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Abstract
Three-Generation Family Households and Child Wellbeing
Natasha V. Pilkauskas

The skills acquired in the first few years of life are critical in preparing children for
school and for long term development. Families play a primary role in the development of
cognitive and social skills as well as physical health. Changes in family structure that have
occurred over the last several decades have resulted in fewer children growing up in a two parent
married household; however, few children are raised by just one parent. Many children spend
time in a three-generation family household, in which a grandparent, parent and child coreside.
To date, little research has described the prevalence or correlates of three-generation family
households or looked at the association between three-generation family coresidence and child
wellbeing during early childhood. To fill this gap in the literature this dissertation was structured

around three empirical chapters (papers) and the findings from those studies are described below.

Paper 1/Chapter 2: Describe Patterns in Three-generation Coresidence and Investigate

Correlates of Coresidence by Mother’s Relationship Status at Birth

Using data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (N = 4,898), Chapter 2
investigates how the share, correlates, transition patterns, and duration of three-generation
households vary by mother’s relationship status at birth. Nine percent of married mothers, 17%
of cohabiting mothers, and 45% of single mothers live in a three-generation family household at
the time of the child’s birth. Incidence over time is much higher and most common among
single-mother households: Sixty percent live in a three-generation family household at least 1
wave. Economic need, culture, and generational needs are associated with living in a three-

generation household; correlates vary by mother’s relationship status. Three-generation family



households are short lived, and transitions are frequent. Kin support through coresidence is an
important source of support for families with young children and in particular families in which

the parents are unwed at the time of their child’s birth.

Paper 2/Chapter 3: Investigate the Association between Living in a Stable and Unstable Three-
generation Family Household and Child Cognitive, Socioemotional and Health Outcomes at Age

3: Differences by Race/Ethnicity and Relationship Status.

Chapter 3 investigates to what extent stable and unstable three-generation family
households (grandparent, parent, child) are associated with child health, socioemotional and
academic wellbeing over the first three years of a child’s life. Using longitudinal data from the
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (N=4,009) differences in the association by
mother’s relationship status and race/ethnicity are investigated. Results suggest stable three-
generation family households are associated with child wellbeing whereas unstable or transitory
three-generation households are not. Living in a stable three-generation family household is
protective against child behavior problems for married families but detrimental for single or
Black mothers. Stable three-generation coresidence is associated with higher PPVT scores but

also higher odds of being overweight for some groups.

Paper 3/Chapter 4: Investigate the Association between Living in a Stable and Unstable Three-

generation Family Household and School Readiness at Age 5: Differences by Race/Ethnicity.

Using nationally representative data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study —
Birth Cohort (N~10,700), Chapter 4 investigates the associations between stable and unstable (or
transitory) three-generation coresidence over the first five years of life and school readiness, and

how those associations vary by race/ethnicity. With a few exceptions, the findings suggest that



three-generation family coresidence is not associated with cognitive development, psychomotor
development, or physical health. However, coresidence with a grandparent is associated with a
higher likelihood of obesity across all race/ethnicities, as well as more externalizing behavior for
Whites and less externalizing behavior for Hispanics. Although differences between stable and
unstable coresidence are mostly insignificant, stability appears to matter for behavior, but in
different ways for Black and Asian children. Black children who unstably coreside and Asian
children who stably coreside with a grandparent experience more internalizing and less prosocial

and positive learning behaviors.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

A large literature links nuclear family structure to child wellbeing and generally finds that
children fare best in married two parent families (e.g. McLanahan & Sandefur, 1997).
Demographic trends, away from marriage and toward increased non-marital childbearing, have
meant that fewer children are raised in a two parent family household. Despite these
demographic shifts, few children are raised by just one parent and a growing percentage of
children spend time in a three-generation family household, in which a grandparent, parent and
child coreside. Today about 8% of U.S. children live in a three-generation family household and
this number has been increasing (Kreider & Ellis, 2011). As the U.S. population ages, marriage
rates decline or remain steady, and out-of-wedlock childbirth rates rise or remain the same, three-
generation family households will likely become a more common living arrangement. Thus, it is
important to understand how this increasingly common family structure influences child

outcomes.

To that end, this dissertation explores the associations between three-generation family
coresidence and child wellbeing. The dissertation is structured around three empirical chapters
(papers), each exploring different facets of three-generation family coresidence and child
wellbeing. Chapter 1 (the current Chapter) presents a brief introduction to the dissertation and

describes the organization of the dissertation.

Chapter 2 documents the prevalence and correlates of three-generation family
households, in a racially diverse, predominantly low-income sample. Using data from the first 5
waves of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study, descriptive analyses documenting the

overall frequency of coresidence by age of the child and by mother’s relationship status at the



birth of the child are presented. Multivariate analyses of the correlates of three-generation family
coresidence at birth are investigated. Economic need, culture, and generational needs are all
considered in the analyses as well as differences in the correlates by mother’s relationship status
at the birth of the child (single, cohabiting, married). Last, the incidence of three-generation
family households over time, patterns of transitions (in and out of three-generation family

households), and duration are documented and discussed.

The findings from Chapter 2 demonstrate that a large share of children live in a three-
generation family household at some point during early childhood, and that transitions into and
out of three-generation family households are very common. Another literature has demonstrated
that instability in nuclear family structure is detrimental to child development as the disruption in
family resources and increased stress lead to poorer outcomes (e.g., Osborne & McLanahan,
2007). The high levels of instability at the three-generation family household level documented
in Chapter 2, coupled with the literature suggesting that instability can be bad for children,

motivated the analyses in Chapters 3 and 4.

Research has shown that development in early childhood can have long lasting effects
into adulthood. However little research has looked at three-generation family coresidence and
early child outcomes and even less research has looked at the stability of these households.
Three-generation family coresidence is far more common during early childhood, and during this
time period the family context plays one of, if not the, most important roles in child
development. Chapter 3 focuses on child outcomes at age 3, whereas Chapter 4 investigates

school readiness among children at age 5.



More specifically, Chapter 3 investigates the association between stable and unstable (or
transitory) three-generation family coresidence and child cognitive, socioemotional and health
outcomes over the first three years of life using data from the Fragile Families and Child
Wellbeing study. Multivariate regression analyses were conducted stratifying the sample by
mother’s relationship status at the birth (married, cohabiting, single), as well as by race/ethnicity
(Black, White, Hispanic). Cultural norms, family resources, as well as social norms around the
roles of grandparents in three-generation family households are likely to differ by both
race/ethnicity and by relationship status of the mother. The oversample of non-marital births in
the Fragile Families study allows for an investigation of differences in outcomes for children
born to unwed parents, not done in any earlier studies. The sample is also very racially diverse,
providing the opportunity to investigate differences by race/ethnicity found to be important in

earlier studies of three-generation family households.

Chapter 4 builds on the findings in Chapters 2 and 3, to again investigate the association
between stable and unstable three-generation family coresidence and child wellbeing looking at
children at a slightly older age and using a nationally representative sample. Data from the Early
Childhood Longitudinal Study — Birth Cohort are used to investigate the association between
stable and unstable three-generation family households over the first 5 years of a child’s life and
the full range of school readiness indicators as outlined by the National School Readiness
Initiative (2005). Children’s cognitive development, psychomotor development, physical health,
socioemotional development, and approaches to learning are investigated. Differences in the
association between three-generation family coresidence and school readiness by race/ethnicity

are also investigated. The ECLS-B oversampled Asian children allowing for an investigation of



these associations among Asian children as well as Black, White and Hispanic children, and this

is the first study to do so.

Last, Chapter 5 provides a summary of the results as well as a conclusion tying the
analyses from Chapters 2-4 together. A brief discussion of the implications of the research for

social welfare policy and practice is included. Areas for future research are also discussed.
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Chapter 2: Three-Generation Family Households: Differences by Family Structure at Birth

Vern Bengtson (2001), in his Burgess Award Lecture to the National Council on Family
Relations, boldly stated: “For many Americans multigenerational bonds are becoming more
important than nuclear family ties for well-being and support over the course of their lives” (p.
5). Regardless of whether they are more important than nuclear family ties, multigenerational
ties are an essential part of the family system (Swartz, 2009), and multigenerational family
households (i.e., those in which two or more adult generations coreside) have recently increased
in prevalence (Taylor et al., 2010). This article focuses on one type of type of multigenerational
household: a three-generation family household in which a grandparent, parent, and child
coreside. The share of children in three-generation households has been increasing: In 2001, 6%
of U.S. children lived in a three-generation family household, and by 2011, 8% did (author’s

calculation using data from the Current Population Survey).

Despite rising trends in intergenerational coresidence, research on three-generation
family households is relatively slim. In fact, research has shown that non-nuclear family
relationships are often overlooked in the family literature and that about 80% of articles on
families focus on couples or parents (Fingerman & Hay, 2002). This article seeks to add to the
descriptive literature on three-generation family households. Given that previous research has
found that living in a three-generation household is associated with outcomes for children and
families (e.g., cognitive, socioemotional, health), understanding the dynamics and determinants

of these complex households can inform family-related research.

