eventually become comparable to individuals 

who own, rent, or live in public housing, or do they remain distinguishable in the housing 

situations they come to occupy? 

 1.3.1.1. Variation across coresiders. Despite the portrayal of coresiders as a group 

distinctive from non-coresiders, variation also exists among those who live in doubled-up 

households. Vast differences in wealth exist between racial and ethnic groups, with white 

individuals having disproportionately high levels of wealth in their extended family 

networks (Hall and Crowder 2011; Killewald 2013; Nembhard and Chiteji 2006). The 

broader patterns of inequality in financial resources correspond with the dynamics found 

within coresident households. Glick and Van Hook (2001) find that black and Latinx 

household tend to engage in mutual resource sharing, while support within white 

households is more unidirectional (i.e., a relatively disadvantaged individual is the 
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recipient of support in a “private welfare” dynamic). This dynamic is reflected within 

findings that black mothers who live with a family member have 71 percent higher odds 

of paying rent to the householder, relative to white women (Whitehead 2018b). Even 

within households of similar socioeconomic statuses, financial arrangements may vary 

across coresiders; for example, Latinx mothers have higher odds of paying rent to the 

householder than white mothers within high income households (Whitehead 2018b). The 

financial variation across households, and the implications that such levels may have on 

the support provided and received, could enable some individuals to use living with 

family as a time to “get back on their feet.” In contrast, expectations or the necessity of 

mutual contributions within families of color may limit the possibility for individuals to 

eventually exit the arrangement. 

1.3.2. Housing Status as a Sphere of Social Stratification 

One’s housing status—whether a homeowner, a renter, a resident in another’s 

home, or a recipient of public housing assistance—represents a meaningful site of 

inequality in the American context (Rohe, Zandt, and McCarthy 2002; Boehm and 

Schlottmann 2008). Housing situations shed insight into financial circumstances, 

particularly whether an individual is in need of support in obtaining housing—through 

either private or public networks—or has the capacity to regularly make mortgage 

payments or pay rent. Beyond being an indication of socioeconomic stratification, 

housing conditions can additionally shape long-term outcomes. Some housing 

circumstances provide opportunities for asset building and can correspond with improved 

neighborhood conditions. For example, homeownership presents opportunities for 

building wealth across the life course (Killewald and Bryan 2016; Di, Belsky, and Liu 
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2007), indicating a desirable status beyond renting or relying on housing support. 

Homeownership is further associated with strong social ties, neighborhood attachment, 

and trust within one’s community (Manturuk et al. 2010; Oh 2004; McCabe 2012). 

Individuals residing in public housing, by contrast, have often been removed from their 

strongest social ties (Axtell and Tooley 2015; Clampet-Lundquist 2010) or face concerns 

regarding safety and violence in their neighborhoods (Griffiths and Tita 2009; Kissane 

and Clampet-Lundquist 2012). Access and entrance into different housing statuses, 

therefore, represents a crucial component in considering individuals’ socioeconomic 

characteristics and even potential for future wealth accumulation. 

Prior work predicting an individual’s housing status has primarily focused on 

individual-level socioeconomic attributes and characteristics of the nuclear family (Di 

and Liu 2007; Smits and Mulder 2008; Letkiewicz and Heckman 2018; Blaauboer 2010). 

However, these studies have not fully interrogated the role of family for residence that 

goes beyond the influence of the number of people in the household or being 

married/single. A selection of work suggests that levels of wealth and resources in the 

extended family network may facilitate access to homeownership (Hall and Crowder 

2011), and qualitative evidence indicates that family support may enable adult children to 

enter into homeownership (Shapiro 2003). Despite a long history of evidence that kin 

support is utilized by families to decrease levels of material hardship or transmit 

resources over generations (Stack 1975; Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004; Shapiro 2003), the 

outcomes of coresiders after exiting this housing arrangement (or, if transition to a new 

housing status even occurs) have not been fully explored.  
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1.3.3. Social Support as an Avenue for Social Mobility? 

By examining the future housing outcomes of coresiders, I position support from 

private networks as a type of social capital with the potential to enhance social mobility. 

Theories of social capital demonstrate that that individuals draw upon their networks and 

access to broader resources to achieve certain ends (Coleman 1988; Warren, Thompson, 

and Saegert 2001). Portes (1998:6), drawing on classic sociological descriptions by 

Coleman (1988) and Bourdieu (1985), defines social capital as “the ability of actors to 

secure benefits by virtue of membership in social networks or other social structures.”  

Thus, social capital is a resource, dependent on the presence, maintenance, and utilization 

of social networks, to achieve benefits and outcomes not possible without these 

relationships.  

I hypothesize that coresident households may operate as a form of social capital, 

functioning as a transitional status for some individuals to garner tangible support before 

attaining an independent housing arrangement. Specifically, individuals may be able to 

use coresidence as a period of time in which they expand their own socioeconomic 

resources, by saving money, acquiring a job, or enhancing their educational attainment, 

subsequently leading to obtaining an independent housing arrangement after a period of 

time. Alternatively, coresiders may use the housing arrangement as a day-to-day financial 

survival strategy, with no shift away from support to renting or owning their own home. I 

frame kin support as a potential form of social capital that may influence patterns of 

future housing outcomes, with coresidence operating as a phase before individuals 

transition to establishing an independent household (such as renting or owning) without 

reliance on support. However, based on the resources individuals have available to them 
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in their extended family networks, this process may vary between racial/ethnic groups 

and may be shaped by socioeconomic/demographic characteristics of the household. 

Within this study, I explore whether support form family shapes long-term trajectories 

specifically among a sample of mothers who recently gave birth. 

1.4. DATA AND METHODS 

To understand residential trajectories of individuals who participate in 

coresidential arrangements, I draw on data from the Fragile Families and Child 

Wellbeing Study (FFCWS). I incorporate date from the Baseline, Year 1, Year 3, Year 5, 

and Year 9 waves, in order to follow the housing circumstances of mothers over time. 

This dataset represents a longitudinal survey collected from mothers who gave birth from 

1998 to 2000, with 4,898 mothers surveyed at the Baseline wave. This data represents an 

ideal sample for studying dynamics related to coresidential households, as the data is 

longitudinal and represents a sample with relatively high rates of sharing households with 

kin (Pilkauskas 2012; Nichols et al. 2006). The sample is drawn from a total of 20 cities 

with populations over 200,000, representing a range of policy and economic 

environments. Respondents were initially contacted and completed the baseline survey at 

the time they were in the hospital after giving birth; the sample was obtained from a 

random selection of births within a random selection of hospitals located in these cities. 

The sample consists of a representative sample of births within those urban areas at that 

time (Reichman et al. 2001). The dataset includes an oversample of unmarried mothers, 

composed of approximately three quarters non-marital births and one quarter marital 

births. Analyses (described in more depth in the ‘Analytic Strategy’ section below) draw 

on two distinct samples: the full sample of mothers within the Fragile Families dataset 
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with valid information on housing circumstances at any wave, including both non-

coresiders and coresiders (n = 4,896), as well the sample of mothers who report living 

with family members or friends at the time of the baseline survey (n = 1,620). 

1.4.1. Measures 

Housing status. The mother’s housing status at each wave is used to observe 

patterns of residential trajectories over time and represents the primary outcome of 

interest. The categories include owning a home, renting, coresiding with family, living 

with friends/roommates, and relying on a public form of housing assistance (i.e. public 

housing or a housing voucher). These five categories are used to examine latent classes 

among the full sample. The variable draws from four separate questions within the 

dataset: a question on the mother’s “current housing situation,” the household roster, 

whether the mother resides in a public housing project, and whether the federal/state/local 

government is helping to pay for her rent. Mothers are classified as coresiding if they: a) 

report living with “family or friends” and b) if the household roster confirms that the 

respondent is living with a family member (i.e. mother of the respondent, father of the 

respondent, in-law, sibling, grandparent, aunt/uncle, and/ or cousin). Mothers who report 

living with “family or friends,” but do not report a family member present in the 

household, are categorized as living with a roommate. Living with family and residing 

with friends/roommates are combined into a “coresiding” category for the Baseline wave, 

as the household roster for this survey does not distinguish between “adult friend or 

relative,” but these two categories are represented with two variables at all later waves. If 

mothers report owning or renting their own home (as opposed to living with another), 

they are categorized as such, regardless of whether they report an adult family member or 
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friend on the household roster—these mothers can be considered “hosts” of family 

members rather than receiving support as “guests” (see Cohen and Casper 2002 and 

Whitehead 2018a). 

For the multivariate analyses focused on mothers who coresided at the Baseline 

wave, I condense the five possible housing outcomes into a three-category variable, 

which indicates the receipt of housing support. This condensed variable addresses issues 

around small cell sizes, particularly for homeowners and mothers residing with 

roommates among the coresiding sample (see Table 3 for percentages and ns of housing 

status across waves). Transition into independent housing (ref.) captures mothers who 

moved from coresidence to either homeownership or renting their own home. Mothers 

remaining in private support are those who continue living with family members or 

roommates/friends. Mothers who transition to public support are those who move from a 

coresident situation to living in public housing or receiving a housing voucher.1 

Mother’s race. The key independent variable used to predict the mother’s housing 

support status is race of the mother (white = ref., black, Latinx, and other). This variable 

is created from two pieces of information within the Baseline Fragile Families survey. 

First, mothers were asked which category “best” describes their race, with only one 

response recorded. Categories included white, black, Asian or Pacific Islander, American 

Indian, and other. Next, mothers were asked if they are of Hispanic or Latino origin or 

descent. Any mothers who indicated Hispanic/Latino identity are categorized as “Latinx” 

                                                
1 Mothers who report residing with family or friends are coded as coresiding with family 
or living with a roommate/friends, regardless of whether they are also living in public 
housing/receiving a housing voucher. Conceptually, these are mothers that rely on the 
resources of family/friends—with those resources including public housing assistance. 
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in the generated variable, regardless of racial identity. Based on small sample sizes, 

mothers who identified as Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian, or other are collapsed 

into an “Other” category for the purpose of analysis. 

Control variables. Several additional variables are included to account for various 

demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the mother. These are characteristics 

that are associated with an individual’s housing circumstances and/or are unequally 

distributed across race. Several of the characteristics are time-variant and are therefore 

captured at each wave, while others are time-invariant. The variable for household-level 

poverty status indicates the household income relative to the federal poverty line and 

distinguishes between mothers who are in poverty (ref., 0-99 percent of the poverty line), 

low income (100-199 percent), and 200 percent or more over the poverty line. Employed 

is a dichotomous variable and refers to whether the mother completed “regular work for 

pay” within the past week, at the time of each wave. Relationship status indicates 

whether the mother is married (ref.), cohabitating, dating, or single at each survey. As 

only a third of the Fragile Families mothers are still in a relationship with the child’s 

father by the Year 5 survey (McLanahan and Beck 2010), this variable captures 

relationships with the child’s father or potential new partners. In fair/poor health 

indicates whether the mother self-reported her general health as either of these categories 

at the time of each wave (1 = fair or poor health, 0 = good, very good, or excellent 

health). Number of children, represented as a continuous variable, captures the mother’s 

parity at the time of each survey and includes the child born at the Baseline wave.  

Time-invariant characteristics are pulled from only the Baseline wave. 

Educational attainment is included as a categorical variable representing whether the 
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mother has less than a high school education (ref.), graduated from high school, attended 

some college, or has a Bachelor’s degree or higher. Immigrant generation distinguishes 

between mothers who report being born in the U.S. and whose parents were also born in 

the U.S. (referred to here as “not an immigrant,” ref.), second generation mothers who 

have at least one parent born outside the U.S., and mothers who are immigrants. Age is a 

continuous variable that represents the mother’s age at the time of the Baseline survey. 

Given the city- and state-level variation in economic conditions, housing markets, 

and public assistance, city-level controls are accounted for to help isolate the relationship 

of mother’s race/ethnicity to the outcomes. These variables represent economic and 

policy-level characteristics of the 20 urban areas from which mothers are sampled. The 

city-level categories applied here were developed during the initial Fragile Families data 

collection and used to select upon a diversity of environments, particularly as economic 

conditions vary drastically across cities and welfare policies are determined at the state 

level (Reichman et al. 2001). Labor market conditions of Baseline city distinguish 

between cities that have a strong (ref.), average, and weak labor market environment. 

This measure was developed using a combination of unemployment rates, job growth 

rates, and rates of population growth (Reichman et al. 2001). Welfare generosity of 

Baseline city indicates whether mothers are sampled from a city with a high (ref.), 

moderate, or low level of available welfare benefits. Levels of welfare generosity were 

developed using “(1) the dollar value of the monthly welfare payment for a family of 

four, and (2) the dollar value of the monthly payment divided by the median monthly rent 

in the city” (Reichman et al. 2001:310), with the top quartile representing “high” levels of 
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generosity, the two middle quartiles representing “moderate” levels, and the bottom 

quartile categorized as “low” generosity. 

1.4.2. Analytic Strategy 

The analysis for this project consists of two separate phases. In my first set of 

analyses, I use latent class analysis to understand common housing trajectories of 

mothers over the first 9 years of their child’s life. This method identifies common, 

unobserved groups within the data, based on trends identified within a series of variables 

(Collins and Lanza 2010; McCutcheon 1987). With this strategy, I am able to identity the 

four most common residential trajectories of mothers from baseline to Year 9 and apply 

substantive labels to these trajectories based on the trends I observe. I use predicted 

probabilities to display results from the latent class analysis; these predicted values 

represented the probability that an individual within each latent class occupies a 

particular housing status at each wave. I first provide the predicted values for housing 

status at each wave for each latent class observed in the data. I display the predicted 

probabilities for each housing status across waves for the four latent classes2, and I label 

them according to the predominant housing trajectory observed within each class. I then 

further explore the predicted probabilities for the latent class that has the highest 

probability of coresidence across waves, in order to better understand what housing 

statuses this group is entering into over time. 

                                                
2 Both four and five classes were estimated when conducting the latent class analyses. 
The estimates with four classes contained a more even distribution across the 
probabilities of class membership and relatively lower standard errors when estimating 
the predicted probabilities of housing status across latent classes. 
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In the second set of analyses, I explore the relationship between the mother’s race 

and the residential trajectory of mothers who coresided at baseline. My analytic sample is 

constructed by dropping the mothers who did not coreside with family members at 

baseline (3,149 cases dropped; 1,749 cases retained). From these retained cases, I 

included all mothers in my analytic sample who were a) present in any subsequent waves, 

b) had valid information on time-invariant control variables at the time of the baseline 

survey, and c) had valid information on their housing circumstances and time-invariant 

control variables in later waves (please see Appendix Table 1 for information on patterns 

of missing data across waves).  

For this analytic sample, I begin by displaying the percentage and number of 

mothers within each housing support status across waves. Next, I provide the distribution 

and means of housing status and control variables by mother’s race/ethnicity. For the 

multivariate analyses, I conduct mixed-effects multinomial logistic regressions to predict 

whether mothers have remained in private support or transitioned to public housing 

support, relative to transitioning to independent housing. All results are presented in the 

form of relative risk ratios. Model 1 demonstrates the bivariate relationship between 

mother’s race and housing outcomes. Model 2 additionally accounts for the year of the 

survey, in order to assess trends over time. Model 3 introduces controls for individual-

level time-variant and time-invariant characteristics. Model 4 adjusts for variation at the 

city-level by accounting for clustering with mother’s baseline city, in addition to 

including controls for the labor market environment and welfare generosity of each city. 

Finally, Model 5 included an interaction between the mother’s race and the year of the 
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survey, in order to assess whether transitions away from coresidence occur more rapidly 

or more slowly across racial/ethnic groups. All analyses are conducted with Stata 15.1. 

1.5. Results  

1.5.1. Latent Class Analysis 

Table 1 demonstrates the descriptive distribution across housing statuses across 

time among all mothers in the Fragile Families sample. Rows indicate whether or not 

mothers reside in an independent housing situation, reside in a private support 

arrangement, or receive public housing support. These categories also indicate whether 

mothers are owning or renting (among “Independent Housing” or living with family or a 

roommate (among “Private Support”). Columns display the percentage and number of 

mothers within each category from the Baseline wave to Year 9. The results indicate that 

at the time of the Baseline survey, roughly one third (35.80 percent) of mothers coresided 

with another adult family member or friend. Over half resided in an independent housing 

arrangement, with 37.85 percent of the full sample of mothers renting and 16.21 percent 

owning a home at this time. At Baseline, 10.13 percent of mothers either reside in a 

public housing project or receive a housing voucher. Across the following waves, 

homeownership and residing in public housing become more common among mothers, 

while fewer mothers continue to live with family members. Living with family comprises 

the majority of the “private support” category, as evident from Wave 1 onward, with a 

smaller percentage living with friends/roommates. The percentage of mothers residing in 

a private support arrangement declines steadily across the waves, with 9.27 percent of 

mothers living with family and 4.34 percent living with a roommate by the time the child 

is nine years old. By Wave 9, the percentage of homeowners has increased to 27.26 
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percent, and the percentage living in a public support arrangement has increased from 

roughly a tenth to a fifth, to 19.45 percent. 
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Table 1.1. Distribution of Housing Support Among Full Sample Across Waves 
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study  
  

Baseline  Year 1  Year 3  Year 5  Year 9   
% n  % n 

 
% n 

 
% n  % n 

Independent 
Housing 

Owning 16.21 792  17.86 764 
 

21.52 897 
 

24.13 952 
 

27.26 924 
Renting 37.85 1,849  38.41 1,643 

 
38.76 1,616 

 
39.16 1,575 

 
39.69 1,345   

   
   

  
      

  
   

   
  

      

Private 
Support1 

Living with 
Family 35.80 1,749 

 21.69 928 
 

14.54 606 
 

9.93 392 
 

9.27 314 

Roommate  6.01 257 
 

5.66 236 
 

6.31 249 
 

4.34 147   
   

   
  

      
  

   
   

  
      

Public 
Support 

 
10.13 495  16.04 686 

 
19.53 814 

 
19.72 778 

 
19.45 659 

                
Total 

 
100 4,885  100 4,278 

 
100 4,169 

 
100 3,946 

 
100 3,389 

1Please note: “Living with Family” and “Roommate” categories are distinguishable from Wave 1                                                   
onward but are condensed into the “Private Support” category for the Baseline wave. 
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Table 2 provides results from a latent class analysis of the housing statuses over 

time for the Fragile Families mothers. The predicted probabilities that a mother resides in 

a particular housing status at each wave are displayed in the columns; the bolded numbers 

indicate the housing status with the highest probability of residence at each wave, among 

each latent class. Four latent classes are displayed, and labels have been inductively 

applied based on the pattern of predicted probabilities across the waves: Renters (Class 

1), Coresiders (Class 2), Owners (Class 3), and Public Support Recipients (Class 4). 

These assigned categories represent the housing status that mothers have the highest 

predicted probability of occupying, within each class, across the five waves of data. 

Renters represent the highest probability of class membership among the sample, with a 

0.36 probability of a mother being in this class. The findings demonstrate that the 

Owners, Renters, and Public Support Recipient class gain higher predicted probabilities 

of mothers occupying the respective housing status across the time frame. For example, 

within the Owners class, mothers have a 0.64 probability of owning a home at Baseline, a 

0.95 probability at Wave 3, and a 0.85 probability at Year 9. This increasing statistical 

confidence that a mother will occupy a given housing status, however, is absent only 

within the Coresiding class. Coresiders begin the timeframe with a 0.77 probability of 

residing as a coresider, yet this probability declines to 0.53 by Year 3 and 0.28 by Year 9. 