Bengtson (2001) argued that changes in family structure, as well as greater longevity,
have led to an increased reliance on kin to perform family functions. Today, about 40% of births

are to unwed mothers, and about half of those births are to cohabiting couples (Manlove, Ryan,



Wildsmith, & Franzetta, 2010; Ventura, 2009). Using data from the Fragile Families and Child
Wellbeing Study (FF; Reichman, Teitler, Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2001), | investigated
differences by family structure in one type of kin support: three-generation coresidence. If
Bengtson is correct, and family structure changes have led to increased reliance on kin support,
one might expect to see differences in three-generation coresidence by mother’s relationship
status. The oversampling of nonmarital births in the FF data provided a unique opportunity to
study differences in three-generation coresidence between fragile families (unmarried parents
and their children) and married families. Specifically, in this research | documented the share of
families living in three-generation family households by mother’s relationship status and
estimated the incidence in this population over time. This study is the first to examine correlates
of three-generation family coresidence and whether they vary by mother’s relationship status.
This research also documents patterns of transition and duration of three-generation coresidence

and differences by mother’s relationship status at birth.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Recent cross-sectional estimates show that about 3.8% of households include three or
more generations (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a) and that, in 2010, 7.8% of children lived in a
three-generation family household (Kreider & Ellis, 2011). Yet cross sectional statistics do not
give a sense of incidence, an indication of how common these household arrangements are, over
time. Older studies have shown that the prevalence of three-generation family households is
three to four times higher in longitudinal data than in a cross section (Beck & Beck, 1984, 1989).
Although in this study I could not provide national estimates of prevalence, understanding how
common three-generation family household living arrangements are for fragile families as

compared with married-couple families is especially important because fragile families are more



disadvantaged both at the time of the child’s birth and over time. Bengtson (2001) argued that
changes in family structure have led to increased reliance between generations to perform family
functions. Thus, I expected that fragile families are likely to need more kin support than married

families, because fragile families are likely to have fewer resources.

This increased reliance on kin among fragile families is in part due to variation in
economic, parental, and community resources by mother’s relationship status (McLanahan &
Sandefur, 1994). Because married mothers have the most resources, they likely will have the
lowest rates of coresidence with grandparents (Aquilino, 1990; Beck & Beck, 1989; Tienda &
Angel, 1982). Single mothers usually have fewer resources and need the most support from kin
(Angel & Tienda, 1982; Hofferth, 1984; Jayakody, Chatters, & Taylor, 1993), whereas
cohabitors fall somewhere in between (Cherlin, 2009). Married adults have also been found to
have fewer intergenerational ties, and cultural norms around marriage (i.e., independence) may

in part explain this difference (Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2008).

No studies have yet looked at correlates of three-generation family households in
particular, although several studies have looked at correlates of multigenerational households
more broadly (Choi, 2003; Cohen & Casper, 2002; Kamo, 2000; Ruggles, 2003, 2007). This
literature has found that correlates fell into three broad categories: (a) economic need, (b) culture,
and (c) generational needs. Families with fewer economic resources (less education or lower
income) may need to live in a three-generation family household to combine resources and take
advantage of economies of scale (Kamo, 2000; Cohen, 2002; Cohen & Casper, 2002). Cultural
factors and norms may also be correlated with three-generation coresidence (Hawkins &
Eggebeen, 1991). Black and Hispanic families are more likely to reside with kin than are White

families (Angel & Tienda, 1982; Cohen & Casper, 2002; Hofferth, 1984; Hogan, Hao, & Parish,



1990; Pebley & Rudkin, 1999). Families that are more familistic in orientation (e.g., Hispanics,
Catholics, or individuals who grew up in a married family) also are more likely to coreside (Baca
Zinn & Wells, 2000; Oropesa & Landale, 2004). Members of certain immigrant communities
may be more likely to live in a three-generation family household or, if individuals have
immigrated without their families, less likely. Similarly, religion may influence coresidence

depending on community norms and values.

Generational needs, such as the needs of the parents’ generation, may also influence the
decision to coreside (Aquilino, 1990). Young mothers or those having their first child may be
more likely to live with their own parents (Hogan et al., 1990; Trent & Harlan, 1994). Mothers in
poor health or with a needy baby (e.g., with a low birth weight or a physical or cognitive
disability) may also need to coreside. In the same way, the needs of the grandparent generation,
such as poor physical or mental health, may also influence the decision to coreside (Choi, 2003;
Cohen & Casper, 2002). Research has shown that assistance generally flows from the
grandparent to the parent generation (Fingerman, Miller, Birdit, & Zarit, 2009; Grundy, 2005);
thus, one might expect the needs of the parent generation to be more highly correlated with

coresidence (Aquilino, 1990).

Different factors may be correlated with coresidence, depending on a mother’s
relationship status, because family resources, cultural meaning, and norms differ for married,
cohabiting, and single mothers. Economic needs are likely to play a more significant role for
single or cohabiting mothers than for married mothers, who are generally better off financially,
whereas cultural factors (e.g., race, immigrant status, religion) likely play a similar role across
family structures. Generational needs may play a different role depending on relationship status;

for married families who are economically stable and for whom the norms of independence are
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stronger (Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2008), one may find that grandparent needs more strongly predict

coresidence, whereas among single mothers the parent’s need may be a stronger correlate.

Research on child well-being has shown that the stability of households plays an
important role (e.g., Wu & Martinson, 1993), vyet little is known about the stability or duration of
three-generation family households. Research has found that three-generation households are
short lived, often lasting less than 2 years (Beck & Beck, 1989), and that transitions are common
for young mothers (Oberlander, Shebl, Magder, & Black, 2009). Differences in transition
patterns by mother’s relationship status at the birth may also exist; married mothers’
relationships are generally more stable, and three-generation coresidence may be longer lasting

for them than for fragile families, in which changes in romantic relationships are common.

METHOD

Data

In this research, | used data from FF, a study that was designed to be representative of
births in cities with populations over 200,000. Births were randomly sampled in 20 U.S. cities (in
15 states) between 1998 and 2000, with an oversampling of nonmarital births (Reichman, Teitler,
Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2001). Mothers and fathers were interviewed soon after the birth of
the focal child, and follow-up interviews were conducted when the child was approximately 1, 3,

5, and 9 years old.

For this study, I used the mothers’ surveys, because they were more complete than the
fathers’ interviews and because mothers were more likely to be residing with their child. The
sample for the baseline survey was 4,898: 4,364 for the Year 1 follow-up, 4,231 for the Year 3

follow-up, 4,139 for the Year 5 follow-up, and 3,511 for the Year 9 follow-up. The response
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rates for the mothers’ surveys were 90% for the Year 1 follow-up, 88% for the Year 3 follow-up,
87% for the Year 5 follow-up, and 76% for the Year 9 follow-up. Analyses of transitions and
duration (see Table 2.4) were restricted to mothers who were interviewed at all five survey

waves, a sample of 2,986.

<Table 2.1 about here>

Analyses of attrition showed that mothers who attrited were more disadvantaged than
those who remained in the sample. Attriters were less educated, had lower income-to-needs
ratios, and were more likely to be immigrants and Hispanic. To deal with the attrition, the data
were multiple imputed (Allison, 2002; Rubin, 1976). Multiple imputation uses the observed data
to impute values for individuals who have missing data. Five data sets were imputed, and the
estimates were averaged over these data. The descriptive results were virtually identical in the
observed and imputed analyses (rates of transition were about half a percentage point higher in
the imputed data). To take a more conservative approach and not use the data that imputed the
outcome of interest (three-generation family household status), I report the unimputed results in
the descriptive tables (see Tables 2.1 and 2.4). In the multivariate analyses (Table 2.2, which
describes the sample, and Table 2.3, which presents the regression results), the imputed data
were used. Analyses were run using listwise deletion as well, and the results were substantively

similar.

Measures

Three-generation family structure. At each survey wave, a measure of three-generation
family structure was constructed as a dummy variable set to 1 if a grandfather, a grandmother, or

both were listed in the household roster.
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Mother’s relationship status. Relationship status was constructed on the basis of the
mother’s relationship status at the time of her child’s birth. Mothers were coded as married,
cohabiting with the baby’s father, or single. Single mothers may have been in a romantic
relationship with the baby’s father (or another partner) but were not coresident. Unlike the three-
generation family structure, this variable does not change over time; it is a measure of the
relationship status at the birth. Using relationship status at birth allowed me to investigate
differences in the reliance on kin networks between fragile families and married families over
time. Both cohabiting and single mothers are considered fragile families because they were

unwed at the time of the child’s birth.

Economic need. Two measures of economic need were included in the analyses: (a)
mother’s education and (b) grandmother’s education. Education was specified as less than high
school, high school (reference), some college, and a bachelor’s degree or higher. Education was
used instead of family income because income is likely to be endogenous (affected by three-

generation status).

Culture. Cultural factors include race, immigrant status, mother’s family background, and
religion. Race or ethnicity was coded as a series of dummy variables for non-Hispanic White
(reference category), non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and other non-Hispanic race. Dichotomous
variables indicating whether the mother was an immigrant and whether either grandparent was
an immigrant were included. A dichotomous measure indicating whether the mother lived with
both her parents at age 15 was used as a measure of family background. Religion was coded into

four categories: (a) Protestant, (b) Catholic, (c) other, and (d) no religion (reference).
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Generational need. The needs of the parent generation were captured with several
variables. Mother’s age, entered as a set of dummies (14 — 17, 18 — 19, 20 — 24, 25 — 35, and 35+
[reference]); a dummy variable indicating whether she was having her first child; and a dummy
variable indicating whether the baby had a low birth weight (<2,500 g). Grandparents’ needs
were captured using a measure of whether the grandparent had a drug or alcohol problem and

whether the grandparent had depression when the mother was growing up.