In contrast to the other classes, Coresiders do not have a majority housing status by Years 

5 and 9.  
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Table 1.2. Predicted Probabilities of Housing Statuses Across Latent Classes, from 
Baseline to Year 91  

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Survey (n = 4,896)   
Class 1: 
Renters 

Class 2: 
Coresiders 

Class 3: 
Owners 

Class 4: 
Public Support 

Recipients         
Probability of Class 
Membership 

35.95 24.11 20.30 19.64 
      
Baseline     

 Owning 0.04 0.05 0.64 0.03 
 Renting 0.66 0.16 0.25 0.27 
 Coresiding 0.24 0.77 0.10 0.34 
 Public Support 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.36 
     
Year 1     

 Owning 0.03 0.03 0.76 0.01 
 Renting 0.88 0.15 0.18 0.22 
 Living with Family 0.04 0.63 0.03 0.16 
 Roommate 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.04 
 Public Support 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.57 
      
Year 3     

 Owning 0.02 0.02 0.95 0.00 
 Renting 0.88 0.22 0.03 0.09 
 Living with Family 0.04 0.53 0.01 0.03 
 Roommate 0.02 0.19 0.01 0.01 
 Public Support 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.87 
      
Year 5     

 Owning 0.10 0.03 0.93 0.02 
 Renting 0.83 0.36 0.05 0.10 
 Living with Family 0.02 0.28 0.01 0.01 
 Roommate 0.02 0.13 0.00 0.01 
 Public Support 0.03 0.15 0.01 0.85 
      
Year 9     

 Owning 0.17 0.09 0.85 0.07 
 Renting 0.71 0.36 0.11 0.20 
 Living with Family 0.03 0.28 0.02 0.05 
 Roommate 0.02 0.13 0.01 0.02 
 Public Support 0.07 0.15 0.01 0.65 
1Bolded numbers represent the housing category with the highest predicted probability 
at each timepoint within each latent class. Trends within each latent class can be seen by 
following the bolded numbers vertically. Labels (i.e. “Renters”, “Coresiders”, 
“Owners”, and “Public Support Recipients”) are inductively applied for each class 
according to the pattern of bolded numbers across the timeframe. 
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Figure 1 further explores the predicted probabilities of housing status at each 

wave among the latent class of Coresiders. (This figure represents information from 

Table 1, displayed in graphical form.)  Among this latent class, a relatively high predicted 

probability of mothers coreside at Baseline (0.77), with a shrinking probability of 

remaining in this status at each following wave. By the Year-5 and Year-9 Follow-Up 

waves, the most common housing status among this latent class is renting, with a 

substantial amount predicted to continue coresiding (either with family or roommates) 

and smaller percentages predicted to become homeowners and be receiving public 

housing support. As these results demonstrate, the Coresiding mothers follow a diversity 

of residential trajectories over the coming years.  

 

1.5.2. Longitudinal Analysis among Coresiders 

The second part of the analyses explores what characteristics predict what type of 

trajectory a mother follows—specifically, whether she transitions to an independent 

housing situation or public support, or continues to coreside. To examine the divergence 

in residential trajectories among mothers who occupy the same housing status at a similar 

0.05 0.03 0.02 0.03
0.09

0.16 0.15
0.22

0.36 0.36

0.77

0.63
0.53

0.28 0.28

0.14
0.19

0.13 0.13
0.03 0.05 0.04

0.15 0.15

0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1

Baseline Year 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year 9

Figure 1.1. Predicted Probabilities of Housing Status 
at Each Wave among Latent Class of Coresiders

Owning Renting Coresiding Roommate Public Support
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point in time, I focus on the 35.8 percent of mothers (n = 1,749) who report coresiding at 

baseline. In Table 3, I explore the distribution of housing status across waves among 

previously coresiding mothers; this format is identical to Table 1 and demonstrates 

distinctions in housing trends across time when isolating the sample to only Baseline 

coresiders. Among mothers coresiding at Baseline, roughly 40 percent have transitioned 

into other housing statuses by the Year 1 wave. Almost 27 percent have obtained 

independent housing, with the most of those becoming renters (23.09 percent) and a 

small number becoming homeowners (3.65 percent). The largest share have remained in 

a private support housing arrangement, with 49.14 percent living with family at Year 1 

and 10 percent residing with a family member/friend. A smaller percentage, 13.71 

percent, have transitioned to public housing or began receiving a housing voucher. 

Across the time span, percentages of homeownership increase steadily, reaching 14.15 by 

Year 9. Renting has become the modal status by the end of the time frame, with 39.86 

occupying this status. Higher numbers of mothers have also transitioned to public 

housing, reaching 23.22 percent. In contrast, the percentage of mothers remaining in 

private support has declined, with 16.37 percent living with family and 6.41 living with 

roommates.  
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Table 1.3. Distribution of Housing Support at Each Wave, Among Previously Coresiding Mothers1 

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (n = 1,620 mothers, 5,352 observations) 
  Year 1  Year 3  Year 5  Year 9 
  % n  % n  % n  % n 
Independent 
Housing 

Owning 3.65 53  7.22 103  9.70 131  14.15 159 
Renting 23.09 335  35.06 500  39.16 529  39.86 448 

             
             

Private 
Support 

Living with Family 49.14 713  28.68 409  19.69 266  16.37 184 
Roommate 10.41 151  9.26 132  10.51 142  6.41 72 

             
             
Public 
Support 

 13.71 199  19.78 282  20.95 283  23.22 261 
             
1 “Previously Coresiding Mothers” refers to mothers who report coresiding with friends or family                                               
members at the time of the Baseline Wave. 
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Table 4 provides the distribution and means of housing support and independent 

variables, for the sample of previously coresiding mothers and across racial/ethnic 

groups. Among mothers who report coresiding at Baseline, over half (53. 35 percent) are 

black, 12.97 percent are white, 29.95 percent are Latinx, and just under four percent fall 

within the “Other” category. Patterns of the receipt of housing support across time reveal 

a shift toward independent housing for the full coresiding sample, as revealed in Table 3, 

and among each racial/ethnic group. However, transitions to independent housing do not 

occur at an equal rate for all mothers. Consistent differences between black and white 

mothers emerge, with black mothers having significantly lower percentages of living in 

independent housing and higher percentages in public support arrangements across all 

waves. For example, 41.97 percent of white mothers are in an independent housing 

arrangement by Year 1, and 64.58 percent are renting or owning by Year 9. In contrast, 

black mothers have significantly lower percentages, with those in independent housing 

representing 23.24 percent at Year 1 and 49.68 percent at Year 9. Latinx mothers have 

significantly lower percentages of living in independent housing by Year 1, but this gap 

narrows to non-significance for Years 3-9. Turning to receipt of private support, rates of 

coresidence are relatively comparable over the time frame. Black mothers, at marginal 

significance, have a higher percent coresiding in a private support arrangement at Year 1, 

but the racial variation is not statistically distinguishable in the following waves. 

However, transitions to public support do reveal a racialized pattern. The percent of 

mothers living in public housing support increase across all racial/ethnic groups, but 

black and Latinx mothers have larger proportions residing in public housing or receiving 

housing vouchers compared to white women. (The one exception to this pattern is Year 5, 



  

 

32  

 

in which the difference between white and Latinx mothers is non-significant.) Overall, 

these findings reveal that the majority of coresiding mothers shift to other housing 

arrangements over the span of nine years. However, white women are more likely to 

transition to renting or owning, while mothers of color are more likely to transition to a 

public form of assistance. 

The following rows in Table 4 present values for both Time-Variant and Time-

Invariant Characteristics; for Time-Variant Characteristics, the distribution and means of 

all observations, across all waves, are presented. Racial comparisons reveal that white 

mothers have lower levels of being in poverty, have attended college at higher rates, and 

have higher rates of marriage, relative to mothers of other racial groups. Black and Latinx 

mothers have a higher mean number of children and a higher percentage of dating 

mothers. Relative to white mothers, Latinx mothers are immigrants and unemployed at 

disproportionate rates, and are older, relative to the full sample. City-level characteristics 

reveal whether racial/ethnic groups are unequally distributed across contexts with 

stronger labor markets or greater welfare generosity. Black mothers are less likely to 

reside in cities with strong labor markets and low welfare generosity, relative to white 

mothers, while Latinx mothers are more likely to live in cities with weak labor markets 

and less likely to live in contexts of moderate or low welfare generosity. 
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Table 1.4. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for All Previously Coresiding Mothers1 and By Race 

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (n = 1,620 mothers, 5,352 observations)      
All Baseline 
Coresiders 

White (Ref.) Black2 Latinx2        Other2 

Total 100.00 12.97 53.25 29.95 3.83       

Housing Support at Year 1      

Independent Housing 26.74 41.97 23.24*** 25.78*** 29.09+ 
Private Support 59.55 53.89 60.56+ 59.78 63.64 
Public Support 13.71 4.15 16.20*** 14.44*** 7.27 

Housing Support at Year 3      

Independent Housing 42.29 51.31 38.10* 45.45 43.33 
Private Support 37.94 39.15 36.90 38.69 41.67 
Public Support 19.78 9.52 25.00** 15.85* 15.00 

Housing Support at Year 5      

Independent Housing 48.85 57.14 43.62** 53.86 60.42 
Private Support 30.20 31.55 28.81 32.02 31.25 
Public Support 20.95 11.31 27.57*** 14.53 8.33 

Housing Support at Year 9      

Independent Housing 54.00 64.58 49.68** 57.86 52.28 
Private Support 22.78 25.69 21.94 22.33 28.57 
Public Support 23.22 9.72 28.39*** 19.81** 19.05+       

Time-Variant Characteristics1  
    

Poverty Status      

In Poverty (0-99%) 50.92 32.85 54.39*** 54.77*** 33.66 
Near Poverty (100-199%) 27.15 27.52 26.46 27.64 31.71 
200% + 21.94 39.63 19.16*** 17.59*** 34.63 

Employed 54.35 56.48 56.28 49.59** 57.56 
Relationship Status      

Married 19.51 27.81 11.93*** 27.32 35.61* 
Cohabitating  30.06 29.83 29.02 32.69 24.88 
Dating 20.24 17.15 24.95*** 13.85* 15.12 
Single 30.19 25.22 34.11*** 26.14 24.39 
     (cont.) 



  

 

34  

 

Table 1.4. cont.      
 All Baseline 

Coresiders 
White (Ref.) Black2 Latinx2         Other2 

In Fair or Poor Health  15.40 15.27 13.65 18.03 19.51 
Number of Children (SD) 1.80  1.60  1.90***  1.74** 1.68 
 (1.15) (0.90) (1.24) (1.08) (0.94)       

Time-Invariant Characteristics 

     

Educational Attainment at Baseline     
    

Less than High School 44.11 35.45 39.82* 57.33*** 29.76 
High School 31.28 32.28 35.26 24.08*** 28.78 
Some College 21.67 29.39 22.07*** 17.16*** 25.37 
College Graduate 2.93 2.88 2.84 1.43* 16.10*** 

Immigrant Generation                                 
     

Not an Immigrant 80.25 95.24 94.00 53.65*** 46.34*** 
2nd Generation 4.00 2.59 2.63 6.67*** 6.83** 
Immigrant 15.75 2.16 3.37 39.68*** 46.83*** 

Age at Baseline (SD) 22.23 21.82 22.00 22.64*** 23.50*** 
 (4.79) (4.48) (4.76) (4.92) (4.82)       

City-Level Characteristics 

     

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City 
    

Strong 33.50 44.38 24.81*** 42.05 50.73 
Average 30.75 22.19 40.70*** 16.34*** 34.15*** 
Weak 35.74 33.43 34.49 41.61*** 15.12***       

Welfare Generosity of Baseline City  
    

High 40.38 37.03 35.05 48.97*** 58.54*** 
Moderate 28.14 16.57 42.25*** 9.17*** 19.51 
Low 31.48 46.40 22.70*** 41.86* 21.95*** 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

    

1 “Previously Coresiding Mothers” refers to mothers who report coresiding with friends or family members at the time 

of the Baseline Wave. 
2 Asterisks indicate significant differences between Whites (Ref.) and corresponding category. 

 

3 For Time-Variant Characteristics, the distribution and means of all observations, across all waves, are presented. 
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In Table 5, mixed effects multinomial logistic longitudinal regressions predict 

whether previously coresiding mothers remain in a private support housing arrangement 

or transition to public housing support, relative to transitioning to independent housing. 

Results are presented in the form of relative risk ratios, with numbers over one indicating 

a higher relative risk of occupying either housing status under consideration. Model 1 

examines the relationship between the mother’s race/ethnicity and her receipt of housing 

support. Relative to transitioning to independent housing, black mothers have a 1.9 times 

higher relative risk (p<0.001) and Latinx mothers have a 1.47 higher relative risk 

(p<0.05) than white mothers of remaining in private support across the time frame. Black 

and Latinx mothers also have a higher likelihood than white mothers of transitioning to 

public housing support with even wider racial gaps: black mothers have a 5.48 higher 

(p<0.001) and Latinx mothers have a 2.67 higher (p<0.001) relative risk of occupying 

this housing status in contrast to independent housing.  

Model 2 adds a continuous control for Year of Survey, indicating how the passage 

of time (from Years 1-9) relate to the housing outcomes obtained for mothers who were 

all coresiding at the time of the Baseline survey. Values for these analyses indicated that 

for each passing year, mothers have a significantly lower relative risk of both remaining 

in private support or transitioning to public support, relative to obtaining independent 

housing. The following model, Model 3, accounts for mother time-variant and time-

invariant sociodemographic characteristics. The relative risk ratios reveal that higher 

socioeconomic status, including a higher income-to-poverty level ratio, being employed, 

and having attended college, corresponds to a lower predicted likelihood of occupying 

either type of housing support arrangement, relative to independent housing. Family 
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demographic descriptors also predict the mother’s housing status. Not being married 

(whether cohabitating, dating, or single) is significantly associated with being more likely 

to rely on either private or public housing support, while having more children predicts a 

lower relative risk of remaining a coresider. Mothers who report being in fair or poor 

health are more likely to indicate a transition to public support, relative to independent 

housing. Controlling for these individual socioeconomic and demographic factors reduces 

the size of the relative risk ratios for the race/ethnic variables; however, the significant 

variation between black and Latinx mother relative to white mothers persists.  

Model 4 introduces city-level control variables and accounts for sample clustering 

within the 20 urban areas. This analysis reveals that the labor market conditions and 

welfare generosity of the mothers’ Baseline cities are not significantly associated with the 

likelihood of continuing to coreside or transitioning to public support. However, 

accounting for city-level context and clustering does reduce the significance of mother’s 

race/ethnicity to non-significance in predicting remaining in private support, relative to 

transitioning to independent housing. This finding reveals that the significant variation 

between black and Latinx mothers, relative to white mothers, in the likelihood of 

remaining a coresider across the time span can be explained once accounting for both 

individual-level characteristics and city-level context. In contrast, even after accounting 

for city-level clustering and characteristics, black and Latinx mothers remain 

significantly more likely to transition to public support relative to independent housing, 

with black mothers having 3.75 times higher relative risk (p<0.001) and Latinx mothers a 

2.70 higher relative risk (p<0.01) than white mothers. 
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Table 1.5. Mixed Effects Multinomial Logistic Longitudinal Regression Predicting Housing Support, among Previously Coresiding Mothers                                                                     
(n = 1,620 mothers, 5,352 observations; Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing)  

Remains in Private Support 
(Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing) 

 Transition to Public Support 
(Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing)  

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 41 Model 51 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 41 Model 51 
Mother's Race (Ref.: White) 

           

Black 1.90*** 2.09*** 1.45* 1.34 1.78* 
 

5.48*** 6.05*** 3.75*** 3.75*** 4.08** 
 

(0.33) (0.40) (0.27) (0.27) (0.46) 
 

(1.16) (1.36) (0.82) (1.18) (1.94) 

Latinx 1.47* 1.50* 1.53* 1.56 2.15* 
 

2.67*** 2.78*** 2.68*** 2.70** 3.53** 
 

(0.27) (0.31) (0.32) (0.46) (0.71) 
 

(0.60) (0.66) (0.66) (0.90) (1.68) 

Other 1.59 1.64 2.48** 2.40+ 2.99* 
 

2.07+ 2.17+ 3.70** 3.67** 4.02 
 

(0.52) (0.59) (0.87) (1.27) (1.65) 
 

(0.80) (0.89) (1.51) (1.71) (3.79) 

Year of Survey 
 

0.75*** 0.76*** 0.76*** 0.81*** 
  

0.90*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.95 
  

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) 
  

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.07) 

Time-Variant Characteristics 
           

Poverty Status (Ref.: In Poverty) 
           

Near Poverty (100-199%) 
  

0.82+ 0.83* 0.83* 
   

0.52*** 0.52*** 0.52*** 
   

(0.09) (0.07) (0.07) 
   

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

200% + 
  

0.79+ 0.79* 0.80+ 
   

0.23*** 0.22*** 0.23*** 
   

(0.10) (0.09) (0.09) 
   

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Employed 
  

0.53*** 0.53*** 0.53*** 
   

0.59*** 0.59*** 0.60*** 
   

(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) 
   

(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) 

Relationship Status (Ref.: Married) 
           

Cohabitating  
  

1.59** 1.61** 1.62** 
   

1.81*** 1.80*** 1.81*** 
   

(0.23) (0.26) (0.26) 
   

(0.29) (0.27) (0.26) 

Dating 
  

8.60*** 8.69*** 8.76*** 
   

4.61*** 4.56*** 4.57*** 
   

(1.41) (1.60) (1.65) 
   

(0.85) (0.86) (0.88) 

Single 
  

6.50*** 6.61*** 6.67*** 
   

3.61*** 3.58*** 3.59*** 
   

(0.98) (0.84) (0.86) 
   

(0.62) (0.57) (0.57) 

           (cont.) 



  

 

38  

 

Table 1.5 cont.            

 Remains in Private Support 
(Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing)  

Transition to Public Support 
(Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 41 Model 51  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 41 Model 51 

In Fair or Poor Health   1.20 1.20 1.19    1.39* 1.38** 1.37** 

   (0.15) (0.14) (0.14)    (0.19) (0.16) (0.16) 

Number of Children 
  

0.88* 0.88** 0.88** 
   

0.96 0.96 0.96 
   

(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) 
   

(0.06) (0.04) (0.04) 

Time-Invariant Characteristics 
           

Educational Attainment at Baseline (Ref.: Less than High School) 
       

High School 
  

1.05 1.05 1.05 
   

0.74* 0.75* 0.74* 
   

(0.15) (0.14) (0.14) 
   

(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 

Some College 
  

0.61** 0.61** 0.61** 
   

0.45*** 0.45*** 0.45*** 
   

(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
   

(0.09) (0.10) (0.10) 

College Graduate 
  

0.21*** 0.21*** 0.21*** 
   

0.18*** 0.19** 0.19** 
   

(0.08) (0.07) (0.07) 
   

(0.09) (0.11) (0.11) 

Immigrant Generation (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 
        

2nd Generation 
  

1.45 1.40 1.40 
   

1.05 0.97 0.97 
   

(0.44) (0.41) (0.41) 
   

(0.36) (0.46) (0.46) 

Immigrant 
  

0.73 0.70 0.70 
   

0.37*** 0.34*** 0.34*** 
   

(0.14) (0.19) (0.19) 
   

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

Age at Baseline 
  

0.99 0.99 0.99 
   

1.00 1.00 1.00 
   

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
   

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

City-Level Characteristics 
           

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City (Ref. Strong) 
        

Average 
   

1.16 1.16 
    

0.95 0.95 
    

(0.29) (0.29) 
    

(0.30) (0.30) 

Weak 
   

1.05 1.05 
    

0.97 0.96 
    

(0.27) (0.27) 
    

(0.35) (0.35) 

           (cont.) 
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Table 1.5 cont.            