Transition patterns. To determine complete patterns of transition, I restricted this variable
to respondents who were present at all survey waves (N = 2,986). In regard to patterns of
transition, | coded respondents into six categories: (a) always three-generation (in a three-
generation family household at baseline and at Years 1, 3, 5, and 9), (b) never three-generation,
(c) start in a three-generation household and transition out (regardless of when the transition
actually occurred), (d) start out of a three-generation household and transition in, (e) two
transitions into or out of a three-generation family household (regardless of starting position),
and (f) three or four transitions into or out of a three-generation family household. Distinguishing
the number of transitions captures stability. For families with a single transition (categories ¢ and
d), distinguishing the starting point (coresident or not) highlights differences between families
who needed some help at the birth of the child and moved out, versus those who moved in later,

likely as a result of some crisis.

Duration. To assess the duration of three-generation family households (from baseline to
Year 9), respondents were coded as coresident at one wave only, two nonconsecutive waves, two
consecutive waves, three nonconsecutive waves, three consecutive waves, four nonconsecutive

waves, four consecutive waves, or five consecutive waves.



14

Analytic Strategy

This study is descriptive in nature, and | used bivariate (weighted [using national weights] and
unweighted) statistics to document the share of families in a three-generation family household
and differences by mother’s relationship status at the birth of the child. To investigate correlates
of three-generation family coresidence at the birth of a child, | conducted a multivariate analysis

using logistic regression. Equation 1 shows the regression model:

Yi = Bo + preconomic; + Bocultural; + Bsgenerational needs; + &;, 1)

where Y; is the outcome of interest — living in a three-generation family household at the birth
of the child — and economic, cultural, and generational needs are characteristics that may be
associated with living in a three-generation family household. | repeated these analyses,
stratifying the sample by mother’s relationship status at the birth of the focal child, to investigate
whether the correlates of three-generation coresidence varied by relationship status. Last, the

analyses of patterns of transition and duration used bivariate descriptive statistics.

The FF data collection started at the birth of the child; living arrangements of families
prior to the birth were not observed, so, to avoid issues of reverse causality, the independent
variables were restricted to characteristics that are generally unchanging or that predated the
birth. This approach has its limitations, chiefly that many of the potential covariates that might
be correlated with moving into a three-generation family household are measured at the same
time as the household structure and are therefore endogenous to the outcome of interest (e.g.,

household income or employment) and are excluded from these analyses.
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RESULTS

Share and Correlates

Table 2.1 shows the percentage of respondents who lived in a three-generation family household
by the age of the child. Both the unweighted and weighted percentages are reported for the
overall share of three-generation families. Similar to other studies, three-generation coresidence
was most common when children were very young (Bryson & Casper, 1999; Mutchler & Baker,
2004; Pebley & Rudkin, 1999). Nearly 26% of the respondents lived with at least one
grandparent at the birth of the focal child, and by Year 9 this had decreased to 11%. The
weighted results take into account the oversampling of nonmarital births to make the data
nationally representative of births in large U.S. cities. Even after weighting, nearly 18% of
respondents lived in a three-generation family household at the birth of the child, suggesting that

many urban families rely on grandparent support at the time of the birth of a new child.

<Table 2.1 about here>

As anticipated, the frequency of living in a three-generation household varied greatly by
the relationship status of the mother. Among mothers who were married at the time of the birth,
9% lived in a three-generation family household at the birth of the child; this share decreased
over time to about 7%. Interestingly, the share of married mothers living in a three-generation
family household increased between age 5 and 9 by about 1 percentage point. The Year 9 data
were collected from 2007 through 2010 and coincided with the Great Recession. The increase
among married mothers may reflect increased residential doubling up because of the economic
crisis. Among cohabiting mothers, the share that lived in a three-generation family household at

the birth of the child was nearly double (17%) that of married mothers, and by age 9 it was still
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higher than for married mothers, at nearly 10%. Last, as expected, a much higher share — 45%
— of single mothers lived in a three-generation family household at the time of the focal child’s
birth, but this dropped to about 15% by age 9. These findings suggest that, among mothers who
were married at the birth, reliance on kin was somewhat stable over time, whereas for fragile

families kin support was particularly important when they had a very young child.

The characteristics of the sample at the time of the child’s birth are reported in Table 2.2.
Similar to prior literature, economic, cultural, and generational needs differed for individuals in
three-generation family households and those who were not. Mothers and grandmothers in three-
generation family households had lower levels of education than those not in three-generation
family households. Cultural factors also differed: Mothers in three-generation family households
were less likely to be White, more likely to be Black, and less likely to have lived with both
parents at age 15. Last, in terms of generational needs, mothers in three-generation family
households were significantly younger and less likely to have had a prior birth than other
mothers. Grandparents in three-generation family households were less likely to have been
depressed than those not in a three-generation family household. Coresident mothers were also

more likely to be single and less likely to be married.

<Table 2.2 about here>

Once the sample was divided by mother’s relationship status, some differences emerged.
In fact, the only characteristic that was statistically different between mothers in three-generation
family households versus those who were not, across all relationship statuses, was mothers’ age:
Mothers who resided in a three-generation family household were younger than those who did

not. To more fully investigate what characteristics were associated with three-generation family
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households and how these differed by mother’s relationship status, | conducted logistic
regressions predicting three-generation coresidence at the birth of the child by mother’s

relationship status. The results are reported in Table 2.3

<Table 2.3 about here>

Table 2.3 reports the B, the standard error of B, and the odds ratio for logistic regressions
predicting three-generation family coresidence. In the following paragraphs, I discuss the odds
ratios that indicated whether a particular characteristic was associated with a greater or lesser
likelihood of living in a particular type of household as compared to the reference category. To
determine whether differences by relationship status were significantly different from each other,
| conducted Chow tests on the fully interacted models that compared each group (married vs.
single, married vs. cohabiting, cohabiting vs. single); significant differences are noted in Table

2.3.

In the full sample, economic needs of the mother predicted coresidence (mother’s lower
education was marginally associated with higher odds, and higher education was significantly
associated with lower odds), but grandmother’s education did not. Several cultural correlates
were associated with three-generation family households. As has generally been found in studies
of multigenerational households, mothers who were Black, Hispanic, or of another race or
ethnicity were all significantly more likely to reside in a three-generation family household than
Whites. Mothers who lived with both parents at age 15 were more likely to coreside, whereas
immigrants were less likely to coreside, than their peers. In terms of generational needs, the
needs of the parent generation mattered, whereas those of the grandparent generation did not:

Younger mothers (especially teen mothers) were more likely to live in a three-generation family
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household, whereas older (age 25 — 34) ones were less likely. Mothers for whom this was their
first birth were two times as likely to coreside. In comparison to married mothers, single mothers

were 4.7 times as likely to have lived in a three-generation family household.

Stratifying the sample by mother’s relationship status revealed a few different patterns.
As predicted, among married mothers, economic need did not play a very significant role in
determining coresidence. In comparison, among cohabiting mothers, economic factors played a
significant role in predicting coresidence; cohabiting mothers with less than a high school
education were 68% more likely to live in a three-generation family household than those with a
high school education. Counter to expectation, economic factors did not play a role among single
mothers. It may be that the economic factors investigated here capture only one part of economic

need and that other factors not available in these data are predictive of coresidence.

Differences in cultural correlates by mother’s relationship status were not expected, yet
some differences emerged. Interestingly, race or ethnicity was not associated with coresidence
for any of the groups except for mothers who self-identified as being in the “other” race category
once the analyses were stratified, but differences between relationship groups were not
significant. Among married mothers, those who had parents (grandparents) who were
immigrants were two times as likely to live in a three-generation family household, yet this was
not associated with coresidence for cohabiting mothers. For single mothers, being an immigrant

was negatively associated with three-generation coresidence.

Generational needs of the parent generation, but not of the grandparent generation, were
predictive of coresidence (this may be in part due to a lack of sufficient measures of grandparent

needs). Older mothers who were cohabiting or single were less likely to live in a three-generation



19

family household, whereas this was not the case for married mothers. Across relationship
categories, all of the mothers who were having a first birth were more likely to live in a three-
generation family household, but differences in the magnitude varied by mother’s relationship
status: Single mothers who were having a first birth were two and a half times as likely to
coreside, cohabiting mothers were 58% more likely, and married mothers were only 11% more
likely. Thus, it appears that the needs of the parent generation predict coresidence more strongly

than the needs of the grandparent generation.

Patterns of Transition and Duration

To fully understand the complexity of three-generation family households and the use of
kin support among fragile as compared to married families it is important to look at incidence
over time, transition patterns, and duration. Figure 1 illustrates the patterns of transitions into and
out of three-generation family households. Mothers were plotted as three-generation (left panel)
or not (right panel) at baseline, and their transitions were plotted over time (in descending order
in the figure). To provide complete information on transitions, the sample was restricted to
mothers who were interviewed at all five survey waves. In Figure 1, the widths of the lines

connecting the transitions were drawn to approximately represent their relative sample sizes.