 Remains in Private Support 
(Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing)  

Transition to Public Support 
(Ref. = Transition to Independent Housing) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 41 Model 51  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 41 Model 51 

Welfare Generosity of Baseline City (Ref.: High) 
         

Moderate 
   

1.00 0.99 
    

0.80 0.80 
    

(0.19) (0.18) 
    

(0.20) (0.20) 

Low 
   

0.80 0.80 
    

0.75 0.75 
    

(0.20) (0.20) 
    

(0.26) (0.26) 

Race*Year 
           

Black*Year 
    

0.93+ 
     

0.98 
     

(0.04) 
     

(0.06) 

Latinx*Year 
    

0.92 
     

0.94 
     

(0.05) 
     

(0.06) 

Other*Year 
    

0.94 
     

0.98 

          (0.07)           (0.14) 

N (Level-1 Units) 5352 5352 5352 5352 5352 
 

5352 5352 5352 5352 5352 

N (Level-2 Units) 1620 1620 1620 1620 1620 
 

1620 1620 1620 1620 1620 

Exponentiated coefficients; standard errors in parentheses.  
        

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
       

1Models 4 and 5 account for city-level characteristics and city-level clustering. 
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Model 5 examines interactions between race and year of the survey. All else held 

equal, black mothers have a lower relative risk than white mothers of remaining in 

private support across each wave at a level of marginal significance, relative to 

transitioning to independent housing. In other words, black mothers are less likely to 

remain in private support across years, compared to white mothers. This finding is 

reflective of the descriptive trends evident in Table 4; black mothers have relatively 

higher percentages than white mothers of living in a private support arrangement at Year 

1 among those who coresided at Baseline but are statistically comparable by Year 9.  

1.6. DISCUSSION  

Despite our understanding of who is likely to live in coresident households, and 

the growing research on the capacity of these households to buffer against economic 

hardship (Mutchler and Baker 2009; Radey 2008; Kochhar and Cohn 2011; Harknett 

2006), we know little about whether individuals transfer to stable economic conditions 

after exiting coresidence. Exploring where mothers move after living with family 

members or friends provides insight into their living conditions in the decade following 

their report of coresidence. Understanding the long-term residential trajectories of these 

mothers contributes to current research on coresidential families by revealing a site of 

stratification among this population. Prior work has focused on understanding the 

characteristics of individuals who enter into coresidence with family members, 

demonstrating that this group, on the whole, tends to be disproportionately 

socioeconomically disadvantaged, within a particular stage in the life course, and/or 

unmarried (Pilkauskas 2012; Fry and Passel 2014; Kochhar and Cohn 2011; Cohen and 

Casper 2002). However, this study reveals that significant inequality emerges across 
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several years even among a group that all coresided at a particular point in time. Living in 

a coresidential arrangement is not a characteristic shared by a homogenous group. Rather, 

my findings demonstrate that mothers who coreside at the time of their child’s birth 

follow a diversity of trajectories in the decade following that arrangement. 

Findings from latent class analyses reveal that coresiding mothers emerge as a 

distinctive group when examining the housing statuses occupied across a decade. An 

inductive assessment of the latent classes reveals that many mothers who begin as a 

homeowner, renter, or public support recipient have high probability of remaining in that 

status across time. The coresiding latent class of mothers, in contrast, have a high 

probability of living with family members or friends at baseline, yet subsequently diverge 

into a variety of housing outcomes. To better understand this variation, I next use 

longitudinal modeling to examine residential trajectories among the group of mothers 

coresiding at baseline. Among these previously coresiding mothers, some transfer to 

housing statuses associated with relatively more advantageous outcomes than others. 

Fifty-four percent transition to independent housing by Year 9, but substantial numbers 

remain in a private support arrangement or transition to public support. Further, I find 

that following a specific trajectory is stratified by race. Once accounting for individual-

level characteristics and city-level context, the likelihood of remaining in coresidence 

across the subsequent nine years, relative to transitioning to independent housing, does 

not differ by race among previous coresiders. However, Black and Hispanic coresiders 

have a higher probability than their white counterparts of transitioning from private 

support to public housing support, relative to becoming a homeowner or a renter.  
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These findings build on prior work that demonstrates, particularly for a cohort of 

young mothers, coresidential arrangements are often not stable across long periods of 

time (Glick and Van Hook 2011; Pilkauskas 2012). While this previous research infers 

that many of the mothers enter into other housing arrangements after a period of 

coresidence with family members, this project provides insight into whether mothers are 

using this period of social support to attain independent housing in subsequent years. 

Race strongly stratifies this process, with white mothers significantly more likely to 

occupy independent housing at Year 9 than black mothers. For those who move into 

homeownership, this presents the opportunity to accrues the socioeconomic advantages 

and strong social ties often associated with this status (Killewald and Bryan 2016; Di, 

Belsky, and Liu 2007; Manturuk et al. 2010; McCabe 2012). In contrast, by being more 

likely to transition from private housing support to public support, black and Latinx 

mothers may be more likely to encounter some of the disadvantages associated public 

housing locations and relocations (Griffiths and Tita 2009; Kissane and Clampet-

Lundquist 2012). 

While this study marks a step forward in understanding the residential 

circumstances of mothers following coresidential arrangements, some limitations remain. 

First, the coresiding population can be captured and analyzed in different ways within a 

given dataset: for example, those currently coresiding at a specific point in time (the 

approach taken in the present study) or those ever coresiding over a specific time frame. 

Further, although this paper considers whether mothers continue receiving housing 

support at each wave of data, future work should more closely examine the timepoints of 

transitions away from coresidence. In future iterations of this research, a more thorough 
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understanding of the racial variation could be attained by exploring the difference within 

each wave of the data. This could help uncover when the group of coresiders begin to 

differentiate by race in terms of their housing status and enable a better understanding of 

the role of time in this process. Second, the present study is unable to fully explore the 

mechanisms that guide coresiders’ transitions into subsequent housing statuses. This 

remaining question is particularly important for understanding how racial disparities are 

manifested. By further exploring wealth transfers from family members that a coresider is 

living with or how much coresiders are expected to contribute to the householder (in 

terms of rent or utilities), future work could help untangle if this resource accumulation is 

a mechanism through which a security deposit for rent or down payment on a mortgage 

become possible.  

Despite these limitations, this study represents a step forward in understanding 

where mothers reside after a period of coresidence, moving beyond our largely cross-

sectional understanding of receipt of support from kin. This research has implications for 

understanding whether residential support from friends and family can operate as a 

transformative form of assistance (Shapiro 2003), offering individuals assistance on the 

way to independent housing or even gaining their own assets in the form of 

homeownership. The findings presented here demonstrate that the housing outcomes 

following coresidence vary across race and ethnicity, raising implications for how the 

experience of coresidence translates into divergent trajectories. Based on the multiple 

pathways that coresiding mother follow in the years to come, coresidence appears to be a 

time for some mothers to “get back on their feet” before obtaining their own independent 
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housing, while for other mothers, it may be one arrangement among a series of different 

yet continuous housing supports. 
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Chapter 2 

“Stuck in Place” with Family?: A Longitudinal Analysis of 

Coresident Households and Neighborhood Attainment  

 

 

2.1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Prior research has demonstrated the importance of family status characteristics (i.e. 

getting married or having children) in shaping the neighborhood attainment of 

individuals, but we know less about whether living with extended family members 

enables—or restricts—access to high-socioeconomic status neighborhoods. Particularly 

given evidence that high levels of consistency in neighborhood context extend from one 

generation to the next, coresidential households may be a site in which individuals find 



  

 

46  

themselves “stuck in place” in terms of their neighborhood circumstances, finding their 

locational attainment diverge from their peers who have not coresided with family. 

Further, being “stuck” may even shape neighborhood outcomes in the direction of higher 

attainment, if coresidence enables access to relatively higher socioeconomic status 

neighborhoods. Drawing on multiple waves of data from the Fragile Families and Child 

Wellbeing Study (n = 4,464 mothers; 14,302 observations), this research explores how 

mothers’ neighborhood attainment varies across race and coresidential background. 

Using multilevel mixed-effects linear regression, I find that currently living with family 

or friends is associated with significantly higher neighborhood attainment 

(conceptualized as the median household income of the mother’s neighborhood), relative 

to those who have not coresided in the current or previous wave. However, among 

mothers who have transitioned out of coresidence, this enhanced neighborhood 

attainment does not persist. The results offer insight into how coresidence households 

may shape the residential outcomes of individuals. Relying on private networks as a 

“safety net” is not associated with long-term benefits, but also does not predict exposure 

to heightened disadvantage, within the sphere of neighborhood attainment. 

2.2. INTRODUCTION 

Neighborhood context operates as a sphere that structures individual well-being 

and life chances; however, individual characteristics also influence what kind of 

neighborhood a person lives in. Neighborhood attainment (indicating access to relatively 

well-resourced neighborhoods, often measured by the overall socioeconomic status of the 

residents) refers to the capacity of individuals to leverage resources to obtain residence in 

a chosen neighborhood (Quillian 2015; Logan and Alba 1993; Alba and Logan 1993; 
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Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007). Prior work on neighborhood outcomes has focused 

largely on individual attributes, such as socioeconomic attributes and racial status 

(Charles 2006; Iceland and Wilkes 2006). A smaller subset of this work has explored 

dynamics related to the household’s family structure, such as the role of having children, 

getting married, or going through a divorce (Goyette, Iceland, and Weininger 2014; 

Marsh and Iceland 2010; Iceland et al. 2010; South and Crowder 1998). Despite this 

focus on family transitions and statuses, much of this research has focused on the nuclear 

family, leaving the role of multigenerational or “coresident” household arrangements 

unexplored. Rates of multigenerational households have risen in recent decades (Fry and 

Passel 2014), often operating as a means for individuals to cope with economic hardship 

or provide care for family members by sharing housing resources (Pilkauskas et al. 2014; 

Glick and Van Hook 2011). Although roughly one in five American households are 

multigenerational (Cohn and Passel 2016)—in which at least two adult generations are 

present—we know little about the residential experiences of this family structure over 

time. 

Although the extent to which multigenerational families influence residential 

outcomes remain unclear, recent work has uncovered a relatively high degree of 

consistency between neighborhood context across generations (Sharkey 2008; 2013). 

This previous research provides a compelling depiction of how the neighborhood context 

of adult children and parents are linked, prompting a need for a deeper understanding 

how this transmission of neighborhood resources occurs. If individuals are finding 

themselves “stuck in place” in similar neighborhood contexts as their parents (Sharkey 

2013), could coresidential households be a contributor to this contextual consistency?  
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Further, as racial disparities exist in the access to relatively advantaged and 

disadvantaged neighborhoods (Sharkey 2013; Lichter, Parisi, and Taquino 2012), we may 

expect to find differing trends across race. Rather than moving to an entirely new 

location, individuals residing with relatives may find themselves locked into (or, in a 

more positive framework, given access to) the neighborhood resources of their family 

members.  

Drawing on these neighborhood resources could offer a benefit in the form of 

enhanced neighborhood socioeconomic context. Transfers from family members, after 

all, are a common way in which individuals gain access to resources they might not 

otherwise be able to procure, particularly among those who are economically 

disadvantaged or who have a need related to a life course stage (such as having a young 

child) (Domínguez and Watkins 2003; Kalil and Ryan 2010). However, living with 

family might also constrain access to certain neighborhoods, if individuals are 

considering moving in with or remaining with family as a factor along with other 

residential concerns. More research is needed on whether divisions in neighborhood 

circumstances and poverty levels are transmitted across generations (Sharkey 2008; 

2013) through the support and resources that extended relatives offer and share between 

one another. The present study aims to better understand the transmission of resources 

within family networks by exploring how the support received by one generation, in the 

form of shared housing, influences their residential outcomes. 

This study explores how coresidential households may structure neighborhood 

attainment across time. Using data from Waves 1-9 of the Fragile Families and Child 

Wellbeing Study, a sample of mothers who recently gave birth, I ask: do mothers who 
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currently coreside with family members, those who have exited a coresidential 

arrangement, and non-coresiders vary in terms of their neighborhood attainment? Next, is 

the association between coresident status and neighborhood attainment consistent across 

time (specifically, over a time period of roughly a decade)? Finally, does any advantage 

(or disadvantage) associated with coresidence and neighborhood attainment differ across 

racial groups? Using a longitudinal mixed-methods analytic framework, these questions 

provide insight into whether living with family or friends shapes residential outcomes 

over a period of time. As such, the present study offers insight into whether living in a 

coresident arrangement operates as a short-term buffer against disadvantage or can 

provide a “transformative” benefit (Shapiro 2003), representing a shift toward an 

advantaged status that persists even after the support ends.  

2.3. BACKGROUND 

2.3.1. Locational Attainment 

 A broad range of social science research has argued that neighborhood context, 

containing inequalities in resources and opportunities, matters in shaping the life 

outcomes of individuals (Sampson 2012; Sharkey 2013; Wilson 1987; Massey et al. 

2013). In seeking to understanding what predicts residence within low-resourced, low-

income neighborhoods (and conversely, high-income neighborhoods), research has 

interrogated the role of individual-level resources in determining residential outcomes. 

Theories of locational attainment, or neighborhood attainment, contend that greater 

levels of individual resources should equal greater levels of neighborhood resources. As 

described by Quillian (2015:242), research on locational attainment “has attempted to 

explain the formation of neighborhoods and the processes by which households are sorted 
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into neighborhoods in ways that produce demographic and economic differences among 

neighborhoods.” Studies considering the dynamics of locational attainment frame 

individual-level characteristics as related to the attributes of the neighborhood they reside 

within. This association occurs as individuals “convert” their individual resources into 

broader, neighborhood-level resources (Logan and Alba 1993; Alba and Logan 1993). 

While studies of locational attainment have been conducted for several decades, 

little consideration has been given to how not just individual-level resources, but also the 

resources that individuals have access to, influence their residential outcomes. However, 

some studies suggest that family-level support and resources may present meaningful 

implications for where individuals end up residing. Research by Hall and Crowder (2011) 

and Shapiro (2003) has demonstrated that family-level resources in the extended network 

may indeed be a mechanism through which individuals obtain homeownership status and 

residence in neighborhoods that they deem desirable. An investigation into coresiding 

households demonstrates that coresiding with family or friends corresponds with reduced 

exposure to concentrated poverty (Whitehead 2018a). However, the capacities and 

constraints of private networks have not been fully explored as a mechanism that may 

structure the long-term outcomes of where an individual lives. This perspective provides 

crucial insight into whether the resources of private networks can provide access to 

heightened neighborhood attainment even after said support ends.  

2.3.2. Support from Family and Neighborhood Circumstances 

Studies of locational attainment have demonstrated that access to certain 

neighborhoods is not equal across the population (Logan and Alba 1993; Alba and Logan 

1993, Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007). Levels of poverty within neighborhoods is a 
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particularly significant form of stratification, with vast differences of exposure by race 

and socioeconomic status (SES) (Lichter, Parisi, and Taquino 2012). Individuals face 

numerous constraints in where they are able to reside, determined not only by race and 

class, but also whether they are utilizing a form of assistance in order to obtain housing 

(DeLuca, Garboden, and Rosenblatt 2013; Clampet-Lundquist 2004). The relative level 

of choice or agency that an individual has in choosing their home, in terms of how it 

relates to the type of community they reside within, has been studied primarily in terms 

of those who reside in public housing or receive housing vouchers from government 

sources (Clampet-Lundquist 2010; Kissane and Clampet-Lundquist 2012; Tach 2009). 

Receiving this form of public aid has been explored in terms of how it influences how 

individuals engage with their neighborhoods (Tach 2009), the networks they form 

(Kissane and Clampet-Lundquist 2012), and the characteristics/composition of 

neighborhoods in which public housing units are located. This research finds that 

neighborhoods containing public housing are often disadvantaged, with residents facing 

difficult economic opportunities and disorganization (Griffiths and Tita 2009; Sampson 

2012). For individuals who receive public support in the form of housing vouchers, their 

ties to their previous communities are often disrupted (Kissane and Clampet-Lundquist 

2012; Clampet-Lundquist 2010), and they frequently face restrictions in terms of where 

they can relocate based on landlord requirements and search limitations (DeLuca et al. 

2013). 

Although the relationship between receiving housing support and neighborhood 

circumstances has been explored primarily among those residing in public housing, living 

in the home of a friend or family member is another potential form of assistance that 
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would determine the circumstances under which an individual comes to reside in a 

neighborhood. Groups who are socioeconomically or demographically disadvantaged 

receive support from their private networks at relatively high rates, often in addition to 

public forms of assistance (Kalil and Ryan 2010; Edin and Lein 1997). For example, 

mothers with young children, a group with high levels of need (Nichols et al. 2006; 

Teitler, Reichman, and Nepomnyaschy 2004), represent a group who live with extended 

family members at relatively high rates (Pilkauskis 2012).  

While residing with extended kin has been found to provide a buffer against 

poverty for some individuals or provide access to needed resources (Mutchler and Baker 

2009; Kalil and Ryan 2010), more research is needed regarding the neighborhood 

circumstances of those who utilize this form of support from private networks. It remains 

unclear whether having access to the home of a relative offers a similar neighborhood 

experience, in terms of exposure to neighborhood-level SES, to those who do not live in a 

coresidential household. Further, we know little about whether receiving residential 

support from family members influences long-term outcomes. Broadening the focus to 

private support, I seek to empirically assess the degree to which various housing statuses 

are related to individuals’ exposure to neighborhood-level SES across a span of almost a 

decade. In incorporating the role of family-level resources and networks into an 

understanding of residential outcomes, I posit that private networks may be a relevant 

concept in exploring the levels and types of housing resources to which an individual has 

access. 
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2.4. DATA AND METHODS 

 Data from this project comes from the Fragile Family and Child Wellbeing Study 

(FFCWS). Five waves of data—ranging from the baseline survey to the Year 9 Follow-

Up—are included in the analyses, in order to assess the mothers’ neighborhood 

attainment across roughly the first decade of her child’s life. The FFCWS was collected 

in 20 large US cities (i.e. cities with populations over 200,000), and respondents were 

selected from a random selection of mothers who had just given birth within a random 

selection of hospitals within these cities (Reichman et al. 2001). The data includes an 

oversample of unmarried births, and the Baseline data consists of around three quarters 

unmarried mothers and one quarter married respondents. The baseline survey was 

collected between 1998 and 2000, and follow-ups include surveys administered at Year 1, 

Year 3, Year 5, and Year 9 of the child’s life. While both mothers and fathers were 

surveyed, only data from the mother surveys is included in the present project. While the 

baseline survey contains a sample size of 4,898, the Year 9 Follow-Up contains 

information on 3,515 mothers, with attrition occurring across the timeframe (Bendheim-

Thoman Center for Research on Child Wellbeing 2011).  

 In addition to containing data from the Public Use files of FFCWS, this project 

additionally incorporates information from restricted-use contextual data. This data 

contains a variable of variables on the neighborhoods (measured here as census tracts) in 

which the mothers reside. All census tract information for Waves 1-5 (i.e. Baseline to 

Year 9) is drawn from the U.S. 2000 Decennial Census (Bendheim-Thoman Center for 

Research on Child Wellbeing 2018). As a result, dollar values used to assess 

neighborhood attainment are not subject to issues of inflation, as each value comes from 
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the same data source at the same point in time.3 Further, use of neighborhood-level data 

from a single decennial census helps provide clarity in analyzing predicted neighborhood 

attainment of mothers: variation in neighborhood median income indicates that a mother 

has moved to a different neighborhood, as opposed to the possibility that a 

neighborhood’s median income has changed across years. 

2.4.1. Measures 

Neighborhood median household income. The dependent variable for this project 

represents the neighborhood-level socioeconomic attainment of mothers, indicated by a 

measure of the median household income of her neighborhood. This time-variant 

measure is assessed through information of the mother’s location at each wave. In order 

to obtain a more normal distribution for the purposes of the multivariate analyses, this 

variable is transformed into a logged measure. Descriptive findings (see Tables 1 and 2) 

provide the means of both the original measure, to give a sense of the real dollar values, 

and the logged variable. 