<Figure 2.1 about here>

Figure 2.1 depicts the fluidity of three-generation household arrangements and the
volume of transitions into and out of three-generation family households among this population.
It is striking that nearly 43% of this sample (and 40% of the total sample) lived in a three-

generation family household at least one of the five survey waves. Although 26% of respondents
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coresided with a grandparent at the time of the child’s birth, and this percentage decreased over

time, in fact many more families relied on kin for support at some point in time.

In Figure 1 the transitions for all mothers regardless of relationship status are plotted:;
Table 2.4 displays patterns of transition by mother’s relationship status. The section labeled
“Incidence over time” in the far left panel of Table 2.4 shows the percentage of mothers who
ever reported living in a three-generation family household by mother’s relationship status.
Again, the sample was restricted to those who were interviewed at all waves of the survey. Sixty
percent of mothers who were single at the birth coresided with a grandparent at least one wave,
38% of cohabiting mothers did, and only 22% of married mothers did. Kin support was

important across family types and was most important for fragile families.

<Table 2.4 about here>

The section labeled “Patterns of transition” in the far left column of Table 2.4 documents
patterns of transition by relationship status. Very few mothers lived in a three-generation family
household consistently over the five survey waves (1.8%), and single mothers were by far the
most likely to do so (3%). Starting out in a three-generation family household and then leaving
that household was the most common pattern observed in these data. This pattern corresponds to
the idea that, early in a child’s life, families may require additional assistance from kin, but they
later move out of the three-generation family household and remain outside of the household.
Single mothers were by far the most likely to follow this pattern (31%), and 12% of cohabiters
did the same, but only 5% of married mothers did so. Starting outside of a three-generation
household and then moving into one implies a different mechanism. Mothers who moved in with

kin may have experienced a shock of some sort that led them to do so. Thus, I did not expect to
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see differences in this pattern across mothers’ relationship status, and this was the case, with 4%
to 5% following this pattern. Eighteen percent of the sample made two or more transitions into
(or out of) a three-generation family household. Fragile families were expected to make the most
transitions because their relationship statuses are more likely to change over time and because
their financial situation may be more precarious than that of married mothers, and this was the
case. Eleven percent of married mothers made two or more transitions into or out of a three-
generation family household, whereas 20% of cohabiting or single mothers did the same. Single

mothers had the most transitions, with 7% of the sample making three or four transitions.

The section labeled “Duration” in the far left column of Table 2.4 reports the number of
consecutive (and nonconsecutive) waves of coresidence to estimate the duration of three-
generation households. Among mothers who ever reported living in a three-generation family
household, 45% reported doing so only at one survey wave. Again, there were differences by
mother’s relationship status, but not necessarily as expected. Single mothers were the least likely
to coreside only for one wave, whereas 59% of married mothers coresided only for one wave. In
terms of the number of consecutive waves of coresidence, none of the differences by relationship
status were statistically significant, although single mothers overall were more likely to reside in

a three-generation family household through consecutive waves.

CONCLUSION

Bengtson (2001) argued that multigenerational bonds are becoming more important for
the well-being of families and as a source of support. The findings of this study certainly support
the assertion that multigenerational support is widespread. Close to half (43%) of families in the

study lived in a three-generation family household at least one survey wave, and this finding
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likely underestimates the true incidence among this population, because there were long intervals
between survey waves. Fragile families (unmarried parents and their children) were most likely
to rely on coresidence with kin both at the time of the focal child’s birth and over time. Sixty-
percent of single mothers in the study lived in a three-generation family household at least once
over the first 9 years of the focal child’s life. The need for intergenerational support also appears
to be higher when children are younger. At the time of the birth of the child, 26% of the sample
resided in a three-generation family household (18% of the weighted sample), but only 11% did
likewise at age 9. Together, these statistics suggest that urban families, and fragile families in

particular, rely a great deal on intergenerational support through coresidence.

Mother’s relationship status was associated with three-generation family coresidence.
Moreover, the factors correlated with coresidence varied by mother’s relationship status.
Economic factors were not correlated with coresidence among single mothers but were
associated with coresidence for cohabiting mothers. Cultural factors associated with coresidence
also varied by mother’s relationship status. As anticipated, race or ethnicity was correlated with
coresidence similarly across relationship groups, but for single mothers being an immigrant

themselves was associated with lower odds.

Regardless of mother’s relationship status, the needs of the parent generation appeared to
be more strongly associated with coresidence than the needs of the grandparent generation
(although that may in part be due to incomplete information on potential needs, e.g., the health of
the grandparent generation). Mothers who were younger were more likely to coreside with a
grandparent, and across all relationship statuses mothers who had a first birth were more likely to

coreside, although single mothers with a first birth were the most likely.
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Last, this study investigated the patterns of transition and duration of three-generation
family households. Families transitioned into and out of three-generation family households very
often (18% transitioned two or more times), and transitions were more common among fragile
families. Three-generation family households were generally short lived. Among the families
who lived in a three-generation family household, nearly half did so only at one survey wave.
Although the tenure of three-generation households was short, given the frequency of their
occurrence, and their likelihood of reoccurrence, these households likely play an important role
in the lives of children, mothers, and grandparents. Other research has documented the
importance of returning home for adult children, in particular middle-class children (Newman,
2012), but these findings suggest that families also provide an important safety net for adult
children with kids, and among the economically disadvantaged as well. As Bengtson (2001)

suggested, multigenerational support is important.

This study has several limitations. First, the sample, although focused on urban, primarily
low-income mothers — a population that is very likely to live in a three-generation family
household — is not nationally representative. Future studies should use nationally representative
data to see whether these differences between fragile families and married families hold. Second,
although the analyses of the correlates of three-generation family coresidence are suggestive, FF
data provide only limited information on the families prior to coresidence. Future research that
looks at predictors of three-generation families would ideally have more information on families
prior to coresidence and additional variables that capture economic and generational needs (in
particular grandparent needs, e.g., related to physical health). Last, the data were collected
periodically and thus could not capture three-generation family coresidence between waves;

therefore, it is likely that the percentages presented here are underestimates.
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Despite these limitations, the findings from this study are suggestive in regard to future
research and policy making. Many families today, especially when they have a very young child,
live in a three-generation family household and rely on kin support throughout early childhood.
Three-generation family households appear to be very transitory, and research on nuclear family
transitions suggests that instability is not good for children, but this may not be the case at the
multigenerational family level. Future research should consider transitions not only at the nuclear
family level but also at the three-generation family level. Moving in with grandparents may
provide stability (economically or emotionally) in times of crisis, or perhaps, as is the case with
nuclear family transitions, these disruptions are detrimental to child development. Policies are

often targeted at the household level, and recognizing the complexity of households is important.

This study is the first to investigate correlates of living in a three-generation family
household and patterns of transitions and duration of these households. It is also the first to
examine differences in three-generation family households by mother’s relationship status to
compare fragile families to married families. This study sheds light on the complexity of this
increasingly common household arrangement, one that is likely to become more important in
years to come, as the U.S. population ages and as out-of-wedlock birth rates remain steady or

rise.
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Table 2.1. Percentage of Three-Generation Family Households by Age of the Child and by
Mother’s Relationship Status

Birth Agel Age 3 Age 5 Age 9
(n=4,898) (n=4,364) (n=4,231) (n=4,139) (n=3,511)

Total three-generation

households
Unweighted 25.93 20.14 14.72 12.08 11.26
Weighted® 17.55 17.50 12.10 9.11 7.63"

Three-generation household x relationship status at baseline

Married 9.01 8.58 7.41 7.21 7.93
Cohabiting 16.77 16.14 12.54 10.42 9.65
Single® 44 .81 31.13 21.42 16.60 14.71

*Weighted to be nationally representative of births in large U.S. cities. "Estimated weights; Year
9 survey weights are not yet available. “Includes mothers who may be in a romantic relationship
that is not coresident.
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Table 2.2. Sample Characteristics by Three-Generation Household and Mother’s Relationship
Status at the Birth of the Child (N = 4,898)

All Married Cohabiting Single
Characteristic Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Economics (n) 1,270 3,628 108 1,082 299 1481 864 1,064
Mother’s education
Less than high school 40.33 29.66 20.55 14.67 4993 3514 3935 38.74
High school degree 3138 29.81 2587 1894 2643 3585 33.83 33.33
Some college 2459 26.16 3743 2852 2210 2544 2389 2452
College and above 369 1436 16.15 3787 153 357 293 341
Grandmother’s education
Less than high school 18.01 22.74 28.26 2181 2484 2527 1431 20.06
High school 57.14 51.39 50.64 42.09 56.43 5293 5820 59.77
Some college 1433 1354 734 16.35 10.89 12,65 16.42 11.64
College and above 1051 1233 1376 19.75 7.83 9.15 11.06 8.52
Culture
Mothers’ race/ethnicity
White non-Hispanic 1391 2524 3477 4560 17.01 19.32 1148 10.63
Black non-Hispanic 56.81 4421 29.36 23.75 43.63 4478 6490 66.83
Hispanic 25.78 26.92 26.15 2358 3586 33.88 20.89 20.44
Other non-Hispanic 3.50 3.63 9.72 707 350 202 273 2.10
Mother lived with both
parents at age 15 38.81 46.08 6147 65.77 3796 41.25 36.30 30.69
Mother is an immigrant 10.11 1781 3321 25.08 1433 1726 575 10.30
Grandparent is an
immigrant 16.58 21.82 4238 2852 1942 2216 1238 13.62



Religion
No religion
Protestant
Catholic
Other
Generational needs

Mother’s age at birth
(years)

Mother’s first birth
Baby low birth weight
Grandparent depression

Grandparent substance
abuse

Relationship status
Married
Cohabiting

Single

11.50
55.16
26.04

7.30

22.08
55.09
10.86

29.92

33.54

8.36
24.09

67.55

10.49
49.33
30.68

9.50

26.38
32.66
9.26

32.52

34.70

31.59
40.85

27.56

7.52
39.82
37.43

15.23

26.68
33.39
4.95

30.83

35.59

6.09
42.69
36.74

14.48

29.62
3541
5.67

33.54

28.88

10.63
49.75
34.59

5.03

21.76
46.24
8.73

33.31

35.16

12.08
47.87
33.36

6.69

24.64
33.67
9.81

32.62

38.43

12.30
58.99
21.58

7.13

21.63
60.93
12.36

28.60

32.71

30

13.22
59.08
19.75

7.95

25.23
28.03
12.53

31.21

35.84

Note: Numbers in italic type are statistically significant different at the p < .05 level. All variables
are from the baseline survey, unless measured at a later wave, but are considered an unchanging

characteristic.



Table 2.3. Correlates of Living in a Three-Generation Family Household at the Birth of the Child — Logistic Regressions (N=4898)

Full Sample Married Cohabiting Single
Economics B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR
Mother’s education
Less than high school®® 0.18+ 0.09 1.19 0.17 033 119 052** 0.16 168 0.04 0.12 1.04
Some college 0.04 0.10 1.04 0.21 0.28 1.23 0.18 0.19 1.19 -0.07 0.14 0.93
College and above -0.64** 020 053 -092* 038 040 -035 050 071 -0.12 0.31 0.89
Grandmother’s education
Less than high school -0.12 014 089 -036 034 070 -0.03 021 097 -0.18 0.18 0.3
Some Collegeb'C 0.01 0.11 101 -0.70f 0.41 0.0 -0.21 022 0.81 0.28 0.17 1.32
College and above®® 0.08 014 108 -017 035 08 018 025 0.83 029 021 133
Culture
Black non-Hispanic 0.29* 012 134 0.41 0.30 1.50 0.20 0.20 1.22 0.19 0.17 1.20
Hispanic 0.28+ 0.14 133 0.35 036 1.41 0.16 0.23 1.18 0.23 021 1.26
Other non-Hispanic 0.75** 022 212 091+ 045 248 0.98* 0.39 2.65 0.42 0.34 1.52
Lived with both parents at 15 0.24** 0.08 1.27 0.09 024 1.10 0.08 0.14 109 043** 011 154
Mother immigrant®® -0.60** 0.15 055 039 034 068 -034 025 071 -1.02** 0.24 0.36
Grandparent immigrant® 0.19 014 121 0.75* 032 212 -019 025 0.83 0.23 021 1.26
Protestant 0.16 013 117 022 047 0.80 0.18 023 1.20 015 016 1.17
Catholic 0.17 015 119 -035 048 0.70 0.30 026 135 017 021 1.18

1€



Other 0.07 018 107 -0.18 050 0.84 0.06 0.36 1.06 0.08 0.25 1.08

Generational needs

Age: Under 18 1.09** 022 2097 0.72+ 042 205 114** 0.28 3.11
18-19 035* 015 141 031 064 137 0.17 025 1.18 0.42* 020 153
20-24 0.12 011 1.12 030 034 135 -0.04 019 0.96 016 0.15 1.8
25 — 34%¢ -0.68** 0.12 051 -0.19 030 0.83 -0.70* 0.23 050 -0.77** 0.17 0.46

Mother’s first birth®"° 0.71** 0.08 2.03 011 024 111 o046**> 014 158 1.00** 011 272

Low birth weight baby 0.02 012 102 -015 049 086 013 023 0.88 011 015 1.12

Grandparent depression -0.03 009 097 -028 0.26 0.76 0.14 0.16 115 -0.07 0.12 0.93

Grandparent substance abuse® -0.07 0.09 0.93 0.40 026 150 024 015 0.79 -0.07 0.12 0.93

Relationship status

Cohabiting 0.22 0.13 1.25

Single 1.56** 0.13 4.77
Constant -251** 021 008 -230** 059 0.10 -2.08** 034 012 -1.01** 0.27 0.36
Observations 4,898 1,190 1,780 1,928

®Married — cohabiting difference in coefficient is significant at p < .05.bCohabiting — single difference in coefficient is significant at p < .05.
‘Married — single difference in coefficient is significant at p < .05.

+p <.10. *p <.05. **p < .01.

43
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Table 2.4. Incidence Over Time, Patterns of Transition, and Duration of Three-Generation
Family Households by Mother’s Relationship Status (N = 2,986)

Incidence, Transition Patterns and Duration Total Married  Cohabiting Single
Incidence over time® (n) 2,986 747 1,055 1,184
Three-generation household at least one
wave 42.63 21.82 37.63 60.22
Patterns of transition®
Never three-generation 57.37 78.18 62.37 39.78
Consistently three-generation 1.81 0.94 0.76 3.29
Three-generation — not three-generation 18.03 5.22 12.13 31.42
Not three-generation — three-generation 4.52 4.95 4.74 4.05
Two transitions (into or out of) 13.44 8.43 16.11 14.19
Three or four transitions (into or out of) 4.82 2.27 3.88 7.26
Duration® (n) 1,273 163 397 713
One wave only 45.33 58.9 55.16 36.75
Multiple waves: Not consecutive 19.4 14.12 16.63 22.16
Multiple waves: Consecutive 35.27 26.99 28.21 41.09
Two consecutive waves 16.97 15.34 15.11 18.37
Three consecutive waves 8.33 4.29 6.8 10.1
Four consecutive waves 5.73 3.07 4.28 7.15
Five consecutive waves 4.24 4.29 2.02 5.47

*The sample includes only respondents who were in all five survey waves. "The sample includes

only respondents who were in all five survey waves and lived in a three-generation family

household at at least one survey wave.
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Figure 2.1. Flow Chart of Mothers Living in a Three-Generation Family Household Over Five
Survey Waves (N = 2,966).

Three Generation Households Not Three Generation Households
Baseline/Birth n=784 n=2200
Year 1 398 219 386 1981
Year 3 205 85 61 108 193 134 325 1873

Year 5 109 35 31 26 38 22 30 75 96 50 30 82 155 112 295 1798

Year 9 54 18 16 11 15 7 9 20 18 9 5 11 15 13 30 86 55 17 15 15 23 15 21 55 78 41 25 71 140 99 265 1712

A A
—~~

43% of mothers live in a 3 generation family household in at least 1 survey wave.

Note: The sample was restricted to mothers in all survey waves.
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Chapter 3: Three-generation Family Households and Child Wellbeing: Differences by
Mother’s Relationship Status and Race/Ethnicity

The skills acquired in the first few years of life have long term consequences for child
wellbeing. Early childhood growth and development have implications for school readiness and
early school success which in turn predict educational achievement and long term employment
and income (Baydar, Brooks-Gunn and Furstenburg 1993; Entwisle, Alexander and Olson 2004;
Campbell et al. 2001). Families play a primary role in the development of cognitive and social

skills as well as physical health (Demo and Cox 2000), in particular at early ages.

Families and households today look dramatically different from the typical family 30
years ago. Approximately 40% of children are born to unmarried mothers (Ventura 2009), rates
of cohabitation have increased and about half of marriages end in divorce (Martin et al. 2009;
Cherlin 2009; McLanahan 2004). As a result, most children will spend some part of their
childhood outside of a married two parent household. Many children will spend time in a three-
generation family household, where a grandparent, parent and child coreside. In fact, the percent
of children in three-generation households has increased from 6% in 2001, to about 8% in 2011
(Kreider and Ellis, 2011; author’s calculations based on CPS). Additionally, three-generation
households are most prevalent among poor and minority households — where disparities in
academic, health and behavioral outcomes are largest (Rouse, Brooks-Gunn and McLanahan

2005; Kreider and Ellis 2011).

The literature that looks at the effects of family structure (in particular single parenthood)
on child outcomes is extensive and generally finds that children do better academically,
psychologically and socially if they grow up in a two parent biological married family

(Mclanahan and Sandefur 1994; Cherlin 2009; Waldfogel, Craigie and Brooks-Gunn 2011). In
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addition, the family structure literature has found that there are important associations between
transitions or stability of the family structure and child wellbeing (Osborne and McLanahan
2007; Fomby and Cherlin 2007; Wu and Martinson 1993; Hill, Yeung and Duncan 2001; Pong
and Ju 2000; Cooper et al. 2009; Cavanagh, Crissey and Raley 2008). The literature on three-
generation households is much smaller and little attention has been given to the stability of these

households.