Coresident trajectory status. The key independent variable for this dataset 

indicates whether a mother has not coresided in the current or previous wave (ref.), is 

                                                
3 Linking 2000 census tract information to mother’s location across the waves represents 
a potential limitation of the present study. Neighborhoods can change across time, 
presenting the possibility that a mother (especially toward the Year 5 or Year 9 waves) 
could be residing in a neighborhood with a sociodemographic base that has shifted from 
what is represented in the 2000 census. However, evidence suggests that persistence and 
stability tend to be the dominant feature of metropolitan cities in the US: even when 
residents within neighborhoods change, the characteristics of neighborhoods themselves 
often remain relatively stable (Malone and Refearn 2018). Further, the decennial census 
represents the most accurate data source for the time frame represented, as the American 
Community Survey did not begin data collection until 2005. As a result, the FFCWS only 
releases restricted contextual-level information for the Baseline through Year 9 waves 
that is linked to the 2000 census.  
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currently coresiding, or has transitioned out of coresidence. This variable is constructed 

from information on the mother’s current housing situation. Mothers designated as 

coresiding are those who report that they “live with family or friends and contribute part 

of the rent,”, “live with family or friends and not pay rent”, or “live in a house or condo 

owned by another family member.” Mothers classified as not coresiding are those who 

indicate that they rent their “own apartment or house” or own their “own home.” The 

variable then incorporates information on coresident status across waves to assess 

transitions over time. To create a measure of whether a mother lived in a coresident 

household in the previous wave but has move out, I incorporate a lagged variable, 

combining information on a mother’s current and previous coresident status. Mothers 

classified as “Currently Coresiding” are those that live with family or friends in a given 

wave, regardless of their coresident status at the previous wave. Mothers categorized as 

“Transitioned Out of Coresidence” are those that lived with family or friends in the wave 

immediately prior but currently report owning or renting their own home. As this variable 

requires information across two waves of data, analyses begin with Year 1 (representing 

coresident information from Baseline and Year 1). 

Mother’s race. Information on the mother’s racial and ethnic classification 

(hereafter referred to as ‘race’) is constructed from two self-reported baseline survey 

questions: one which asks the mother to pick which racial category “best” describes her, 

and another question which ask whether the mother is of Hispanic/Latino origin or 

descent (hereafter, Hispanic/Latino origin is referred to as ‘Latinx’). All mothers who 
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indicate that they are Latinx are coded as such, regardless of their selected race. 

Categories include white (ref.), black, Latinx, and other.4   

Control variables. A variety of socioeconomic and demographic controls 

variables, some time variant and some which are time invariant, are included in the 

analyses to better isolate the relationship between coresident trajectories and 

neighborhood attainment. Time variant characteristics include poverty status, 

employment status, relationship status, self-rated health, number of children, and 

residential moves. Poverty status is a categorical variable that represents a ratio of the 

mother’s household income over the federal poverty threshold. This control includes 

categories for in poverty (0-99 percent of the poverty line; ref.), low income (100-199 

percent), and 200 percent or more over the poverty line. Employment status is a 

dichotomous variable, collected between Years 1 and 9, indicating whether the mother 

reports doing “any regular work for pay” in the past week or not. Relationship status 

represents whether a mother is married (ref.), cohabitating, dating, or single, either to the 

baby’s father or to a new partner, at each wave. In fair or poor health is a dichotomous 

variable and captures whether a mother rated her health as fair or poor, relative to a 

category that combines responses for excellent, very good, or good. Number of children 

is included as a continuous measure and account for births of the mothers both before and 

after the focal child’s birth. Moved to a new home is a dichotomous variable indicating 

whether a mother has experienced a move since the previous wave; this variable can 

                                                
4 “Other” race mothers represent respondents who selected Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian, 
Eskimo, Aleut, or Other. While these categories were selected by only a small number of respondents, 
these respondents are included within the analyses as a combined group. As this category represents such a 
broad and varied group, interpreted results focus primarily on variation between white, black, and Latinx 
mothers. 
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apply to both coresiding and non-coresiding mothers. Notably, mothers who are coded as 

transitioning out of coresidence can also be coded as not moving, in the event of a 

household-level change rather than a residential move. 

Time-invariant characteristics drawn on information collected at the time of the 

Baseline wave and include educational attainment, immigrant generation, and age. 

Educational attainment represents completed schooling by the time of the baseline 

survey (less than high school=ref., high school degree, some college, and bachelor’s or 

higher). Immigrant generation indicates whether both a respondent and her parents were 

born in the US (ref.), whether she is a 2nd generation immigrant, or if she is an immigrant. 

Mother’s age is a continuous variable and indicates her age in years at the time of the 

Baseline survey. 

City-level variables are also accounted for to control for policy-level and 

economic context. These measures reflect classifications developed by the FFCWS 

during the initial survey collection (Reichman et al. 2001). Labor market conditions of 

Baseline incorporates information on the unemployment rates, job growth rates, and rates 

of population growth of the cities in which mothers reside. This variable distinguishes 

cities that have a strong (ref.), average, and weak labor market environment. Welfare 

generosity of Baseline city is categorized using information on the cities monthly welfare 

payment amount divided by the median monthly rent and classified cities as having a 

high (ref.), moderate, or low level of welfare benefits.  

2.4.2. Analytic Strategy 

My analytic sample consists of mothers that a) are present in any two consecutive 

waves, b) have valid information on time-invariant variables from the Baseline wave, and 
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c) have valid information on time-variant variables in any two waves from Year 1-Year 

9. This sample contains 4,464 mothers with 14,302 observations across waves. With most 

mothers in the sample contributing multiple observations, this helps isolate the 

relationship between neighborhood context and a mother’s coresident status at the time of 

any given wave. Allowing for this within-person variation, as individuals transition 

between statuses, helps account for stable individual-level characteristics variables 

(which could contribute a selection effect among coresiders) and is a key benefit of 

longitudinal analysis (Allison 2005; Johnson, Pais, and South 2012).  

First, distributions of both independent and dependent variables are presented for 

the full sample, as well as for the coresident trajectory categories. Proportion tests and t-

tests indicate significant differences between the two coresident categories (current and 

previous) and the non-coresident status. For variables that are time variant, I provide the 

distribution or average across all observations, across all waves. A descriptive table next 

demonstrates the distributions, means, and significance tests for dependent and 

independent variables across racial groups. Figures 1 and 2 provide insight into how the 

median neighborhood income of mothers shifts across time, first across coresidential 

trajectories and then across race. The final descriptive table, Table 3, begins investigating 

the intersection between racial/ethnic variation and coresident trajectories in shaping 

neighborhood attainment; it demonstrates the cross-tabulation of median neighborhood 

income across race and coresident trajectories. 

Next, multilevel mixed-effects linear regressions are implemented to explore the 

relationship between coresident trajectories, race, and neighborhood attainment. These 

models estimate both fixed and random effects in order to better understand variation 
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within individuals over time, as well as variation between individuals. To estimate the 

model, I use Stata’s mixed command (Statacorp 2013). The fixed components of the 

model include the outcome variable (logged neighborhood median income) and 

covariates. Further, the model allows for random effects at the individual level. The 

random component comes from the cluster identifier (the identification number of 

mothers) and introduces a random intercept within the estimates. Analyses provide 

information on neighborhood outcomes from Year 1 to Year 9 (as coresident trajectories 

require incorporating information from across two waves, Baseline neighborhood context 

is not represented in the analyses; please see the Measures section above).  

Model 1 demonstrates the relationship between coresident trajectory status, race, 

and Year of Survey (included as a continuous variable). Model 2 accounts for all 

individual-level controls. Model 3 adds controls for city-level characteristics and 

additionally accounts for city-level clustering among respondents by incorporating a 

clustered sandwich estimator. In order to assess whether this relationship varies across 

time, Model 4 incorporates an interaction between coresident categories and year of 

survey. Model 5, as the final model, assesses whether the relationship between coresident 

trajectories and neighborhood attainment vary across race by including an interaction 

between coresident status and mother’s race. The results of Model 3 are presented in the 

form of predictive margins, demonstrated the predicted logged neighborhood median 

income for mothers across racial groups and coresident trajectory statuses. All analyses 

are conducted with Stata 15.0.  
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2.5. RESULTS 

2.5.1. Descriptive Results 

Descriptive findings from Table 1 provide the distribution and means for the 

dependent variable and independent variables, for the full sample and across coresidential 

trajecories. For the time-variant measures in this table, including the dependent variable, 

the distribution or mean of all observations, across all waves included in the analysis, are 

presented. The distribution of the coresident trajectory categories demonstrates that not 

coresiding in the current or previous wave is the mode status across that time frame. 

Rought 69 percent of observations fall into this status, while almost 20 percent of 

observations indicate current coresidence and 11 percent capture incidences of a recent 

move out of coresidence.  

The mean for the dependent variable, neighborhood median household income, is 

presented in real dollar values and as a logged variable (with the logged measure 

represented the form included in the muntivariate analyses). The mean value for the full 

sample fall at $37,844. At this descriptive level, we see that both current coresiding 

observations and previously coresiding (i.e. ‘Transitioned Out of Coresidence’) 

observations have mean neighborhood median housheold incomes that are signifantly 

lower than the observations for those not coresding in the current or previous wave. 

These patterns are replicated within the logged measure. 

The distribution and means for mother’s race/ethnicity and control variables shed 

insight into the disparities across neighborhood context for the different coresident 

trajectories. White mothers are significantly underrepresented in both coresiding 

cateogries, both current (15 percent) and previous (16 percent), relative to not coresiding 
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(25 percent). Conversely, both black and Latinx mothers are signifcantly overrepresented 

within both coresiding categories. Black mothers have the highest percentage of currently 

coresiding, at almost 52 percent, and having transitioned out of coresidence, at 52 

percent, and Latinx mothers fall in between white and black mothers in their prevelence 

of coresiding. As black and Latinx individuals tend to have relatively lower levels of 

neighborhood attainment, relative to whites (Huang, South, and Spring 2017; White and 

Sassler 2000; Logan 2011), this overrepresentation of mothers of color among curent and 

previous coresiders adds context to the neighborhood-level inqualities across coresiding 

categories.  

Turning to time-variant charactersitics, we see that mothers who are currently 

coresiding or have moved out of coresidence have higher percentages of being in poverty, 

of being in fair or poor health, and among those that are dating or single during a given 

wave. Notably, currently coresiding mothers are significantly underpresented in the 

cohabitating category, while previous coresiders are overrepresented; this suggests that 

perhaps moving in with a romantic partner is a pathway out of coresidence for mothers. 

Current coresiders and those who transitioned out of coresidence since the previous wave 

have lower percentages of being employed, relative to non-coresiders, and have a higher 

mean number of children. Both coresiding categories have a higher percentage of 

mothers who experienced a move since the last wave; mothers who transitioned from 

coresidence (with the possibility of this representing a move between homes or a change 

in household composition) have an exceptionally high rate at 86 percent. Descriptives for 

time-invariant characteristics indicate that current and previous coresiders have higher 

percentages of having less than a high school education, are underrepresented among 
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those who have attended or graduated from college, and are younger on average relative 

to non-coresiders. Variation among the coresiding trajectory categories also exists 

between city-level characteristics. Current coresiders have significantly higher 

percentages of living in cites with average labor market conditions and moderate welfare 

generosity, along with a lower percentage living in strong labor markets.  
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Table 2.1. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for Full Sample and across Coresident Trajectories 
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study Years 1-9 (n = 4,464 mothers, 14,302 observations)    

Full Sample Not Coresiding Current or 
Previous Wave (Ref.) 

Currently 
Coresiding1 

Transitioned Out of 
Coresidence1 

Total 100.0 69.2 19.8 11.0      
Neighborhood Median Household Income (SD)2 37,843.5  38,850.6           36,094.8*** 34,632.0***  
      (18,694.9) (19,673.6) (16,518.4) (15,115.9) 
Logged Neighborhood Median Income (SD)2        10.4      10.5  10.4*** 10.4*** 
        (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) 
Mother's Race 

    

        White 22.1         25.1 14.8*** 16.0*** 
Black 48.5 47.0 51.8*** 52.3*** 
Latinx 25.8 24.3 29.6*** 28.8*** 
Other 3.6 3.6 3.8 2.9 
     

Time-Variant Characteristics3     
Poverty Status 

    

In Poverty (0-99%) 40.0 35.0 51.7*** 50.9*** 
Near Poverty (100-199%) 26.3 26.1 26.9 26.4 
200% + 33.7 39.0 21.4*** 22.7*** 

Employed 58.2 60.3 51.5*** 56.83** 
Relationship Status 

    

Married 34.3 44.0 13.5*** 20.3*** 
Cohabitating  26.8 25.8 23.8* 38.2*** 
Dating 14.4 11.1 25.4*** 15.8*** 
Single 23.5 19.2 37.3*** 25.7*** 

In Fair or Poor Health  13.9 13.2 16.0*** 15.2* 
Number of Children (SD) 2.5  2.7  2.2***  2.3*** 
 (1.4) (1.4) (1.4) (1.3) 
Moved Since Last Wave 48.9 43.0 48.7*** 86.1***     

(cont.)      
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Table 2.1. cont.     
 Full Sample Not Coresiding Current or 

Previous Wave (Ref.) 
Currently 

Coresiding1 
Transitioned Out of 

Coresidence1 
Time-Invariant Characteristics     
Educational Attainment at Baseline     

   

Less than High School 32.2 28.1 41.4*** 42.9*** 
High School 30.9 29.8 34.6*** 31.1 
Some College 25.4 26.9 21.7*** 22.5*** 
College Graduate 11.4 15.3 2.3*** 3.5*** 

Immigrant Generation                                 
    

Not an Immigrant 81.2 81.1 80.8 82.2 
2nd Generation 4.1 3.9 4.9* 3.8 
Immigrant 14.8 15.0 14.3 14.0 

Age at Baseline (SD) 25.2 26.3 22.6*** 22.6*** 
 (6.0) (6.1) (5.2) (4.8)      
City-Level Characteristics 

    

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City 
   

Strong 33.6 34.0 31.5* 34.7 
Average 30.4 29.6 32.8** 30.9 
Weak 36.1 36.4 35.7 34.4      

Welfare Generosity of Baseline City  
   

High 39.9 40.3 39.3 38.9 
Moderate 28.5 28.0 30.4* 28.2 
Low 31.6 31.8 30.3 33.0 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
   

1 Asterisks indicate significant differences between Not Coresiding (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
2Variables on median neighborhood income are time-variant. 
3 For Time-Variant Characteristics, the distribution and means of all observations, across all waves, are presented. 
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Table 2 continues to descriptively explore the distribution and means of variables, 

now examining differences across racial and ethnic categories. Roughly 39 percent of the 

sample identifies as black, 26 percent as Latinx, 22 percent as white, and less than four 

percent as another racial category. Racial and ethnic disparities across neighborhood 

context echo previous research (Lichter, Parisi, and Taquino 2012), with black and Latinx 

mothers living in neighborhoods with significantly lower median household incomes than 

white mothers. Black mothers experience the widest gap in neighborhood median 

income, relative to white mothers ($31,421 versus $49,771). The distribution of 

coresident trajectories recreates information in Table 1, now displayed across racial 

groups: black and Latinx mothers have lower percentages of not coresiding in the current 

or previous wave and are overrepresented among current and previous coresiding 

observations. 

The distributions and means for control variables demonstrate the socioeconomic 

and demographic disparities across race. Relative to white mothers, black and Latinx 

mothers have significantly higher rates of poverty across the waves, are unrepresented 

among observations in which mothers report being married, and are overrepresented 

among observations in which mothers report cohabitating, dating, or being single. Latinx 

mothers have significantly lower percentages of employment across the timeframe, and 

both black and Latinx mothers have higher percentages of reporting being in fair or poor 

health, have a higher mean number of children, and undergo residential moves more 

frequently. Time-invariant characteristics, measured at Baseline, reveal that black and 

Latinx mothers have relatively lower levels of education and are younger on average than 

white mothers. Latinx mothers are also significantly more likely to be an immigrant or 
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2nd generation. Substantial variation also exists in terms of city-level context. Both black 

and Latinx mothers have higher percentages living in cities with weak labor markets and 

low levels of welfare generosity. 
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Table 2.2. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for Full Sample and across Race 
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study Year 1-9 (n = 4,464 mothers, 14,302 observations)    

White (Ref.) Black1 Latinx1 Other1 
Total 22.1 38.5 25.8 3.6      

Time-Variant Characteristics1 
    

Neighborhood Median Household Income (SD) 49,770.6 31,421.1*** 38,041.3*** 50,253.7  
      (21,923.4) (13,496.3) (17,407.5) (23692.7) 
Logged Neighborhood Median Income (SD)        10.7     10.3*** 10.5*** 10.7 
        (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) 
Coresident Trajectories 

    

        Not Coresiding Current or Previous Wave 78.8         67.0*** 65.1*** 70.2*** 
Currently Coresiding 13.3 21.1*** 22.7*** 20.9*** 
Transitioned Out of Coresidence 8.0 11.9*** 12.3*** 9.0 

Poverty Status 
    

In Poverty (0-99%) 18.1 47.8*** 45.8*** 28.3*** 
Near Poverty (100-199%) 21.4 27.1*** 29.6*** 21.4 
200% + 60.5 25.1*** 24.6*** 50.3*** 

Employed 59.9 59.9 53.3*** 59.7 
Relationship Status 

    

Married 60.4 21.0*** 38.0*** 55.8* 
Cohabitating  18.8 27.9*** 32.7*** 17.4 
Dating 7.4 20.6*** 9.6** 9.8+ 
Single 13.4 30.5*** 19.8*** 17.2* 

In Fair or Poor Health  10.8 14.0*** 17.0*** 10.1 
Number of Children (SD) 2.3 2.7*** 2.5*** 2.3 
 (1.2) (1.6) (1.3) (1.2) 
Moved Since Last Wave 44.8 51.5*** 48.1** 44.2     

(cont.) 
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Table 2.2. cont.     
 White (Ref.) Black1 Latinx1 Other1 
Time-Invariant Characteristics     
Educational Attainment at Baseline     

   

Less than High School 17.1 31.4*** 48.7*** 21.3* 
High School 24.9 37.0*** 26.2 18.5** 
Some College 28.5 26.1* 21.2*** 28.1 
College Graduate 29.5 5.6*** 4.0*** 32.2 

Immigrant Generation                                 
    

Not an Immigrant 93.2 93.5 53.9*** 36.8*** 
2nd Generation 3.1 2.5+ 7.8*** 4.7+ 
Immigrant 3.7 4.0 38.4*** 58.5*** 

Age at Baseline (SD) 27.2 24.4*** 24.7*** 26.8  
(6.5) (5.7) (5.7) (6.1) 

     
City-Level Characteristics 

    

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City 
   

Strong 44.7 27.1*** 34.4*** 47.0 
Average 26.2 37.3*** 21.5*** 26.7 
Weak 29.2 35.7*** 44.1*** 26.3 

Welfare Generosity of Baseline City  
   

High 37.3 36.4 46.4*** 57.3*** 
Moderate 18.9 41.4*** 13.4*** 21.4 
Low 43.8 22.2*** 40.2** 21.3*** 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
   

1 Asterisks indicate significant differences between White (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
2 For Time-Variant Characteristics, the distribution and means of all observations, across all waves, are presented. 
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Table 3 provides information on the average neighborhood median income of 

mothers across all observations, at the intersection of coresident trajectory categories and 

the mother’s race. Asterisks indicate significant differences between coresident categories 

(ref. = not coresiding current or previous wave), and the superscript a indicates a 

significant difference between racial groups (ref. = white; p<0.001). Racial disparities in 

neighborhood context, at this descriptive level, are replicated within each category of 

coresident trajectories, with whites living in neighborhoods with significantly higher 

median household incomes relative to black and Latinx mothers. Within-race differences, 

across coresident categories, reveal gaps in neighborhood attainments of varying degrees. 