To fill this gap in the literature, this paper investigates the extent to which stable three-
generation family households and unstable (or transitory) three-generation family households are
associated with child socioemotional, cognitive and health outcomes at age 3. Using longitudinal
data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study, this paper estimates the association
between stable and unstable three-generation family coresidence from birth to age three on child
outcomes at age three by race/ethnicity and mother’s marital status at birth. Prior research has
looked at the association with socioemotional and cognitive outcomes (but not overweight) but
most studies confound stable and unstable households. Much of the literature to date has also
focused on outcomes for older children; this study focuses on children at age 3. Among young
children who are not yet in school, the family context plays a very important role in influencing
outcomes. This study is also the first to consider differences in the association by mother’s
relationship status. Family resources, cultural norms, as well as reasons for coresidence likely
differ by parent’s relationship status; therefore it is likely that married three-generation family
households are very different from single mother or cohabiting three-generation family
households. The engagement, commitment and role of the grandparent is likely to vary by
mother’s relationship status. Although relationship status may vary over time, relationship status

at the birth of the child is the focus here as the outcomes among children born to unwed mothers
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are of particular interest to policymakers. Lastly, as resources and cultural norms around
grandparent involvement also differ greatly by race/ethnicity, differences in the association

between living in a three-generation household and child wellbeing by race are also considered.

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

The Link between Household Structure and Child Development

There are many ways in which a coresident grandparent may affect child wellbeing.
Grandparents can provide resources that assist with child development. Equally, grandparents
could be a drain on the family system and hinder child development. The family literature posits
that differences in child wellbeing by family structure are due to differences in economic,
parental and community resources (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Cherlin and Furstenburg
1986). Specifically, economic resources allow families to purchase goods and services that
promote child development. Researchers have argued that the reason that children in two parent
families do better than those in single parent families is mostly explained by economics (Becker
1981; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). Married families are generally better off economically,
parents can better specialize in their relative strengths and can take advantage of economies of
scale (shared rent or expenses [Becker 1981]). In three-generation family households, where
more earners are available, we might expect these families to be better off economically. In
addition, three-generation families can take advantage of shared rent or expenses. Thus, we
might expect that three-generation family households have an economic advantage over

households that are not extended and that translates into improved child outcomes.

The availability of parental resources such as child care or role modeling also varies by

family structure. Theoretically, two parent families have more parental resources available (to
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provide supervision and engage in activities, provide emotional and instrumental support) than
single parent families. Adding a grandparent to the household brings an additional person to
engage in similar activities that promote child wellbeing. Although research has shown that
coresidence with a grandparent is associated with certain types of parental resources like
increased education (Unger and Cooley 1992) and employment (Gordon, Chase-Lansdale and
Brooks-Gunn 2004; Hao and Brinton 1997), research with young single mothers has found that
living in a three-generation family household can negatively affect parenting practices (Chase-
Landsdale, Brooks-Gunn and Zamsky 1994; Spieker and Bensley 1994; Black and Nitz 1996). In
this case, we might expect three-generation coresidence to have a negative effect on child
wellbeing. In addition, a poor relationship between the grandparent and parent might also affect
the type of activities and the role that the grandparent plays in the child’s life (King, Russell and

Elder 1995), diminishing the association with child outcomes overall.

The third way in which grandparents might provide resources to families is through
community and other social resources. The type of social capital and quality of neighborhoods
may vary by family structure. Grandparents may have access to community resources or

additional social networks that can affect child wellbeing (McLanahan and Teitler 1999).

The last theoretical perspective on how family structure affects child outcomes focuses
on disruptions in resources brought about by family structure changes. The family
stress/instability model suggests that transitions in family structure are harmful to children
because of the disruption they cause to the family and external resources (George 1993).
Although moves in and out of three-generation family households may have less influence on
children than parental family structure transitions, it is plausible that disruptions at the three-

generation family level affect family resources which in turn affect child wellbeing. Or it may be
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the case that unstable three-generation family households do not affect child wellbeing as they

are generally short lived.

In sum, child outcomes in three-generation family households might improve if
grandparents bring additional resources to the family system. On the other hand, if grandparents
induce stress or introduce strain to the family they may lead to poorer child outcomes. The
stability of the three-generation family household may also affect child outcomes. Stable three-
generation families may have the largest association with child wellbeing (positive or negative)
simply as a function of time in the household. Or, if instability at the three-generation family
level is bad for children (as many studies have shown to be true at the nuclear family level), then
unstable households may have a larger (negative) association with child outcomes. Thus, it is
unclear whether three-generation family coresidence will be beneficial or detrimental to child

wellbeing.

Differences by Race/Ethnicity and by Mother’s Relationship Status

Differences by race/ethnicity and marital status are important to consider because the
social meaning and norms of three-generation family households differs by these groups. If the
role of the coresident grandparent or the level of engagement varies by race/ethnicity or
relationship status, then we might expect differences in the outcomes for children in three-
generation family households by these characteristics. Although most studies of three-generation
family households have studied differences by race/ethnicity; to date, no studies have looked at
differences in the association between child wellbeing and coresidence by mother’s relationship

status.
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Research has shown that cultural norms and roles around grandparenting vary by
race/ethnicity. For example, in comparison to White households, we might expect grandparents
to take on a stronger parenting role in Black or Hispanic households where three-generation
families are more normative (Hawkins and Eggebeen 1991) and where kin networks are strong
(Parish, Hao and Hogan, 1991). If grandparents engage in helpful parenting practices we might
expect to see better outcomes for minority children in three-generation family households.
However, studies have also shown that Black grandparents often take on a large role in parenting
in three-generation family households which can be detrimental to the mother’s parenting and
negatively affect children (Chase-Lansdale, Brooks-Gunn and Zamsky 1994; Spieker and
Bensley 1994; Gordon, Chase-Lansdale and Brooks-Gunn 2004). Similarly, research has also
shown that Hispanics are more familistic in orientation (Baca Zinn and Wells 2000; Oropesa and
Landale 2004) and may have strong ties with grandparents regardless of coresidence. Thus, for
Hispanics (and to a lesser extent Blacks) who may have strong ties with grandparents regardless
of coresidence; we might expect to see smaller associations with child outcomes and grandparent

coresidence than for White children.

The relationship status of the parents of the child may also influence the role that
coresident grandparents play in three-generation family households. In a single parent household
there is only one parent to take on all of the parenting and household functions. Therefore we
might anticipate that in single parent households the effect of adding a grandparent to the
household, in essence a second caregiver, to be strongest. In general, we would expect that a
second caregiver would be beneficial to children, but it is possible that grandparents cannot
really serve as a substitute for a parent as they may be less engaged or in failing health. In

addition, as previous studies have shown (Chase-Lansdale, Brooks-Gunn and Zamsky 1994)
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high levels of parenting involvement from a grandparent may not be that beneficial to children in
single parent households. Thus, the direction of the association between grandparent coresidence

and child outcomes in single parent households is not clear.

Although grandparents may play a less significant role in married or cohabiting
households as there are already multiple caregivers in the household, there may also be
differences between married and cohabiting households. In married households where the
parental relationship is more stable or formalized, grandparents may be more likely to engage or
invest in both the child and the household than in a cohabiting household. In a married
household it is also possible that more “gate-keeping” occurs from the parents than in a
cohabiting or single parent household because of the more formalized and normative parenting
arrangement; the married couple controls the parenting context and the grandparent provides
extra or additional care. In this case, we might expect to see more beneficial associations for
married households than for cohabiting. In both cohabiting and married households we might
also expect that grandparents mostly provide “extra” or additional resources above and beyond
the parents. Thus, overall we would expect to see positive associations with coresidence and
wellbeing for married and cohabiting households. However, the type of grandparent who is
coresident in a married parent household (and perhaps to a lesser extent in cohabiting
households) is likely very different than those in single parent households. We might expect that
among married couples the head of household is the parent generation and that a grandparent
(perhaps ailing) moves in with the parents (the sandwich generation). In comparison, in single
parent households it is more likely that a mother is moving in with the grandparent.
Unfortunately the Fragile Families data have incomplete information on the householder so

differentiating between these two groups of people was not really possible — a limitation of this
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study. In these cases (where an ailing grandparent moves in), we might anticipate worse

outcomes for children as the grandparent may draw resources away from the child.

Lastly, economic resources vary by race/ethnicity and relationship status and low income
is associated with poorer outcomes for children (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997). Single
mothers are the most likely to live in poverty and in disadvantaged neighborhoods and married
mothers the least. Neighborhood characteristics are strongly correlated with income and minority
families are generally more likely to live in disadvantaged neighborhoods (Furstenberg et al.
1996). In addition, relationship status and race also interact. Hispanics and Blacks are far less
likely to marry than Whites, although Hispanics are more likely to live in long term unions
without marriage (Lichter and Qian 2004). Even among married Hispanics and Blacks, the
probability of living in poverty is higher than for married Whites (Foster and Kalil 2007). Thus,
if economic resources are impacted by three-generation coresidence and resources matter for
low-income families and child outcomes, we might expect that for groups that are worse off

economically (say single or Black mothers) the association with child outcomes will be largest.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The current study focuses on young children in three-generation family households. The
majority of studies that look at young children study teen mothers living with their grandmothers
and their findings are mixed. These studies have found that that coresidence is associated with
improved behavior (Leadbeater and Bishop 1994; Pope et al 1993) and motor skills (Black and
Nitz 1996) as well as worse behavior (East and Felice 1996; Unger and Cooley 1992) and lower

PPVT scores (Unger and Cooley 1992). A smaller literature has looked at mothers of all ages
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with young children, but again, the findings are mixed. These studies find that three-generation
family coresidence is associated with reduced mental health problems (Kellam, Ensminger and
Turner 1977), improved cognitive scores among African American children (Mollborn, Fomby
and Dennis 2011) and no association with behavior or cognitive outcomes (Foster and Kalil,
2007; Augustine and Raley, Forthcoming). Differences in these findings are in part due to
different methodological and conceptual approaches; some studies are descriptive (e.g. East and
Felice 1996), others look at the association between family structure at one time point and
outcomes at another (e.g. Mollborn, Fomby and Dennis 2011), and others utilize individual fixed
effects that model the effect of changes in coresidence on changes in outcomes - thus excluding
those who are stably coresident (Foster and Kalil 2007). The current study builds on this prior
literature to consider both families that are stably three-generation and those that transition into

or out of three-generation among mothers of all ages.

One recent study of particular note by Mollborn, Fomby and Dennis (Forthcoming)
investigated stable coresidence, transitions into and transitions out of three-generation
households from 9 months in age to two years. They found that White children had lower, and
Latino children had higher, cognitive scores when experiencing a grandparent transition while
Black children had improved scores if they stably coresided with a grandparent. The current
study builds on this work to look at children at age 3 and to consider socioemotional and health

outcomes as well as cognitive outcomes.

Although this paper focuses on early childhood, several studies have looked at the
association between three-generation coresidence on children of mixed ages. Again, the findings
from these studies are mixed which may in part be due to the combining of many developmental

ages into the same analyses. These studies have found increased behavior problems and
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decreased positive behavior (Pittman and Boswell 2008), decreased behavior problems (Barbarin
and Soler 1993), and improved adjustment (Sonuga Barke and Mistry 2000) among children in
three-generation family households. Two studies that look at children of mixed ages are of
particular note as they consider elements of stability in coresidence. A study by Dunifon and
Kowaleski-Jones (2007) investigates the length of coresidence in a three-generation family
household and finds that time in a single mother three-generation family household is associated
with increased cognitive stimulation and higher reading test scores for White children but less
cognitive stimulation for Black children aged 5-15. Another study by Pittman and Boswell
(2007) of mixed aged (0-4 and 10-14) children looks at the association between grandparent
contact (including coresident and not coresident) and child behavior and cognitive outcomes.
The authors investigate the association between stable coresidence (over two time points) and
transitions into coresidence (but not out) and find no association with academic outcomes or
positive behavior, and decreased self regulation among those who transition into a three-
generation household. The current study builds on these studies by just focusing on young

children.

A sizable literature looks at outcomes for teenagers in three-generation family
households. These studies generally show positive outcomes for teenagers, including less peer
conflict, fewer behavior and anti-social problems, decreased delinquency and substance abuse
and increased graduation rates (Barbarin and Soler 1993;Astone and Washington 1994; Pittman
2007; Ensminger, Kellam and Rubin 1983; Deleire and Kalil 2002). In contrast, McLanahan and
Sandefur (1994) find a negative association between three-generation coresidence and high
school graduation among single mothers. Another closely related literature looks at extended

households (living with other adults or other family members including grandparents) and child
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outcomes. Living in an extended household is associated with lower rates of deviant behavior
among teens (Dornbusch et al. 1984), improved educational outcomes and decreased likelihood
of early labor force participation and independence (Aquilino 1996), and higher reading scores
among African American children (Entwisle and Alexander 1996). Stolba and Amato (1993)
find no effects on behavior in early childhood, negative effects in middle childhood and

improved behavior in adolescence.

The current study builds on prior literature to focus on young children and investigate the
association between stable and unstable grandparent coresidence over the first three years of life
and child wellbeing. As is the case with most studies of family structure, it is difficult to account
for selection into different family structures. This study uses a large longitudinal dataset with an
extensive set of rich covariates to account for many of the characteristics associated with
selection into a three-generation family household and child outcomes. However, it is possible
that there are still unobserved characteristics of both the child and the grandparent coresidence
that account for differences found here. This paper investigates the differences in the association
between three-generation family coresidence and child outcomes by race/ethnicity as well as by
relationship status. Differences by race/ethnicity and relationship status in cultural norms and the
social meaning of coresidence are likely to impact the role grandparents play in three-generation
family households which in turn affects child outcomes. Although there is a relatively robust
prior literature that looks at race/ethnic differences this is the first paper to study differences by

the relationship status of the parent generation.
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DATA AND METHOD

Data

Data come from the Fragile Families and Child Well-being Study (FFCWB) which was
designed to be representative of births in large U.S. cities (with populations over 200,000). Births
were randomly sampled between 1998 and 2000 with an oversample of nonmarital births
(Reichman et al. 2001). Mothers and fathers were interviewed soon after the birth of the focal
child and follow up interviews were conducted when the child was approximately 1 and 3 years
old. The core sample is linked to supplementary data from a collaborative study, the In-Home
Longitudinal Study of Pre-School Aged Children (In-Home). The In-Home study was conducted
when the children were about 3-years old and collected additional in-depth data for a sub-sample

of respondents.

The study contains an over-sample of non-marital births. As a result, children in the
sample are more likely to live in low income or poor families, to have absent fathers, and to have
mothers with lower levels of education than children in a nationally representative sample. The
data are not representative of the population of families as a whole but provide a sample that is
very racially diverse and consists of mainly low-income mothers, a population that is most likely
to reside in a three-generation family household. The oversample of nonmarital births allows for
an investigation of differences in the association by mother’s relationship status; single,
cohabiting and married mothers. This study focuses on relationship status at the birth of the child
as the life trajectories of children born to unwed mothers is of particular interest to policymakers
and researchers. In addition, the sample is racially diverse allowing for analyses that stratify by

mothers who are non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic White and Hispanic.
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This paper uses the mother’s surveys as they are more complete than the father’s survey
and as mothers are more likely to be residing with their child. The sample is restricted to mothers
who were interviewed in each of the three survey waves in order to accurately capture household
structure over time. The sample of mothers who participated in each of the first three survey
waves is 4,009 (from the full sample of 4,898). As fewer mothers participated in the In-Home
study where the child outcomes were obtained the final analytic sample decreases to
approximately 3,029 cases (varying slightly by outcome). The data were multiply imputed to
calculate values for missing data on covariates in order to retain as much of the sample as
possible. Multiple imputation utilizes the observed data to impute values for individuals who are
missing data (Allison 2002; Rubin 1976). Five data sets were imputed and the estimates are
averaged over these data sets. All analyses were also conducted on the non-imputed data and the

results were substantively identical.

Measures
Outcomes

Child wellbeing is assessed using four outcome measures: externalizing behavior,
internalizing behavior, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and overweight. The FFCWB
study collects items from the Age 2-3 Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL: Achenbach 1992) used
to assess child externalizing and internalizing behaviors. Externalizing behavior is assessed using
the aggressive subscale of the CBCL and includes items such as anger, defiance or disobedience.
Internalizing behavior includes two subscales — anxious/depressed and withdrawn behaviors.
These subscales measure children’s sadness, affection, nervousness and interest. Mother’s

responses to each item are summed (0=not true of my child; 1=sometimes/ somewhat true;
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2=very/often true) to create a scale and the scores are normed to have a mean of zero and

standard deviation of one. Higher scores reflect more behavior problems.

The PPVT is a test that measures children’s cognitive and language skills by asking
children to match vocabulary words to pictures (Dunn and Dunn 1997). Children’s raw test
scores were standardized by the national average performance of similarly aged children. The
PPVT scores are then standardized (mean 0, SD 1) where higher scores reflect improved

vocabulary scores.

Lastly overweight is assessed using the child’s body mass index (BMI) percentile.
Following recommendations by the American Obesity Association, this study categorizes
children with a BMI at or above the 85th percentile as overweight or obese. The percentiles are
calculated using data from the 2000 CDC growth charts and are adjusted to account for the
child’s age in months, gender, height, and weight. As the percentiles are defined against a fixed

base year more than 15% of children in the sample can be defined as overweight.

Three-generation Family Household Structure

Stable three-generation family households are defined as those households that include a
grandmother, grandfather or both, in the household at each survey wave (baseline, year 1 and
year 3). Unstable three-generation family households are defined as households that include any
or multiple grandparents in at least one of the survey waves and up to two survey waves. Those
who never live in a three-generation family household are categorized as “never three-
generation”. In auxiliary analyses not shown here different variants of unstable three-generation
family household structure (i.e. start coresident and move out versus move in at a later wave)

were investigated and the findings were substantively the same for all unstable coresidence.
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Covariates

All of the covariates in the model are measured at the baseline survey with the exception
of a few variables (like mother’s cognitive score) that were assessed at later waves but are
considered unchanging characteristics. Thus, the covariates predate the measures of child
wellbeing. Mother’s relationship status is assessed at the birth of the child and mothers are coded
as married, single or cohabiting with the baby’s father at the time of the birth (alternative
specifications are tested as well and discussed in the extensions section). Mother’s race is coded
as non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black or Hispanic (the analyses do not investigate the
association with other race due to insufficient sample). Other mother characteristics included in
the models are education (coded as less than high school, high school, some college and college),
age (coded as a series of dummies for 14-17 years, 18-19, 20-24, 25-34 and 35 and over),
immigrant status, mother’s cognitive score (assessed by the Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale —
Revised; Wechsler 1981), an indicator that the mother has a drug or alcohol abuse problem,
whether the mother lived with both parents at age 15, and whether the focal child is her first,

second, or third/higher birth.