Among both white and black mothers, at waves in which they report currently coresiding 

or having just transitioned out of coresidence, mothers reside in neighborhoods with 

significantly lower neighborhood median incomes. Among Latinx mothers, however, 

observations in which mothers are currently coresiding correspond with significantly 

higher median income neighborhoods of residence. Further, among Latinx mothers, those 

who report having just exited coresidence live in neighborhoods with statistically 

comparable median incomes, relative to observations in which mothers are not 

coresiding.  
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Table 2.3. Mean Neighborhood Median Income Across Race and Coresident Trajectories 

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study Years 1-9  

(n = 4,464 mothers, 14,302 observations) 

 Coresident Trajectories 
 Not Coresiding 

Current or Previous 
Wave (Ref.) 

Currently Coresiding  Transitioned Out of 
Coresidence1 

Mother’s Race    
     White (Ref.) 51,524.1       

(23,062.7) 
43,852.0***              
(15,394.0) 

42,220.8***          
(15,288.3) 

     Black 31830.0a       
(13,835.5) 

30,980.5*, a                
(13216.8) 

29,892.6***, a              
(11823.2) 

     Latinx 37,336.6a      
(17,123.9) 

40,109.7***, a              
(18,634.1) 

37,974.5a             
(16,250.8) 

     Other 52,457.4       
(24,572.0) 

44,859.7**             
(19,826.2) 

45,601.6+          
(22,693.2) 

1 “Transitioned Out of Coresidence” refers to mothers who coresided in the previous wave and 
transitioned to renting or owning their own household.  
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001; difference significant between Not Coresiding 
Current or Previous Wave (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
a p<0.001; difference significant from White (ref.) mothers 

 

Figures 1 and 2 begin to explore trends in neighborhood attainment across time 

for the sample, from Year 1 to Year 9. Asterisks indicate significant within-wave 

differences between those not coresiding in the current or previous wave (i.e. for Year 1, 

this refers to mothers not coresiding at either Baseline or Year 1). Superscript letters refer 

to significant differences between the ‘Transitioned Out of Coresidence’ category and the 

‘Currently Coresiding’ category. Overall, the figure demonstrates that neighborhood 

attainment increases over time for the sample, with all categories experiencing an 

increase in their neighborhood median income. Variation, however, does emerge between 

coresiding categories. Across time, both those who indicate currently and previously 

coresiding generally live in neighborhoods with a lower median income, relative to those 

not coresiding in the current or previous wave. One exeption is Year 5, in which current 

coresiders reach parity with non-coresiders in their neighborhood income. The gap 
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between these two categories, however, reappears by Year 9. Correspondingly, previous 

coresiders have significantly lower neighborhood attainment at Year 3 and Year 5 

relative to current coresiders, but are statistically comparable by Year 9. A possible 

contributer to these patterns can be found in the stagnation in neighborhood attainment 

that occurs for Current Coresiders between Year 5 and 9, perhaps indicating that mothers 

who remain in (or enter into) coresidence at this timepoint are a distinctive group. In 

contrast, non-coresiders and those who move out of coresidence continue an upward 

trajectory of neighborhood attainment across all waves. 

 

 

 

Figure 2 similarly explores trends in neighborhood median household income 

across waves, demonstrating significant differences across mother’s racial/ethnic 

categories (ref. = white). Similar to the findings in Figure 1, the dominant trend is an 

increase in neighborhood attainment across time for each racial category. Significant 

disparities exist between white mothers and both black and Latinx mothers at each time 
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Figure 1. Neighborhood Median Income from Year 1 to Year 9,               
by Coresident Trajectory Status
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Figure 2.1. Neighborhood Median Income from Year 1 to Year 9,              

by Coresident Trajectory Status 
 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001; difference significant between Not Coresiding Current or 
Previous Wave (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
a p<0.10, b p < 0.05; difference significant between Transitioned Out of Coresidence and Currently 
Coresiding 
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point. Reflecting the findings from Table 2, black mothers have the lowest levels of 

neighborhood attainment across racial and ethnic groups; this figure demonstrates that 

these disparities does not diminish over time. 

 
*** p<0.001; difference significant between White (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
 
2.5.2. Multivariate Results 

 Table 4 presents results from mixed-effects linear regressions predicting the 

logged median household income of the neighborhood in which a mother resides. Model 

1 includes predictors for the mother’s coresidential transition status (ref. = not coresiding 

in the current or previous wave), race, and the year of the survey (included as a 

continuous variable; range = 1-9). Controlling for race and year of the survey, currently 

coresiding is associated with a 0.03 unit increase in the logged median household income 

in a mother’s neighborhood of residence (p<0.001), relative to not coresiding in the 

current or previous wave. This finding diverges from the descriptive findings in Table 1, 

revealing that once accounting for the mother’s race/ethnicity (and the overrepresentation 

of black and Latinx mothers in coresident categories), currently coresiding is associated 
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with a higher level of neighborhood attainment relative to not coresiding (please see 

Whitehead 2018a for a similar pattern within a cross-sectional analysis). Conversely, 

mothers who have transitioned out of coresidence are not predicted to experience a 

similarly enhanced neighborhood attainment. Model 1 additionally demonstrates that 

black mothers are predicted to reside in neighborhoods with a 0.46 unit decrease in 

neighborhood median income (p<0.001), and Latinx mothers in neighborhoods with a 

0.28 unit decrease (p<0.001), relative to white mothers and controlling for coresident 

status and year of the survey. Neighborhood attainment is also expected to increase over 

time, as mothers age, as demonstrated by the positive 0.01 coefficient for year of the 

survey (p<0.001). 

 Model 2 incorporates controls for individual-level time-variant and time-invariant 

characteristics. Accounting for these individual-level characteristics decreases the size of 

the coefficients for black and Latinx mothers, but the patterns of significance for 

coresiding categories and year of the survey remain consistent. Controlling for the 

variables included in the first model, Model 2 demonstrates that enhanced income (as 

demonstrated through the mother’s poverty status), experiencing a residential move, 

increased educational attainment, and being older are all associated with residence in a 

neighborhood with a higher median income. Being an immigrant or 2nd generation (again, 

controlling for other individual-level factors, including race), is also associated with 

living in a neighborhood with a higher predicted median income. Conversely, occupying 

any relationship status other than ‘married’ is associated with a lower predicted 

neighborhood income, as is being in fair or poor health and having a higher mean number 

of children. 
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Table 2.4. Mixed-Effects Linear Regression Predicting Logged Neighborhood Median Household Income  
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study Years 1-9 (n = 4,464 mothers, 14,302 observations)  

Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
Coresiding Transition (Ref.: Not Coresiding)      
        Currently Coresiding 0.03*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.09*** 0.04+ 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 
        Transitioned Out of Coresidence 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03+ 0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 
Mother's Race (Ref.: White) 

     

Black -0.46*** -0.33*** -0.30*** -0.30*** -0.30***  
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Latinx -0.28*** -0.19*** -0.17** -0.17** -0.18**  
(0.02) (0.02) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

Other -0.00 -0.08** -0.07+ -0.08+ -0.08+  
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Year of Survey 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01***  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Time-Variant Characteristics 
     

Poverty Status (Ref.: In Poverty) 
     

Near Poverty (100-199%) 
 

0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03***   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

200% + 
 

0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10***   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Employed 
 

0.01+ 0.01* 0.01* 0.01*   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Relationship Status (Ref.: Married) 
     

Cohabitating  
 

-0.05*** -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06***   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Dating 
 

-0.05*** -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06***   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Single 
 

-0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05***   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

In Fair or Poor Health  -0.02** -0.02** -0.02** -0.02** 
  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     (cont.) 
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Table 2.4. cont.      
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
Number of Children 

 
-0.01** -0.01* -0.01* -0.01*   
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Moved to a Different Home  0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 
  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Time-Invariant Characteristics 

     

Educational Attainment at Baseline (Ref.: Less than High School) 
 

High School 
 

0.04** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05***   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Some College 
 

0.11*** 0.12*** 0.12*** 0.11***   
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

College Graduate 
 

0.33*** 0.33*** 0.33*** 0.33***   
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Immigrant Generation (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 
  

2nd Generation 
 

0.11*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.09***   
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Immigrant 
 

0.13*** 0.11** 0.11** 0.11**   
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Age at Baseline 
 

0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00***   
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

City-Level Characteristics 
     

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City (Ref. Strong) 
  

Average 
  

-0.12 -0.12 -0.12    
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

Weak 
  

-0.17* -0.17* -0.17*    
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

Welfare Generosity of Baseline City (Ref.: High) 
   

Moderate 
  

-0.06 -0.06 -0.06    
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

Low 
  

-0.04 -0.04 -0.04    
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

     (cont.) 
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Table 2.4. cont.      
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
Coresiding Transition*Year 

     

Currently Coresiding*Year 
   

-0.01***      
(0.00)  

Transitioned Out of Coresidence *Year 
   

-0.00  
      

 
(0.00)  

Coresiding Transition*Race      
        Currently Coresiding*Black     0.01 
     (0.03) 
        Currently Coresiding*Latinx     0.04+ 
     (0.02) 
        Currently Coresiding*Other     0.04 
     (0.04) 
        Transitioned Out of Coresidence*Black     -0.01 
     (0.03) 
        Transitioned Out of Coresidence*Latinx     0.03+ 
     (0.02) 
        Transitioned Out of Coresidence*Other     0.00 
     (0.04) 
N (Level-1 Units) 14302 14302 14302 14302 14302 
N (Level-2 Units) 4464 4464 4464 4464 4464 
Standard errors in parentheses.  

  

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 

1Models 3, 4, and 5 account for city-level characteristics and city-level clustering. 
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 Model 3 accounts for all variables included in Models 1 and 2, introduces controls 

for city-level characteristics, and additionally account for city-level clustering among 

respondents. Patterns of significance among Model 1 variables remain unchanged in this 

model. After accounting for individual- and city-level controls, currently coresiding with 

a friend or family member is associated with a 0.06 unit increase in the median income of 

a neighborhood in which a respondent resides (relative to not coresiding; p<0.001). 

Transitioning out of coresidence remains statistically comparable to not coresiding, all 

else held constant. Among city-level controls, only residing in a weak labor market 

environment is significantly related to the outcome, predicting a 0.17 unit decrease in 

neighborhood median income. 

 Models 4 and 5 introduce interactions to examine whether coresident categories 

differ in their relationship to the outline across time and across racial groups. Interacting 

coresiding transition categories and year of the survey in Model 4 reveals that the 

enhanced neighborhood attainment associated with currently coresiding decreases over 

time (p<0.001). This echoes the findings from Figure 1, demonstrating that the broader 

trend in increased neighborhood attainment experienced across time does not apply 

similarly to coresiding mothers between Years 5 and 9. The interaction between 

coresiding transitions and race in Model 5 reveals some marginally significant variation 

among Latinx mothers. Relative to white mothers within the coresiding categories, Latinx 

mothers are predicted to experience a heightened level of neighborhood attainment when 

currently coresiding and when they have transitioned out of coresidence (p<0.10). 

 Figure 3 presents the results from Model 5 in greater depth. This graph 

demonstrates the average predicted logged neighborhood median household income 
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across each coresidential transition category, with separate predictions for white, black, 

and Latinx mothers. This figure demonstrates that, holding all controls constant, currently 

coresiding corresponds with higher logged median neighborhood income across all racial 

groups. However, after moving out of coresidence, all racial/ethnic categories experience 

a predicted decline in their neighborhood income. As such, coresidence and the exit from 

coresidence does not offer any one racial group a clear “advantage” in enhancing their 

neighborhood attainment. At the same time, coresidence and the subsequent transition 

from this arrangement do not disrupt racial inequalities in neighborhood outcomes. This 

figure further demonstrates that whites who coreside are less distinct from blacks and 

Latinx mothers than non-coresiders, as evidenced in the size of the standard error bars 

and the overlap between standard errors for white and Latinx coresiders. 
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2.6. DISCUSSION 

Despite evidence that neighborhood context is structured by the previous 

generation (Sharkey 2008; 2013), we have little understanding of how adults’ 

neighborhood outcomes are influenced by the neighborhood attainment of their relatives. 

The resources of family members represent a powerful predictor of individuals’ 

socioeocnomic outcomes (Mare 2011; Bowles and Gintis 2002; Bowles, Gintis, and 

Osborne Groves 2005). Looking specifically within the sphere of neighborhood 

socioeconomic resources, coresident households represent one site in which the resources 

of relatives may influence the type of environment in which an individual lives 

(Whitehead 2018a). However, questions remain regarding the neighborhoods in which 

individuals reside following a transition out of a coresidential arrangement. One potential 

outcome is that coresidence provides long-term access to enhanced neighborhood 

attainment, with this residential arrangement corresponding with a noticably different 

type of neighborhood context both during and after the coresiding period. Another 

potential outcome is that any distinctive neighborhood environment associated with 

living in a friend or family members household lasts only for the duration of coresidence, 

and that individuals return to a context indistinguishable from non-coresiders upon 

exiting.  

Drawing on results from longitudinal mixed effects models, this study provides 

support for the latter. I find that, holding individual-level and city-level controls 

constrant, living in the home of a family member or friend is associated with signifiantly 

enhanced neighborhood attainment among FFCWS mothers. In constrast, the 

neighborhood context of those who have transitioned out of coresidence is statistically 
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comparable to those who have not coresided during either the current or previous wave. 

The positive relationship between currently coresiding and neighborhood attainment 

becomes weaker over time, however, indicating that mothers coresiding in the later 

waves of the survey do not experience as much of an increase in their predicted 

neighborhood median income. As rates of coresiding decrease over time for the FFCWS 

mothers (Pilkauskas 2012), this trend may indicate a selectiveness among mothers that 

continue to live with family or friends through these later years of the survey. In terms of 

racial variation, the findings presented here present some evidence that coresiding 

predicts a relatively higher predicted neighborhood income for Latinx mothers, relative to 

white mothers who currently coreside, and that Latinx mothers may experience 

heightened neighborhood attainment even after transitioning out. Overall, the experience 

of coresiding and exiting coresidence does not greatly disrupt racialized inequalities in 

neighborhood outcomes. 

This research represents a step toward better understanding the role of the 

extended family in influencing neighborhood attainment and suggests one potential 

mechanism through which families may be “stuck in place” (Sharkey 2008; 2013). 

Further, these findings demonstrate that the impact of residing with family on 

neighborhood outcomes cannot be established by looking at only one point in time. 

Instead, individuals may experience various constrainsts or benefits by living in a 

multigenerational household depending on their stage in the life course. For mothers who 

recently gave birth, residing with family is associated with access to higher levels of 

neighborhood SES; however, this benefit diminishes across the following decade. While 

these mothers (particularly as they respresent a relatively economically disadvantaged 
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sample) may experience an enhanced level of neighborhood attainment by garnering the 

resources of relatives, this relationship is strongest during the early years of their child’s 

life. As mothers complete other life milestones in the years after giving birth (such as 

getting married, returning to work or school, or seeing their children begin school), they 

may make residential choices within possible options that best suit the needs or 

opportunities of their families. These transitions may account for the overall improved 

neighborhood attainment of mothers across the first nine years of their child’s life, and 

the present study provides insight into the role of coresiding within this broader trend. 

While coresidence may provide access to neighborhoods with relatively enhanced median 

incomes, this benefit does not operate as a long-lasting predictor of heightened 

neighborhood attainment; instead, previous coresiders are undistinguishable from non-

coresiders. Notably, although coresidence does not help in terms of neighborhood 

attainment in the long term, it also does not hinder neighborhood outcomes. 

This study has several potential limitations that future work may address. First, 

the FFCWS represents a distinctive segment of the population (i.e. mothers who recently 

gave birth) and includes an oversample of unmarried mothers. While this makes this 

sample useful for studying residential outcomes during a particular stage in the life 

course and among a group with a high level of multigenerational household living 

arrangements (Pilkauskas 2012), this does limit the generalizability of the study. Second, 

the present study examines residential outcomes among mothers at selective moments in 

time, in order to assess neighborhood attainment after moving out of a coresident 

arrangment. Namely, the lagged variable created to capture the mother’s coresident status 

indicates whether the mother was living with friends or family members at the 
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immediately preceding wave. Alternative strategies for exploring this process could 

specify whether mothers were coresiding two, three, or more waves prior to a given 

timepoint, and whether this passage of time matters for her residential curcumstances. 

However, the current specification lends insight into mother’s neigborhood attainment 

during the first observable timepoint following an exit from coresidence, lending crucial 

insight into where mothers move following a departure from private residential support. 

Despite these limitations, this research expands on our understanding of how the 

extended family shapes neighborhood outcomes, lending insight into cross-generational 

transmissions of context. 
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Chapter 3 

Greater Distance, Less Assistance?: Kin Support, Race, and 

Distance between Parents and Children 

 

 

3.1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Recent studies have demonstrated the extent to which family members share 

neighborhood contexts, both in terms of proximity to non-resident family members and in 

consistency across generations. Given the importance of receiving support from family 

members—either residential, instrumental, or financial—for many young adults, kin 

support may be one key factor that informs where individuals reside. Using data from the 

the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (n = 2,664) and the Panel Study of 
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Income Dynamics (n = 11,596), the present study examines whether receiving previous 

residential support through coresidence, or current instrumental or financial support from 

parents, corresponds with geographic proximity between adult children and their parents. 

Multinomial logistic regressions indicate that coresiding with parents at a previous point 

in time predicts continued proximity to parents, even when the adult child is no longer in 

the same household. Further, findings demonstrate that the receipt of instrumental 

support is strongly associated with geographic proximity, while financial support is 

largely not dependent on the extent of physical distance. Taken together, these results 

suggest that the reliance on support from parents may continue operating even once an 

exit from coresidence takes place, and living close to parents enhances access to this 

support. Transfers of support between family members are strongly predictive of 

geographic proximity between family members, making these family dynamics an 

essential consideration in future studies on residential decision-making and housing 

movement/stability. 

3.2. INTRODUCTION 

 Locational outcomes, while highly dependent on racial inequalities and 

socioeconomic disparities (Massey and Denton 1993; Iceland and Wilkes 2006; Reardon 

and Bischoff 2013), are also shaped by family dynamics. Much of the research on the 

link between family attributes and residential patterns has focused on shifts within the 

nuclear family among adults—in other words, life cycle events such as getting married 

and having children (Clark 2013; Clark, Deurloo, and Dielman 2006; South, Crower, and 

Trent 1998; Iceland et al. 2010). However, ties to the previous generation may further 

shape residential outcomes, even once an individual reaches adulthood. Neighborhood 
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contexts are often transmitted from one generation to the next; particularly for black 

Americans, this consistency in neighborhood environments results in continued exposure 

to high-poverty neighborhoods (Sharkey 2008; 2012; 2013). Beyond this connection 

across generations, geographic ties also exist between adult family members and serve to 

influence residential outcomes. Adult children who live close to parents are less likely to 

move to a more distant neighborhood, and individuals who live further away from family 

are more likely to move to a neighborhood closer to family (Spring, Ackert, Crowder, 

and South 2017). While this research suggest that the non-resident family plays a key role 

in shaping where individuals reside, the explanatory factors behind this remain less clear. 

Proximity to family, rather than being a more general preference across the population, 

might be particularly common among families that exhibit a reliance on family members 

for tangible sources of support.  

Transfers of support between family members are a commonly-relied upon 

strategy to make ends meet and is particularly common among low-income households 

and families of color (Miller-Cribbs and Farber 2008; Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004; Heflin, 

et al. 2011; Jayakody, Chatters, and Taylor 1993). The type of support can take on 

several forms, including sharing housing with a family member (which can help 

individuals save on expenses such as rent and utility), receiving instrumental help (which 

can include childcare, running errands, or other in-person support), or direct transfers of 

money (Haxton and Harknett 2009; Harknett and Knab 2007; Turney, Schnittker, and 

Wildeman 2019; Pilkauskas 2012). Sharing housing with a family member inherently 

translates into sharing a neighborhood location, which can shape the kind of 

neighborhood characteristics to which an individual is exposed (Whitehead 2018a). 
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However, whether coresiding is predictive of continued proximity to family, even after an 

exit from the shared household, remains an unanswered question. Given previously 

documented racial disparities in rates of coresidence (Cohn and Passel 2018) and 

proximity to family members (Reyes, Schoeni, and Choi 2018; Choi et al. 2018), the link 

between family support and proximity may be particularly salient among families of 

color. One potential explanation for maintaining a short geographic distance from family, 

particularly among those that previously coresided, is the continued provision of support. 

While instrumental support demands in-person assistance, financial assistance is much 

less tied to distance at least in theory—whether this operates in practice, however, is 

unknown. 

Drawing on data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and the Fragile 

Families and Child Wellbeing Study, this study examines the link between the receipt of 

support—instrumental, financial, and previous coresidence—and proximity between the 

homes of adult children and their parents. Descriptive patterns and multinomial logistic 

analyses are used to address three research questions: first, among adult children, does 

coresiding with parents at a previous timepoint predict closer proximity to parents once 

moving out? Second, does living close to parents correspond with receiving both 

instrumental and financial support? Third, I ask whether the relationship between familial 

support and residential proximity to parents varies across racial groups, as a product of 

racial/ethnic disparities in neighborhood circumstances and levels of kin support. 

Together, these questions provide insight into whether dynamics of kin support factor 

into residential processes, with implications for understanding exposure to concentrated 
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poverty across time (Sharkey 2013) and patterns of residential mobility (Spring et al. 

2017). 

3.3. BACKGROUND 

3.3.1. The Role of Family Dynamics on Residential Outcomes 

 Theoretical explanations of residential patterns have long emphasized the 

importance of race and class status in determining the context in which an individual 

resides (Massey and Denton 1993; Charles 2003; Crowder, South, and Chavez 2006, 

Logan et al. 1996; Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007). For example, theories of locational 

attainment have traditionally focused on the degree to which individual-level 

socioeconomic resources and racial/ethnic status correspond with the characteristics of 

the neighborhood in which someone resides (Rosenbaum and Friedmen 2001; Alba and 

Logan 1991; Alba and Logan 1993; Logan and Alba 1993; Cort 2011). Specifically, 

research within the locational attainment framework have provided evidence of the 

degree to which black and Latinx households, relative to white households, are sorted 

into lower income neighborhoods (Quillian 2015; Rosenbaum and Friedman 2007; 

Friedman, Gibbons, and Galvan. 2014; Logan and Alba 1993). Further, these same 

patterns connect to the continued racial segregation between communities as white, 

black, and Latinx individuals receive differential returns in converting socioeconomic 

resources into neighborhood outcomes (Charles 2003; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2007; 

Crowder, Pais, and South 2012). As such, studies on neighborhood attainment have been 

instrumental in assessing the household-level dynamics that perpetuate persistent, 

structural disparities in the racial and class segregation of neighborhoods. 
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Alongside a consideration of these key factors of race and individual-level 

socioeconomic status (SES), additional studies have examined the impact of changes and 

dynamics within the family. For example, key life cycle events (such as marriage, 

divorce, and childbirth) can influence the probability of moving to a new neighborhood 

(Clark 2013; Cooke et al. 2016; Dewilde 2008; Clark et al. 2006). Family considerations 

also relate to locational attainment into neighborhoods of varying demographic 

characteristics: having children often prompts concerns around the safety and school 

quality within a neighborhood (Goyette and Lareau 2014) and getting married can 

correspond with access into higher-SES neighborhoods (South, Crowder and Trent 1998; 

South and Crowder 1998). Further, ties between non-resident family members and serve 

as important predictors in determining residential movement and location (Kan 2007; 

Boyd 2008). Close proximity to family members can deter the likelihood of moving, and 

those who do move are likely to move closer to family (Spring et al. 2017).  

Beyond being a factor in whether a move to a new location takes place, the 

proximity of individuals to family members may have broader ramifications in 

determining one’s locational attainment. Specifically, given evidence that exposure to 

concentrated poverty is often consistent across generations (Sharkey 2008; 2013), ties 

between nonresident family members are a relevant consideration in determining when 

and why individuals stay rooted in place. The presence of established social networks has 

been documented as an influential factor in the experiences of those receiving public 

housing assistance, serving to enhance the embeddedness of individuals within 

neighborhood (Boyd 2008; Goetz 2010; Tach 2009; Gaumer, Jacobowitz, and Brooks-

Gunn 2014). While proximity to family members may be viewed as generally desirable 
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due to the presence of social connections and emotional support, the receipt of tangible 

sources of support may operate as a particularly strong motivator to maintain residence in 

a particular neighborhood. 

3.3.2. Kin Support and Proximity to Family Members 

 For many families, the resources provided by places of employment and the 

public safety net can leave gaps in providing for the needs of themselves and their 

families (Kalil and Ryan 2010; Edin and Lein 1997; Miller-Cribbs and Farber 2008). 

Particularly for individuals with enhanced monetary or time demands, such as mothers 

facing expectations to both financially provide and care for children, balancing these 

needs can be a source of strain (Collins 2019; Nichols et al. 2006). Within this context, 

individuals often draw on resources from family members (Kalil and Ryan 2010; Mazelis 

and Mykata 2010; Jayakody et al. 1993; Belsky and Rovine 1984). Often referred to “kin 

support”, these transfers can take a variety of forms. One common form of provided 

support entails the sharing of housing (i.e. “coresidence”) (Pilkauskas 2012; Pilkauskas et 

al. 2014; Glick and Van Hook 2011). Residing with a family member has an inherent 

connection to the type of neighborhood in which an individual lives, as coresiding entails 

the sharing of both housing and neighborhood resources (Whitehead 2018a). What 

remains less clear, however, is whether the geographic tie between an individual and their 

family members remains even after an exit from coresidence occurs. If previously 

coresiding individuals tend to remain close by family once they move out, this proximity 

could be a mechanism in promoting stability in neighborhood contexts across time.  

Remaining near family could further suggest a reliance on continued support, 

even after residential support ends. Specifically, non-resident family members could 
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engage in transfers of instrumental help or money (Henly, Danziger, and Offer 2005; 

Choi and Pyun 2013; Harknett and Knab 2007). Instrumental support refers to help that 

requires a provision of time and being physically present, such as childcare, running 

errands or giving a car ride to someone, or doing household chores.5 As such, geographic 

proximity may have a particularly strong link with the receipt of instrumental support. In 

contrast, transfers of financial support may not be as closely tied with living close to 

family members, as individuals could receive money that is mailed, transferred 

electronically, or provided during a short-term visit. Despite the hypothetical distinction 

between instrumental and financial assistance in their relationship to residential proximity 

to family members, this has not been tested empirically. It is possible, for example, that 

remaining close to family fosters the provision of both financial and instrumental support. 

In contrast, financial support could be transferred at higher rates among family members 

living at further distances from one another, as instrumental support becomes less 

feasible. 

3.3.2.1. Variation across race/ethnicity. Reliance on kin support, as well as the 

potential link to residential proximity between family members, is not equal across the 

population. Sharing resources and providing help to family members in need is 

particularly common among low-income individuals (Stack 1974; Hofferth 1984; Hogan, 

Hao, and Parish 1990; Pilkauskas 2012; Bengtson 2001). In large part due to 

socioeconomic inequalities across race, black and Latinx households are often found to 

                                                
5 Some authors (see Haxton and Harknett 2007; Harknett and Knab) include provisions of 
financial assistance within their conceptualization of “instrumental support”. Here, I 
distinguish between provisions of monetary and in-kind, instrumental assistance, 
following research with similar distinctions (see Henly et al. 2005) and the distinction 
within the PSID Rosters and Transfers dataset (see Data and Methods, below). 
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engage in kin support at high rates (Hogan et al. 1990; Miller-Cribbs and Farber 2008; 

Taylor, Chatters, and Mays 1988; Pilkauskas 2012); however, some research has also 

argued that cultural differences also shape the extent of support exchanges between 

groups (see Sarkisian and Gerstal 2004). Further, racial and ethnic distinctions also 

matter in considering the type of support transferred between family members. Black and 

Latinx households have high rates of coresidence, relative to white families (Kochar and 

Cohn 2011; Pilkauskas 2012), although numbers of multigenerational households 

increased across all racial groups in recent decades (Cohn and Passel 2018). Some 

research has found that white families engage in financial transfers at higher rates than 

black families, with black families providing more instrumental support, although these 

differences are largely accounted for by socioeconomic characteristics (Sarkisian and 

Gerstel 2004).  

Taken together, this evidence suggests that reliance on kin—and reliance on 

instrumental support, specifically—may correspond with closer proximity between 

family members for black and Latinx families. Particularly if families of color transfer 

support at disproportionate rates after exiting coresidence, relative to white families, the 

link between prior coresidence and geographic proximity may vary across race/ethnic 

groups. Given evidence that black and Latinx individuals tend to reside closer to their 

parents than whites (Reyes et al. 2018), high levels of transferred support may play a role 

in predicting geographic proximity. 

3.4. DATA AND METHODS 

The present study draws on data from two US-based datasets, the Fragile Families 

and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS) and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). 
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Both datasets provide insight into proximity between parents and their adult children and 

offer unique insights into the role of familial support in shaping residential outcomes. 

Specifically, the FFCWS tracks incidences of coresidence across a span of years, while 

the PSID provides rich information on transfers of instrumental and financial support 

between family members at a single point in time. Both datasets make it possible to 

assess the association of these types of support—instrumental, financial, and previous 

residential—with the geographic proximity between adult children and their parents. 

The FFCWS is focused on a specific demographic group with documented high 

rates of need and support from family (Hogan, Eggebeen, and Clogg 1993; Cramer and 

McDonald 1996): mothers who recently gave birth. The data represents a longitudinal 

study of parents who had a child between 1998 and 2000 (although both mother and 

father surveys were administered, only information on mothers is included within the 

present study). Data was collected based on a stratified random sample of 20 US cities 

with populations over 200,000; the stratification was implemented in order to include a 

range of policy and economic environments (Reichman et al. 2001). Within these cities, a 

random sample of births within a random sample of hospitals was collected, with the 

initial Baseline survey collected at the time parents were in the hospital following their 

child’s birth. In order to capture outcomes across a range of poverty statuses and family 

structures, the original sample contains roughly three-quarters non-marital births and one-

quarter marital births (original sample n = 4,898). Subsequent waves were collected at 

Year 1, Year 3, Year 5, and Year 9 (with Year 15 data recently released). As the outcome 

of interest for the present study is offered only at Year 9 (proximity between adult 

children and parents), the Baseline-Year 9 wave are used to assess family dynamics of 
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support up to this time point. Time-invariant information (such as mother’s race, 

immigrant status, and her age at the beginning of the data collection) are collected from 

the Baseline survey. Characteristics that can vary across the time frame (such as marital 

status and poverty status) are represented using data from across the waves (see FFCWS 

Measures, below). 

In contrast to the FFCWS, the PSID provides insight into a broader demographic 

group of Americas The first wave of PSID data was collected in 1968 with a sample of 

around 18,000 people in 4,800 households; this original sample was representative of US 

households at the time with an oversample of low-income families (Hill 1991). The 

original families have continued to be surveyed in subsequent waves through today, with 

children of the sample members followed whenever they form their own household. By 

2017, the PSID sample had grown to 10,000 families and 24,000 individuals. The present 

study uses data from a supplemental study conducted by the PSID, the 2013 Family 

Rosters and Transfers file. This supplemental dataset contains in-depth information, not 

included within the Main Family file, on transfers of time, resources, and money between 

parents and their adult children.6 Although the PSID itself is longitudinal and new waves 

are currently administered every two years, the Rosters and Transfers data is not routinely 

collected (with only a similar Time and Money supplemental study collected in 1988). 

                                                
6 Like the PSID, the FFCWS also asks mothers at Year 9 (the wave in which proximity 
between mothers and adult parents is assessed) whether she received financial support 
from family members. However, mothers are not asked at this wave about instrumental 
support, which has the clearest theoretical link to geographic proximity. They are asked 
about emotional support and whether should has someone they could ask to provide 
different types of support, including childcare, but not whether they have received 
support that could be classified as instrumental. Combining the information included 
within the two datasets help provide a more comprehensive picture of kin support and 
residential proximity. 
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With the PSID spanning age groups and family structures, the Rosters and Transfers file 

is an ideal dataset for exploring a cross-sectional snapshot of kin support and familial 

proximity across a sample of American families. While the Rosters and Transfers file 

contains information on both adult child and parent reports of support, I examine only the 

child reports for the present study, which enhances consistency with the perspective 

represented in the FFCWS dataset. This also removes instances of both parent and child 

reports from the same family, which would provide duplicate information (even though 

parents and children could differ in their assessments of how much support was given or 

received, the measure of distance between the family members would remain the same).  

3.4.1. FFCWS Measures 

 Distance from parents. The distance between adult children and parents within the 

Fragile Families dataset is represented with a categorical measure. This measure is self-

reported by mothers based on their assessment of the distance between their home and 

their parent (i.e. the grandparent of the child) at the time of the Year 9 wave. Mothers 

who reported both parents as being deceased are not asked the question and are therefore 

dropped from the analysis. If parents are separated, mothers are asked about the distance 

to the closest parent. This variable captures whether the distance between mothers and 

their parent(s) is more than 30 miles (ref.), more than two and less than 30 miles, less 

than two miles (does not coreside) and coresides with parent(s). Coresidence with parents 

is established using the household roster.7 

                                                
7 Mothers are asked about distance from their own parents, but not all possible family 
members with which they could be coresiding with. As such, this study provides insight 
into the dynamics between prior coresidence and current proximity within a particular 
extended family arrangement. However, a focus on grandparents (i.e. parents of the 
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 Prior coresidence. Information on mothers’ previous coresidence with parents is 

established with two separate measures. Whether a mother has ever coresided from 

Baseline-Year 5 is established using information from the household roster and is 

represented with a dichotomous variable. In order to test whether the proximity between 

formerly coresiding adult children and parents weakens across time, last year coresided 

from Baseline-Year 5 is included as a continuous variable, ranging from Baseline (0) to 

Year 9 (9). 

Race. Mother’s self-reported race is included as a categorical measure (white = 

ref., black, Latinx, other). Mothers who report that they are of Hispanic or Latino origin 

or descent are categorized as Latinx, regardless of their selected race. Respondents who 

identify as Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, or any other race 

are collapsed into the “other” category, due to relatively small sample sizes. 

Control variables. A variety of control variables are incorporated within the 

multivariate analyses in order to account for variation across socioeconomic status and 

demographic characteristics. For characteristics that could change across time, 

information across waves is combined in order to reflect the proportion of time a mother 

occupied a given status. With the constructed measures ranging from 0 (no waves 

reporting a given status) to 100 (all waves reporting a given status), these are included in 

the analyses as continuous variables. This approach reflects previous research that 

combines information across waves of data (see Howell 2018). Unless otherwise noted, 

these variables include information from Baseline-Year 9. Proportion of waves in poverty 

                                                
mother) indicates an important representation of familial support—over half of coresiding 
FFCWS mothers resided with their own mother (please see Whitehead 2018a). 
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indicates whether a mother’s household income is below 100 percent of the poverty line. 

Proportion of waves employed represents whether mothers indicate doing regular work 

for pay within the past week at the time of the survey. This variable only includes 

information for Year 1-Year 9, as mothers are not asked about current employment at the 

time of their child’s birth. Relationship status information, whether with the child’s father 

or a new partner, is captured within the proportion of waves married. Self-rated health is 

accounted for in a variable indicated the proportion of waves in fair or poor health. The 

final variable that combines information across multiple waves is the proportion of waves 

in which the mother moved, indicating the number of waves in which a mother reports 

making at least one move since the previous data collection. 

Additional control variables represent only information gathered from mothers at 

the time of the Baseline wave. The mother’s educational attainment at Baseline is a 

categorical variable, distinguishing between less than high school (ref.), high school, 

some college, and college graduate. Immigrant generation combines information on both 

the mother’s place of birth and that of her parents (not an immigrant = ref., 2nd 

generation, immigrant). Age at Baseline is a continuous variable represented in years. 

City-level characteristics. Because the Fragile Families respondents reside in 

contexts that span a range of policy and economic environments (Reichman et al. 2001), 

controls assist in accounting for this variation. Labor market conditions of the Baseline 

city distinguishes between cities categorized as strong (ref.), average, or weak labor 

markets. These categorizations were developed by the FFCWS when developing a 

stratified sample of US cities (please see the section on data, above) and are based off of 

the rates of unemployment, job growth, and population growth within cities. Welfare 
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generosity of the Baseline city (ref. = high, moderate, low) was similarly developed by 

the FFCWS and is constructed using two pieces of information: “(1) the dollar value of 

the monthly welfare payment for a family of four, and (2) the dollar value of the monthly 

payment divided by the median monthly rent in the city” (Reichman et al. 2001:310).  

3.4.2. PSID Measures 

 Distance from Parents. Similar to the distance measure for the FFCWS, the 

proximity between the adult child’s home and the parent(s)’ home is represented as a 

categorical variable. More than 200 miles is included as the reference category, with 

comparisons to more than 30 and less than 200 miles, less than 30 miles (does not 

coreside), and coresides with parents. This information comes from a categorical variable 

within the Rosters and Transfers file which indicates the distance between the parent’s 

place coordinates and the child’s place coordinates. As such, it is not a self-reported or 

perceived distance, as is the FFCWS measure, but a calculated distance in miles. 

Support Received from Parents. Using the Family Rosters and Transfers file, I 

distinguish between two types of potential support that adult children receive from their 

parents. The receipt of instrumental support represents whether an adult child reports 

receiving help from parents with “errands, rides, chores, babysitting, or hands-on care.” 

This variable is captured within the Rosters and Transfers file as the number of hours that 

an adult child reports that their parent helped them; for the purposes of the present 

analyses, the information is dichotomized (1 = received any hours of instrumental help, 0 

= received no instrumental help). The receipt of financial support is also a dichotomous 

variable, indicating whether an adult child reports receiving “any money, loans or gifts of 

$100 or more” from his/her parents. 
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Race. Self-reported information on the adult child’s race/ethnicity comes from the 

PSID’s Main Family data. Categories included white (ref.), black, Latinx8, and a 

condensed category for “other” (i.e. American Indian, Alaska Native, Asian, Native 

Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander). Respondent’s race is categorized based on their “first 

mention” when asked about their race, although other mentions could be reported. 

Individuals who identified as “Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino” or categorized as Latinx, 

regardless of their racial identity. 

3.4.3. Analytic Strategy 

 Analysis for the present study unfolds in two steps. First, the FFCWS data is 

analyzed to examine the link between previous coresidence and continued proximity to 

family members. This analysis begins with a descriptive overview of the proximity 

between the mothers in the sample and their parents, patterns of prior coresidence, race, 

and control variables. Multinomial logistic regressions provide a multivariate analysis, 

predicting the distance to parents through a series of models. Model 1 examines the 

relationship between the outcomes and whether a mother has ever coresided, the last year 

she coresided, and her race. Model 2 accounts for all individual-level control variables. 

Model 3 adds controls for city-level characteristics and additionally accounts for 

clustering of respondents at the city level, in order to assess whether accounting for 

context adjusts the significance levels of key variables. Model 4 includes an interaction 

                                                
8 Many studies on racial inequalities that use PSID data focus on black/white 
comparisons, particularly those that incorporate the longitudinal data, since the original 
1968 sample did not include a sizable number of Latinx Americans. To update the sample 
in response to continued immigration since the 1960s, the PSID incorporated 2,043 
Latinx households in 1990 (Hill 1991). Since the present study uses data from after this 
update, Latinx households are included within the analyses. 
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between whether mothers have ever coresided and their race, in order to examine whether 

previous coresidence corresponds with continued proximity at varying levels across racial 

groups. Similarly, Model 5 interacts measures for the last year a mother coresided and her 

race; this interaction reveals whether distance from parents occurs sooner following 

coresidence depending on a mother’s race/ethnicity. Listwise deletion is used to address 

data missing on any independent and dependent variables (n = 2,664). 

Second, the PSID data is used to provide a descriptive overview of patterns across 

received instrumental and financial support, proximity between adult children and 

parents, and race. This expands beyond the FFCWS analysis by exploring current receipt 

of instrumental and financial support, rather than past residential support, and by 

exploring how these dynamics operate among a representative sample of US households. 

Proportion tests are used to determine significant differences from reference categories. 

Only adult children with valid information on the distance and support variables in the 

Rosters and Transfers file, and race and ethnic reports in the Main Family file, are 

included within these descriptive tables (n = 11,596). Stata 15.0 is used to conduct all 

analyses. 

3.5. RESULTS 

3.5.1. Previous Coresidence and Distance to Parents 

 3.5.1.1. Descriptive results. Table 1 provides the distribution and means of 

dependent and independent variables using the FFCWS data. Descriptives for the full 

sample and across distance categories from the mother’s parents are included. Across the 

analytic sample, roughly 31 percent of mothers live more than 30 miles away from their 

closest parent at the time of the Year 9 survey. Slightly more, 35 percent, live between 
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two and 30 miles from their parent(s), 24 percent live within two miles but do not 

coreside, and 11 percent coreside. Turning to indicators of previous coresidence, about 39 

percent of the sample are coded as coresiding with a parent between the Baseline and 

Year 5 waves. Percentages of ever coresiding are disproportionately higher among those 

who live closer to family (between two and 30 miles, less than two miles, or currently 

coresiding), relative to living more than 30 miles from parents at Year 9. For the full 

sample, the average year that a mother most recently coresided is closest to Year 1, at 0.9 

(non-coresiders are included in this average, coded as 0). Averages for the last year 

coresided range from 0.4 among those who live more than 30 miles away from parents, 

up to 2.7 for those who currently coreside with parents at Year 9.9 The higher means 

among the more proximate categories indicate that mothers coresiding more recently with 

parents is associated with continued proximity to parents, at this descriptive level.  

 The distribution for mother’s race indicates disproportionate levels of proximity 

to parents across race/ethnicity in the FFCWS sample. The patterns demonstrate that 

white mothers are disproportionately represented among the more proximate categories, 

consisting of 31 percent among those living more than 30 miles from parents, relative to 

24 percent living between 2 and 30 miles, 16 percent of those within two miles, and 14 

percent of Year 9 coresiders. In contrast, black mothers are overrepresented in the 

categories indicating less distance between mothers and their parents. Although black 

mothers make up roughly 49 percent of the sample, they represent 58 percent of those 

                                                
9 For more information on the last year coresided among mothers, please see Appendix 
Table 1. This table expands on the information provided within this continuous variable 
by providing the percentage of mothers coresiding at each wave, for the full sample and 
by distance categories. 
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living within 2 miles. Notably, while Latinx mothers are underrepresented among those 

living between two and 30 and under two miles, the disparities are not as wide as among 

white mothers (and may also be indicative of the relatively high numbers of Latinx 

mothers who are immigrants; see below). 

 Turning to control variables, the descriptive findings indicate that mothers’ 

socioeconomic status and demographic characteristics distinguish between categories of 

family proximity. The variables that summarize information across waves as proportions 

indicate characteristics from Baseline through Year 9, unless otherwise indicated. 

Mothers within all three categories representing close proximity to parents, relative to 

mothers living more than 30 miles away, have significantly higher proportions of waves 

in poverty. Further, they have an overall lower proportion of waves in which they 

indicated being married, whether to the child’s father or a new partner. Mothers living 

between two and 30 miles have a higher mean proportion of waves in which they 

experienced a residential move, relative to those living over 30 miles away. Those living 

close distances to parents tend to have lower levels of educational attainment, with 

mothers living more than 30 miles away having the higher percentage of those who have 

graduated college. Unsurprisingly, mothers who are immigrants are underrepresented 

among those living more proximate to their parents. Residing close to parents is also 

more common among younger mothers, with the three relatively more proximate 

categories occupied by mothers with lower mean ages. In terms of city-level 

characteristics, Year 9 coresiders and those living within two miles have significantly 

lower percentages of living in a strong labor market. Mothers living in a city with a high 

level of welfare generosity are underrepresented among Year 9 coresiders, while both 
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Year 9 coresiders and those living within two miles of parents are overrepresented in 

cities with moderate welfare generosity. 
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Table 3.1. Distribution of Dependent and Independent Variables, for Full Sample and by Distance from Mother’s Parents at Year 9 
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (n = 2,664)    
  Distance Between Mother and Her Parent(s) at Year 9  

Full Sample More than 30 
Miles (Ref.) 

More than Two and 
Less than 30 Miles1 

Less than Two 
Miles (Does 

Not Coreside)1 

Coresides with 
Parent(s)1 

      
Total 100.0 30.9 34.8 23.5 10.7      

 
Ever Coresided from Baseline-Year 5 39.1 23.1           38.0*** 44.8***  75.9*** 
Last Year Coresided from Baseline-Year 5 (SD)        0.9     0.4  0.7*** 1.0*** 2.7*** 
        (1.7) (1.7) (1.5) (1.7) (2.29) 
Mother's Race 

    
 

        White 23.2         30.9 24.0** 16.1*** 13.6*** 
Black 49.2 34.9 53.9*** 58.4*** 54.9*** 
Latinx 24.3 29.2 19.2*** 24.4* 26.9 
Other 3.3 5.10 2.9* 1.1*** 4.6 
      

Control Variables      
Proportion of Waves in Poverty 0.38 0.32 0.38*** 0.42*** 0.44*** 
Proportion of Waves Employed (Year 1-Year 9) 0.60 0.59 0.62+ 0.60 0.58 
Proportion of Waves Married 0.33 0.46 0.31*** 0.26*** 0.20*** 
Proportion of Waves in Fair or Poor Health  0.12 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.13 
Number of Children at Year 9 (SD) 2.9  2.9 3.0 3.0 2.6*** 
 (1.4) (1.4) (1.4) (1.4) (1.4) 
Proportion of Waves in which Mother Moved 0.50 0.49 0.53** 0.50 0.48 
Educational Attainment at Baseline          
Less than High School 30.7 27.2 30.7 33.2* 35.0* 
High School 32.6 26.1 32.4* 37.5*** 35.7** 
Some College 25.8 27.3 26.6 23.0+ 25.2 
College Graduate 11.9 19.3 11.3*** 6.4*** 4.2***      

(cont.)      
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Table 3.1. cont.      
  Distance Between Mother and Her Parent(s) at Year 9 
 Full Sample More than 30 

Miles (Ref.) 
More than Two and 
Less than 30 Miles1 

Less than Two 
Miles (Does 

Not Coreside) 

Coresides with 
Parent(s)1 

Immigrant Generation                                 
    

 
Not an Immigrant 83.6 70.6 92.2*** 89.3*** 80.1*** 
2nd Generation 3.4 3.8 2.2* 4.2 4.9 
Immigrant 13.0 25.6 5.6*** 6.5*** 14.3*** 

Age at Baseline (SD) 24.9 26.5 24.4*** 24.1*** 23.5*** 
 (5.8) (6.1) (5.7) (5.3) (5.4)      

 
City-Level Characteristics 

    
 

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City 
   

 
Strong 34.5 37.8 35.5 30.5** 30.4* 
Average 30.3 29.5 29.3 30.3 35.7+ 
Weak 35.3 32.7 35.2 39.2** 33.9      

 
Welfare Generosity of Baseline City  

   
 

High 37.5 40.0 37.4 37.0 31.8* 
Moderate 28.4 25.4 26.6 32.7** 33.2* 
Low 34.1 34.6 36.0 30.3+ 34.1 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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 3.5.1.2. Multivariate results. Table 2 displays results from a series of multinomial 

logistic regressions, presented in the form of relative risk ratios. Columns indicate results 

predicting that a mother lives between two and 30 miles, less than two miles, and 

coresides with parent(s), all with a reference category of ‘more than 30 miles.’ Model 1 

demonstrates the relative risk of living in a home more proximate to parents, accounting 

for indicators of previous coresidence and mother’s race. Having ever coresided from 

Baseline to Year 5 is significantly and positively associated with living closer to parents 

at Year 9, controlling for race. This indicator predicts a 1.77 higher relative risk of living 

between 2 and 30 miles from parents, a 1.93 high relative risk of being within two miles, 

and a 2.55 relative risk of coresiding at Year 9 (p<0.001). The timing of the last period of 

coresidence is also significantly associated with a mother occupying the two most 

proximate categories: more recent coresidence predicts a 1.13 higher relative risk of 

residing within two miles (p<0.05) and 1.63 higher relative risk of continuing to coreside 

at Year 9 (0<0.001). Patterns of significance across race indicate salient disparities 

between white and black mothers, accounting for indicators of previous coresidence. 

Black mothers have a higher likelihood than white mothers of living closer to their 

parents across each category of proximity, relative to living more than 30 miles away 

(p<0.001). Latinx mothers have a lower relative risk, at a level of marginal significance, 

of living between two and 30 miles compared the longer distance, but a higher relative 

risk of living within two miles (p<0.05) and of coresiding at Year 9 (p<0.10). 

 Model 2 adds additional controls for the mother’s individual-level characteristics. 

Once accounting for these variables, the size of the relative ratios for having ever 

coresided decrease for the predictions of each more proximate distance category, but the 
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directions and patterns of significance remain consistent. Black mothers retain a higher 

relative risk of living closer to parents, relative to white mothers, all else held equal. In 

contrast, Latinx mothers are statistically comparable to white mothers in their relative 

risk of residing between two and 30 miles and of coresiding, relative to living more than 

30 miles apart, after the inclusion of controls. However, the relative risk of living within 

two miles of parents grows in size and significance after accounting for socioeconomic 

and demographic controls. These patterns indicate distinctions between even the 

relatively close categories within racial groups, with Latinx mothers more likely than 

white mothers to live extremely close (< two miles) but no more likely to coreside at 

Year 9 once accounting for control variables. Black mothers, however, are predicted to 

reside closer to their parents than white mothers, whether they are out of the household 

(between two to 30 or less than two miles) or sharing a household. Among control 

variables, having a higher proportion of waves in which a mother moved is predictive of 

a lower relative risk of living within two miles and of coresiding at Year 9, relative to 

living far away from parents. Having graduated from college and being an immigrant is 

associated with a lower relative risk of living more proximate to family, and being older 

is predictive of a lower relative risk of living between two and 30 miles (p<0.001).  

 Model 3 retains the same control variables as Model 2, adds city-level controls, 

and additionally accounts for city-level clustering amongst the sample. The contextual 

controls are not in themselves significantly associated with the relative risk of occupying 

any particular outcome, all else held equal. Among key variables of interest, the only 

shift is significance occurs in the relative risk of living within two miles, relative to more 

than 30 miles, for each one-unit increase in the last year a mother coresided; this variable 
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drops to marginal significance. Model 4 adds an interaction between whether a mother 

ever coresided and her race, controlling for individual- and city-level controls. This 

model reveals that, among those who have previously coresided, Latinx mothers have a 

higher relative risk of living between two and 30 and within two miles of their parents. 

Model 5 examines results from an interaction between the last year a mother coresided 

and her race. Based on these figures, adding one year to the time of a mother’s most 

recent coresidence predicts a higher relative risk of living between two and 30 miles from 

parents for Latinx mothers, relative to white mothers (at a level of marginal significance). 

This evidence indicates that previous and more recent coresidence is associated with 

enhanced proximity between Latinx respondents and their parents, in contrast to white 

mothers. 
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Table 3.2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Predicting Distance from Mother’s Parents at Year 9                       
      

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (n = 2,664; Ref. = More than 30 Miles) 
 

More than Two and Less than 30 Miles 
 

Less than Two Miles (Does Not Coreside) 
 

Coresides with Parent(s)  
(Ref. =  More than 30 Miles) 

 
(Ref. =  More than 30 Miles) 

 
(Ref. =  More than 30 Miles)  

Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
Ever Coresided from Baseline-
Year 5 

1.77*** 1.42* 1.43** 1.25 1.43** 
 

1.93*** 1.63** 1.62*** 1.43 1.61*** 
 

2.55*** 2.28*** 2.31** 3.06* 2.27** 
 

(0.25) (0.21) (0.18) (0.27) (0.19) 
 

(0.29) (0.27) (0.22) (0.34) (0.23) 
 

(0.57) (0.54) (0.62) (1.54) (0.61) 
Last Year Coresided from 
Baseline-Year 5 

1.05 1.06 1.06 1.05 1.00 
 

1.13* 1.12* 1.12+ 1.11+ 1.16 
 

1.63*** 1.60*** 1.60*** 1.59*** 1.70*** 
 

(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.12) 
 

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.12) 
 

(0.09) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12) (0.25) 
Mother's Race (Ref.: White) 

                 

Black 1.81*** 1.48** 1.52* 1.57* 1.54* 
 

2.84*** 2.13*** 1.98* 2.10** 2.16* 
 

2.78*** 2.03** 2.12** 3.16* 2.75**  
(0.22) (0.21) (0.25) (0.30) (0.27) 

 
(0.41) (0.35) (0.55) (0.60) (0.65) 

 
(0.59) (0.47) (0.59) (1.50) (1.03) 

Latinx 0.78+ 1.22 1.23 1.04 1.07 
 

1.43* 1.90*** 1.88** 1.52+ 1.78* 
 

1.56+ 1.50 1.51 1.61 1.56  
(0.11) (0.21) (0.18) (0.21) (0.21) 

 
(0.23) (0.36) (0.38) (0.37) (0.45) 

 
(0.37) (0.40) (0.46) (0.72) (0.68) 

Other 0.68 1.66+ 1.67* 1.56 1.57 
 

0.38* 0.83 0.81 0.59 0.94 
 

1.56 2.46* 2.53* 2.54 3.30*  
(0.18) (0.51) (0.39) (0.50) (0.43) 

 
(0.16) (0.38) (0.46) (0.38) (0.52) 

 
(0.63) (1.05) (1.03) (1.84) (1.57) 

Control Variables 
                 

Proportion of Waves in Poverty 
 

1.12 1.10 1.09 1.12 
  

1.23 1.24 1.23 1.26 
  

1.37 1.35 1.35 1.37   
(0.23) (0.26) (0.26) (0.27) 

  
(0.28) (0.29) (0.28) (0.29) 

  
(0.42) (0.54) (0.53) (0.56) 

Proportion of Waves Employed 
(Year 1-Year 9) 

 
1.34+ 1.36+ 1.34+ 1.35+ 

  
1.27 1.30 1.28 1.28 

  
0.92 0.89 0.87 0.87 

  
(0.23) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 

  
(0.24) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 

  
(0.24) (0.29) (0.28) (0.28) 

Proportion of Waves Married 
 

0.82 0.82 0.82 0.83 
  

0.82 0.83 0.84 0.85 
  

0.73 0.70 0.73 0.73   
(0.14) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 

  
(0.15) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) 

  
(0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.22) 

Proportion of Waves in Fair or 
Poor Health  

 
0.77 0.77 0.78 0.78 

  
0.95 0.94 0.95 0.94 

  
1.12 1.12 1.12 1.12 

  
(0.20) (0.23) (0.24) (0.24) 

  
(0.26) (0.32) (0.34) (0.33) 

  
(0.41) (0.38) (0.38) (0.38) 

Proportion of Waves in which 
Mother Moved 

 
0.73+ 0.74 0.74 0.74 

  
0.50*** 0.53** 0.53** 0.52** 

  
0.42** 0.41*** 0.40*** 0.40*** 

  
(0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

  
(0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 

  
(0.11) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) 

Number of Children at Year 9  
 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  

0.98 0.98 0.97 0.97 
  

0.86* 0.86* 0.85* 0.86*   
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

  
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

  
(0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) 

                 (cont.) 



  

 

109  

Table 3.2 cont.                  
 More than Two and Less than 30 Miles  Less than Two Miles (Does Not Coreside)  Coresides with Parent(s) 
 (Ref. =  More than 30 Miles)  (Ref. =  More than 30 Miles)  (Ref. =  More than 30 Miles) 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51  Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51  Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
Educational Attainment at Baseline (Ref.: Less than High 
School) 

              

High School 
 

0.89 0.90 0.90 0.90 
  

1.01 1.02 1.02 1.01 
  

0.98 0.99 0.98 0.98   
(0.13) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 

  
(0.16) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

  
(0.20) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 

Some College 
 

0.79 0.78 0.78 0.78 
  

0.67* 0.67* 0.67* 0.66* 
  

0.81 0.82 0.83 0.82   
(0.13) (0.13) (0.12) (0.12) 

  
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 

  
(0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 

College Graduate 
 

0.74 0.74 0.72 0.72 
  

0.45** 0.46** 0.45** 0.46** 
  

0.34** 0.35** 0.35** 0.36**   
(0.16) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) 

  
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 

  
(0.14) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 

Immigrant Generation (Ref: Not an Immigrant) 
               

2nd Generation 
 

0.42** 0.41** 0.42** 0.40** 
  

0.82 0.81 0.82 0.81 
  

0.92 0.99 0.99 0.98   
(0.13) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 

  
(0.24) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 

  
(0.35) (0.38) (0.37) (0.38) 

Immigrant 
 

0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 
  

0.19*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 
  

0.51** 0.57* 0.56* 0.55*   
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

  
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

  
(0.13) (0.15) (0.14) (0.14) 

Age at Baseline 
 

0.97** 0.97*** 0.97*** 0.97*** 
  

0.98 0.98+ 0.98+ 0.98+ 
  

0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99   
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

  
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

  
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

City-Level Characteristics 
                 

Labor Market Conditions of Baseline City (Ref. 
Strong) 

               

Average 
  

1.02 1.04 1.03 
   

1.00 1.03 1.02 
   

1.20 1.22 1.22    
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 

   
(0.27) (0.28) (0.28) 

   
(0.33) (0.33) (0.33) 

Weak 
  

1.03 1.03 1.03 
   

1.22 1.22 1.22 
   

1.02 1.02 1.01    
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 

   
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 

   
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 

Welfare Generosity of Baseline City (Ref.: High) 
               

Moderate 
  

0.80 0.80 0.81 
   

1.02 1.02 1.03 
   

1.05 1.05 1.06    
(0.17) (0.17) (0.18) 

   
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) 

   
(0.27) (0.28) (0.28) 

Low 
  

0.89 0.89 0.89 
   

0.77 0.78 0.77 
   

1.34 1.34 1.35    
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 

   
(0.14) (0.13) (0.14) 

   
(0.26) (0.26) (0.26) 

                 (cont.) 
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Table 3.2 cont.                  
 More than Two and Less than 30 Miles  Less than Two Miles (Does Not Coreside)  Coresides with Parent(s) 
 (Ref. =  More than 30 Miles)  (Ref. =  More than 30 Miles)  (Ref. =  More than 30 Miles) 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51  Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51  Model 1 Model 2 Model 31 Model 41 Model 51 
Ever Coresided*Race 

                 

Ever Coresided*Black 
   

0.94 
     

0.88 
     

0.54 
 

    
(0.29) 

     
(0.24) 

     
(0.31) 

 

Ever Coresided*Latinx 
   

1.81+ 
     

1.96* 
     

1.22 
 

    
(0.63) 

     
(0.63) 

     
(0.66) 

 

Ever Coresided*Other 
   

1.34 
     

2.14 
     

1.17 
 

    
(0.86) 

     
(1.88) 

     
(1.31) 

 

Last Year Coresided*Race 
                 

Last Year  Coresided*Black 
   

0.97 
     

0.88 
     

0.85      
(0.11) 

     
(0.08) 

     
(0.13) 

Last Year Coresided*Latinx 
   

1.28+ 
     

1.15 
     

1.12      
(0.19) 

     
(0.18) 

     
(0.23) 

Last Year Coresided*Other 
   

1.08 
     

0.84 
     

0.89 
          (0.19)           (0.16)           (0.19) 
N 2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 

 
2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 

 
2664 2664 2664 2664 2664 

Exponentiated coefficients; standard errors in parentheses.  
              

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
             

1Models 3, 4, and 5 account for city-level characteristics and city-level clustering. 
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3.5.2. Receipt of Instrumental/Financial Support and Distance to Parents 

 The final two tables display results from an analysis of the link between current 

receipt of support and proximity to parents, using the PSID Rosters and Transfers data. 

Table 3 provides the distribution of racial/ethnic categories and received support from 

parents, for the full sample and across categories of distance from parents. Among the 

adult children within the sample, the most common amount of distance from parents is 

less than 30 miles (but does not coreside) at 46 percent. Roughly 18 percent live more 

than 200 miles away from parents, 15 percent live between 30 and 200 miles, and a full 

21 percent coreside with parents. While representing different levels of distance from 

what is distinguishable within the FFCWS data, this information provides insight into 

how family proximity varies between two different sample of American families. 

Disparities across race are evident between individuals that live less than 30 miles from 

parents and coresiders, in particular. Similar to the patterns within the FFCWS, whites are 

underrepresented in the two most proximate categories. Black and Latinx individuals are 

both significantly overrepresented among those that live within 30 miles of parents and 

among coresiders. Racial variation does not emerge when distinguishing between the 

percentage living more than 200 miles and between 30 and 200 miles away from family. 

Turning to the percentage receiving instrumental support, we see the levels of received 

support are significantly higher at closer distances between adult children and parents. 

This finding is not surprising, but it does provide evidence that residential proximity 

enables greater access to instrumental help from family members. In contrast, the receipt 

of financial support is not significantly tied to distance from parents. 
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Table 3.3. Distribution of Race/Ethnic Categories and Support Received from Parents, for Full Samples and by Distance from Parents 
Family Rosters and Transfers, Panel Study of Income Dynamics (n = 11,596) 
 Distance from Parents  
 

Full Sample 
More than 200 
Miles (Ref.) 

More than 30 and Less 
than 200 Miles 

Less than 30 Miles 
(Does not Coreside) 

Coresides with 
Parent(s) 

Total  100 17.6 14.9 46.4 21.1 
Race      

White 56.0 69.5 68.5 54.1*** 40.2*** 
Black 33.5 23.5 25.2 36.7*** 40.8*** 
Latinx 8.0 4.7 3.9 7.3*** 15.3*** 
Other 2.5 3.4 2.5 2.0 3.7** 

Received Instrumental Support 24.7 8.5 18.5*** 26.4*** 38.6*** 
Received Financial Support 8.2 8.0 7.5 8.2 8.6 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001     
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 Table 4 further examines the patterns of received support, distinguishing between 

both distance from parents and racial/ethnic categories. Panel A provides percentages of 

those who report having received instrumental support. Asterisks indicate significant 

within-race differences between distance categories, and superscripts denote across-race 

differences within the distance categories. For example, white individuals living at more 

proximate distances from parents have higher percentages of received instrumental 

support. This pattern is consistent among black and other race individuals. However, only 

coresiding Latinx respondents have a significantly higher percentage of received support 

than the reference group (> 200 miles), with no statistical distinction among those living 

at moderate levels of distance from parents. Looking at the across-race differences, both 

Black and Latinx individuals who live close to parents (either within 30 miles or 

coresiding) report lower levels of received instrumental support than white individuals. 

Notably, this finding contradicts previous research that has found higher levels of 

instrumental support among black families, relative to whites (Sarkisian and Gerstel 

2004); this suggests that white families who live with or close to one another may be 

distinctive in their transfers of support.  

 Panel B demonstrates percentages of received financial support across race and 

distance categories. Within-race differences across levels of distance are largely non-

existent. The only exception is among Latinx individuals, with those living between 30 

and 200 miles reporting higher percentages of received financial support than those living 

more than 200 miles away. Across-race differences are more salient, indicating 

differential levels of support between racial groups within the distance categories. Across 

all levels of distance, black individuals are more likely than whites to report receiving 
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money from parents. In contrast, Latinx individuals only have a higher percentage than 

white of received support among those living between 30 and 200 miles away from 

parents. Together, findings from Panel A and Panel B indicate a stronger relationship 

between close proximity and the receipt of instrumental support, as opposed to financial 

support, with this remaining constant across racial groups. However, variation between 

racial groups indicate relatively lower levels of instrumental support at close distances 

among black and Latinx individuals, relative to whites. In terms of financial transfers, 

Latinx respondents exhibit a particularly high levels of received financial support among 

those living a moderate distance from family.
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Table 3.4. Distribution of Received Support From Parents, by Distance from Parents and Race 
Family Rosters and Transfers, Panel Study of Income Dynamics (n = 11,596) 
   
Panel A. Received Instrumental Support (%) 
  Distance from Parents 

Race Full Sample More than 200 Miles 
(Ref.) 

More than 30 and 
Less than 200 Miles 

Less than 30 Miles 
(Does not Coreside) 

Coresides with 
Parent(s) 

White (Ref.) 25.4 8.6 19.2*** 29.5*** 44.9*** 
Black 25.2 9.0 17.4*** 24.9***; c 37.1***; c 

Latinx 17.1 c 7.4 13.4 11.8 c 25.7***; c 
Other 25.2 4.2 18.6* 24.1** 40.7*** 

      
 Panel B. Received Financial Support (%) 
  Distance from Parents 

Race Full Sample More than 200 Miles 
(Ref.) 

More than 30 and 
Less than 200 Miles 

Less than 30 Miles 
(Does not Coreside) 

Coresides with 
Parent(s) 

White (Ref.) 6.0 6.7 5.4 5.7 6.6 
Black 11.9 c 12.1 c 12.2 c 12.2 c 11.0 c 
Latinx 7.6 5.3 14.9*; b 6.7 7.8 
Other 9.0 a 10.4 7.0 10.2 a 7.7 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001; difference significant between More than 200 Miles (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
a p<0.05, b p < 0.01, c <0.001; difference significant from White (ref.) mothers 
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3.6. DISCUSSION 

Continued proximity to family members represents an important consideration in 

understanding individuals’ attachment to neighborhoods. While prior research has 

examined how close Americans tend to live their family members (Reyes et al. 2018; 

Choi et al. 2018) and whether this proximity shapes residential mobility (Spring et al. 

2017), less is known regarding whether tangible sources of support from family predict 

greater proximity. Further, different types of support—i.e. previous residential, or current 

instrumental and financial—may vary in the extent to which they shape geographical 

proximity to family members. Further, high levels of coresidence (Pilkauskas 2012) and 

instrumental support (Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004) among families of color may help 

predict the high levels of proximity between black and Latinx family members (Reyes et 

al. 2018). 

In this chapter, I test these questions by using two US-based datasets with 

information on support transfers and geographic proximity between adult children and 

their parents. Using the FFCWS data, I first examine whether a mother’s previous 

coresidence is associated with living close to family, even once moving out of the 

coresidential arrangement. I find that having ever coresided with a parent is indeed 

predictive of remaining close to family, distinguishing between mothers who live more 

and less than 30 miles away from their parents. Further, more recent coresidence is 

associated with remaining especially close to parents (i.e., remaining within two miles or 

continuing to coreside). In exploring interactions between indicators of coresidence and 

race, the findings indicate that Latinx mothers have enhanced proximity to parents when 

they have previously coresided, accounting for individual- and city-level controls. This 
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finding suggests the need for qualitative research to further examine how perceived 

expectations around support operates among Latinx families (and how geographic 

proximity factors into these).  

While the current quantitative research cannot tap into these questions around 

expectations, I do extend the analysis to next examine transfers of instrumental and 

financial support across levels of proximity, using data from the PSID Rosters and 

Transfers file. This descriptive analysis provides insight into whether living close to 

parents fosters support transfers, and whether this pattern is particularly salient for any 

one racial group. I find that closer proximity is strongly tied to instrumental support but 

not financial support. While it is not surprising that less distance enables hands-on help 

from family members, I also do not find evidence that more financial support is 

transferred at further distances as a potential substitute. Together, these findings suggest 

that access to instrumental support from parents is disproportionately available to those 

who live close by. As moving further away from the family home does not correspond 

with receiving more financial support, receiving instrumental help may be operating as a 

motivating factor in where someone lives. 

While this chapter adds to our understanding of the link between kin support and 

residential outcomes, it has limitations worth noting. For analyses with both datasets, 

only support from and proximity to parents is assessed. While this represents an 

important source of support for adults, resources may also come from others within an 

individual’s private network (Stack 1974; Taylor et al. 1988; Whitehead 2018a). Future 

data collection efforts could expand beyond a focus on proximity between parents and 

their adult children, instead asking additional questions on the family members/friends 
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that reside within a close distance. Further, analyses with the PSID data represent only 

include reports from the adult child within the Rosters and Transfers file. While this 

provides consistency with the analyses using FFCWS data, it represents a limited 

perspective of the possible support transfers taking place. Parents’ reports may differ 

from their adult children’s reports in terms of the amount of support given/received. More 

importantly, however, adult children also provide support to parents, which is not 

captured in the present study. Future iterations of this research could compare how 

dynamics of providing support for older parents play into residential patterns, relative to 

support given by parents. Despite these limitations, the present study provides insight into 

the importance of transfers of tangible support in understanding levels of proximity 

between family members. 
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Conclusion 

As the United States has experienced growing wealth inequality, increasing work 

insecurity, and the Great Recession in recent decades, the burdens of this economic 

instability have been overwhelmingly offloaded onto American families (Cooper 2014; 

Pugh 2015). Coupled with massive changes to the public safety net, such as the 1996 

welfare reform, individuals have increasingly turned to their own private networks for 

support in times of need (Edin and Lein 1996; Harkett 2006; Mazelis 2017). During 

periods of low-wage labor, unemployment, the aftermath of eviction or foreclosure, or 

other times of high need, individuals may rely on resource transfers from family members 

to provide for themselves and their children. Housing support, in the form of coresidence 

with a family member or friend, represents a salient feature of this “private safety net.” 

While prior research within the social sciences has demonstrated that coresiding with 
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friends or family members can operate as a buffer against poverty or other forms of 

material hardship (Harknett 2006; Mutchler and Baker 2009; Heflin et al. 2011), less is 

known about the long-term implications of receiving this type of support.  

Residential outcomes represent a key area to explore questions regarding these 

long-term implications. Neighborhood and housing circumstances have well-established 

implications for economic, social, and health-related outcomes throughout the life course. 

Neighborhoods can vary, for example, in terms of the characteristics of their schools, job 

opportunities, levels of air pollution, proximity to grocery stores, and levels of collective 

trust and perceived safety within the community (Sampson 2012; Wilson 1987; Massey 

and Denton 1993; Sharkey 2013). Further, the type of housing status that an individual 

occupies, by being a homeowner, renter, or recipient of public or private support, can 

matter for wealth accumulation and the strength of social networks that individuals build. 

If individuals rely on housing support from relatives, their residential circumstances will 

certainly be impacted, but we know little about where coresiders live following an exit 

from shared housing. If individuals living with friends or family are distinguishable from 

their non-coresidential peers in terms of residential outcomes, do differences persist after 

that housing arrangement ends?    

Using data that offers insight into family characteristics, housing circumstances, 

and in-depth information on the neighborhoods in which individuals are residing, this 

project explores these questions through three empirical chapters. The first chapter 

explores where coresiders go after a period of coresidence—for example, if they 

transition to independent housing, cycle between public and private support, or simply 

remain in a coresident arrangement. The second paper asks whether coresiding with 
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relatives is related to an individual’s neighborhood attainment (defined as the median 

household income of their neighborhood), specifically one’s circumstances during and 

after receiving this form of support. In the final chapter, I ask whether kin support is a 

mechanism that keeps family members in the same neighborhood over time. Throughout 

the dissertation, I interrogate whether racial stratification is apparent when examining the 

trajectories of these individuals.  

Results from the first chapter reveal that transitioning away from coresidence into 

an independent housing status (i.e. owning or renting) is a pathway disproportionately 

available to white individuals, with black individuals more likely to transition to and from 

public and private sources of housing support. In the second chapter, I find that while 

coresiding with family members predicts higher neighborhood attainment, relative to 

non-coresiders and once accounting for socioeconomic and demographic controls, this 

does not persist after moving out of the family member’s home. Finally, I find that 

former coresiders are more likely than non-coresiders to live near family members, with 

close proximity tied to receiving forms of instrumental support; this suggests access to 

familial support may shape residential outcomes even after an exit from coresidence. 

While coresidence can operate as a form of social support across racial groups, relying on 

private support networks does not disrupt racial inequalities in housing and neighborhood 

outcomes. While some individuals may exhibit social mobility as they transition away 

from coresidence, others, mostly Black and Latinx adults, demonstrate a continued 

reliance on support and lower levels of locational attainment. 

This project offers several key contributions to research on kin support, safety 

nets, and neighborhood inequality. Through this project, I aim to enhance our 
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understanding of what kin support represents among recipients, a group that is 

predominantly low-SES and families of color. By employing a long-term perspective, 

this project enables a deeper analysis of the implications of support and whether these are 

stratified by race/ethnicity. Much of our knowledge regarding the implications of kin 

support centers on the extent to which individual material hardship is alleviated (such as 

whether individuals have lessened financial insecurity, lower poverty rates, or higher 

employment; see Harknett 2006, Mutchler and Baker 2010, and Radey 2008). By 

examining the circumstances of individuals when (or if) they transition away from 

support, this research helps to address the gap in whether kin support corresponds with 

social mobility or survival. Second, a focus on the private dimension of support expands 

the discussion beyond the public safety net and neighborhood circumstances. While much 

of the research on the link between receipt of support and residential circumstances 

centers on public forms of assistance (DeLuca, Garboden, and Rosenblatt 2013; Clampet-

Lundquist 2004; Clampet-Lundquist 2010; Kissane and Clampet-Lundquist 2012; Tach 

2009; Rosenbaum and Harris 2001), much less is known about whether these private 

transmission of support play a role in structuring residential experiences.  

Finally, in terms of contributions, I seek to better explore how relationships and 

resources within the extended family contribute to patterns of residential outcomes. I 

argue that work on neighborhood attainment focuses primarily on individual attributes, 

such as household income and racial status (Charles 2006; Iceland and Wilkes 2006), or 

dynamics related to the nuclear family structure, such as the role of having children or 

being unmarried (Goyette, Iceland, and Weininger 2014; Marsh and Iceland 2010; 

Iceland et al. 2010; South and Crowder 1998). By examining the role of family support in 



  

 

123  

shaping residential circumstances, I contribute to research focused on the mechanisms 

that maintain persistent racial inequalities in housing and neighborhood circumstances 

(Sharkey 2013; Charles 2003; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2005; Crowder, Pais, and South 

2012; Quillian 2015; Rosenbaum and Friedman 2008; Logan and Alba 1993).  

While this dissertation represents a step toward further understanding the 

capacities and constraints of the private safety net, the chapters do share some collective 

limitations. Most substantially, the primary dataset for the analyses represents a sample of 

mothers who recently gave birth and includes an oversample of unmarried women. While 

this dataset has multiple strengths—including representing a demographic with high 

levels of need and who may most stand to benefit from received support—the findings 

are not generalizable to the broader US population. Relatedly, coresidential arrangements 

take on a variety of meanings for families and can differ greatly in their 

characteristics/compositions. A focus on an older demographic, or individuals driven to 

coreside to receive or provide health care, may exhibit different outcomes than 

demonstrated here. Future work on this topic should explore long-term outcomes of 

coresiders across additional samples. Testing these dynamics among different subsets of 

the population could lend further insight into how the impact of receiving support is 

driven by the characteristics of the family members present in the household. 

I argue that examining long-term outcomes of coresiders are key for 

understanding the effectiveness of relying on private networks as a safety net; as such, 

the project has important implications for policy in the United States. Safety net 

programs, it can be argued, should not only provide a temporary respite from material 

hardship, meaning that recipients return to their prior circumstances when the support 
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ends, but should help or serve as a resource while individuals “get back on their feet.” In 

an era in which the public safety net is increasingly insufficient or wholly unavailable 

(Mazelis 2017; Kalil and Ryan 1997; Desmond 2016; Edin and Schaefer 2015), and in 

which racial disparities in material hardship and residential conditions persist, 

inequalities within the private safety net represent an important area of inquiry. I find that 

many coresiders experience decreased neighborhood attainment following an exit from 

shared housing; further, many did not subsequently form an independent household 

through renting or owning. Taken together, this evidence indicates that not all coresiders 

experience the receipt of housing support as an effective long-term solution to housing 

issues. 

Based on these findings, I argue that a robust public safety net could mitigate the 

extent of inequalities within the private safety net. As long as individuals rely on family 

members within the context of a racially and socioeconomically unequal society, they 

will have unequal levels of resources to draw upon. The increase in coresidence during 

the Recession (Cohn and Passel 2018) demonstrated the degree to which an economic 

shock could place additional pressure on families. Combined with evidence on the stark 

lack of public housing assistance for low-income families (Desmond 2016), the high 

numbers of shared residences among adult family members suggest that housing is one 

key area of potential intervention. While sharing housing can provide a buffer against 

poverty or material hardship for many individuals, the dominant trend within the data 

reveals that most coresiders exit after a period of time. Enhanced public supports to 

facilitate this transition or decrease burdens on families could foster a move toward 

economic independence and upward mobility as individuals exit coresidence.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix Table 1.1. Patterns of Missing and Valid Observations across Waves 
among Previously Coresiding Mothers1  
  Year 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year 9 Total 

Valid n 1,451 1,426 1,351 1,124 5,352 

% 82.96 81.53 77.24 64.27 76.50 

Missing  298 323 398 625 1,644 

 17.04 18.47 22.76 35.73 23.50 

Total n 1,749 1,749 1,749 1,749 6,996 

% 100 100 100 100 100 

1Please note: This sample represents observations from the 1,749 mothers who reported 

living with a family member at the time of the baseline survey. Mothers who are not 

coresiding at baseline are not included.  

 

 

Appendix Table 2.1. Distribution of Coresidence across Waves by Length of 
Distance from Mother’s Parents at Year 9 
  Distance Between Mother and Her Parent(s) at Year 9 

 Full 

Sample 

More than 

30 Miles 

(Ref.) 

More than 

Two and 

Less than 30 

Miles 

Less than 

Two Miles 

(Does Not 

Coreside) 

Coresides 

with 

Parent(s) 

Percent 
Coresiding 

     

Baseline 27.7 15.1 28.2*** 32.5*** 51.4*** 

Year 1 19.3 10.6 16.7*** 23.1*** 44.4*** 

Year 3 14.4 6.7 11.3*** 16.6*** 41.6*** 

Year 5 11.7 4.3 7.9** 11.2*** 46.9*** 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 indicate significant differences between 
More than 30 Miles (Ref.) and corresponding category. 
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