Child characteristics included in the models are: an indicator of whether the child is a
boy, the child’s age in months at the time of the outcome (as there was variation in the timing of
the follow up interviews), and a measure of whether the child was born low birth weight.
Grandparent characteristics include: grandmother’s education (coded as less than high school,
high school, some college, college or more), if either grandparent is an immigrant, if either
grandparent was depressed when the mother was growing up, and if either grandparent had a

substance (alcohol or drug) problem when the mother was growing up. Information on the
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grandfather’s education was captured but due to large amounts of missing information

grandmother’s education is instead included in the analysis.

Method

An ordinary least squares (or logistic regression model in the case of the binary outcome
overweight) is used to assess the association between living in a three-generation family
household and the level of child behavior, cognitive wellbeing and weight. Equation 1 represents

the regression model used in the analyses

Yiiz = Po + P13Generation;y-s + P2 X iy + BsGrandparentiy + &; Q)

where Y ji3 is the child outcome of interest (academic, socioemotional, health) for child i at time
3, 3generation is an indicator for living in a three-generation family household stably or unstably
over the first three years, and X is a vector of mother and child characteristics that are associated
with both the outcome and the propensity to live in a three-generation family household
measured at baseline (with the exception of child’s age). Grandparent includes a number of
grandparent characteristics included in the model that are not typically found in other studies of
three-generation family households and ¢ is the error term. (All analyses were run excluding and
including the grandparent characteristics and no substantive differences were found.) Analyses
are stratified by race/ethnicity (Black, White, Hispanic) or relationship status at the birth (single,
cohabiting, married). To test whether differences across race/ethnicity or relationship status were
significant, Chow tests were conducted comparing each group (Black versus White, Black versus
Hispanic, White versus Hispanic, single versus cohabiting, single versus married, married versus

cohabiting) and significant differences are noted in the tables.

RESULTS
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Descriptive Statistics

Table 3.1 presents descriptive information on the child outcomes, relationship status and
grandparent characteristics by three-generation family household status (stable, unstable, never)
stratified by race/ethnicity. The full set of sample characteristics can be found in Appendix 3.1.
In general, children in stable or unstable three-generation family households exhibit significantly
more externalizing and internalizing behavior problems and are more likely to be overweight
than those who never coreside regardless of race/ethnicity. Generally children of all races who
are stably coresident have significantly higher PPVT scores than those who never coreside
whereas children who are unstably coresident have significantly lower PPVT scores in
comparison with children who never coreside. The descriptive statistics suggest that although the
magnitude differs, the differences between stable, unstable and never coresident children tell a

similar story across race/ethnicities.

[Table 3.1 around here]

With regard to grandparent characteristics a few differences by coresidence and by
race/ethnicity exist. In particular, there are significant differences in grandparent education by
stable/unstable coresidence and race/ethnicity. Black grandmothers who are stably coresident are
more educated, whereas for Hispanics both stable and unstable coresident grandmothers have
higher levels of education than those who are never coresident. In contrast, among White
mothers coresident grandparents have significantly lower levels of education than those who are
never coresident. Generally across all race/ethnicities, unstably coresident grandparents have
higher levels of depression and substance abuse than stable or never coresident grandparents

with the exception of Whites where depression is highest among those who stably coreside.
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Table 3.2 provides the same descriptive information as Table 3.1 by mother’s relationship
status at the birth of the child. Appendix 3.2 includes the full sample description stratified by
mother’s relationship status. Among single mothers, children who are stably coresident have
more externalizing and internalizing behaviors, higher PPVT scores and higher rates of
overweight than unstable or never coresident families. Differences in outcomes by three-
generation family structure among cohabiting mothers are far less pronounced, although stably
coresident children have higher levels of internalizing behavior, higher PPVT scores, and lower
rates of overweight than those who are never coresident. Among married mother households, a
different pattern emerges. Children in stably coresident married households have lower levels of
externalizing and internalizing behaviors in comparison to unstable and never coresident
households. However, children in stably coresident married households are also far more likely
to be overweight than those in either unstable or never coresident households. In comparison,
children in unstably coresident married households are generally doing worse on outcomes than
those who never coreside (higher behavior problems and lower PPVT scores). The descriptive
statistics suggest that among married mothers, stable coresidence with a grandparent may have
protective effects for children (except for overweight) whereas unstable coresidence may have
detrimental impacts. However, for both single and cohabiting mothers, with the exception of
PPVT scores, stable and unstable coresidence appears to be associated with worse outcomes for

children.

[Table 3.2 about here]

In terms of differences in grandparent characteristics, the patterns across mother’s
relationship status are generally similar. Grandmothers in stably coresident families have higher

levels of education than those in unstable or never coresident households (except in married



53

households). Similarly, grandparents have lower levels of depression and substance abuse in

stably coresident households than unstable or never coresident households.

Multivariate Results

To investigate whether the descriptive differences remain in the multivariate context,
Table 3.3 presents the results of regressions of child behavior (externalizing and internalizing) on
three-generation family household coresidence, stratified by race/ethnicity and mother’s
relationship status. Only the coefficients for three-generation coresidence and grandparent
characteristics are shown but the models include all covariates which are available in Appendix

3.3.

Starting with externalizing behaviors, we see that there are no significant associations
between stable or unstable coresidence and externalizing behavior except for married mothers.
Among children of married mothers, stable coresidence is associated with a 0.4 standard
deviation lower likelihood of exhibiting externalizing behavior (or about 1.15 points on the

externalizing scale).

[Table 3.3 about here]

Looking at the results for internalizing behaviors, unstable coresidence is again not
significantly associated with internalizing behavior in any model. However, stably coresiding
with a grandparent is significantly associated with more internalizing behaviors in a few models.
Among Blacks stably coresiding with a grandparent is associated with a statistically significant
higher level of internalizing behaviors (0.18) although differences across race/ethnicity are not
significant. Similarly, stable coresidence is associated with more internalizing behaviors for

single mothers (0.18). (The coefficient for cohabiting mothers (0.19) is similar but does not reach
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statistical significance, likely due to insufficient power.) Among married mothers however, a
different story emerges. Stable coresidence is associated with a fewer internalizing behaviors of
about 0.3 standard deviations. Together these results suggest that for married mothers there is a
protective effect of stable coresidence on behavior problems whereas this is not the case for

single or cohabiting mothers.

Grandparent depression is the only grandparent characteristic that is consistently
associated with child behavior problems. For both externalizing and internalizing behaviors,
grandparent depression is associated with a 1/5 to ¥4 standard deviation higher level of both types
of behavior problems (note the Hispanic coefficient for internalizing behavior is not statistically
significant but this is likely due to insufficient power as the coefficient is the same size as other
models). Grandparent substance abuse is also associated with externalizing behavior problems in

a few of the regressions but not for internalizing behaviors.

Grandparent’s depression may act as a proxy for mother’s own depression. However, we
may still be concerned that a mother’s own depression influences the way in which she reports
the behavior of her child. To test this hypothesis, a measure of mother’s depression was added to
the models (this measure had not been included in the main model as it may be endogenous to
three-generation family coresidence). Although mother’s depression was significantly associated
with more externalizing and internalizing behaviors, inclusion of mother’s depression did not
change any of the substantive findings. In addition, inclusion of mother’s depression had little

effect on the association between grandparent’s depression and child behaviors.

To test if other omitted variables were influencing the findings with child behavior, two

other analyses (not shown) were run. Mother’s impulsive behavior and a measure of whether the
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child was an easy or difficult baby at year 1 were added in separate regression models. Again,

inclusion of these variables did not change the substantive findings.

[Table 3.4 about here]

Table 3.4 presents the coefficients for three-generation coresidence and grandparent
characteristics of the regressions for PPVT and overweight. The full regression models are
available in Appendix 3.4. The results of the regressions for PPVT show that with the exception
of Hispanics, stable coresidence with a grandparent is associated with higher PPVT scores.
Among Whites, stable coresidence is associated with a 0.85 standard deviation higher PPVT
score, a nearly 8 point increase. For Hispanics, although there is no association with stable
coresidence, unstable coresidence is associated with a statistically significant lower PPVT score.
These results suggest that for the most part, having an additional individual in the household on a

stable basis is beneficial for children’s vocabulary.

For overweight there are large differences in the association by race/ethnicity. Among
Whites, stable coresidence (and to a lesser extent unstable coresidence) is associated with higher
odds (5 times as likely) of having a child who is overweight or obese whereas there is no
significant association for Black and Hispanics. The regressions that stratify by mother’s
relationship status show that children in both single and married mother stable three-generation
family households have higher odds of being overweight - children in married stable three-

generation family households are 9 times as likely to be overweight or obese.

In neither PPVT nor overweight do grandparent characteristics play a significant role in
predicting the outcome. Grandmother’s higher levels of education are generally associated with

higher PPVT scores but are inconsistently significant. To test whether other potentially important
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omitted variables could account for the association between stable three-generation coresidence
and PPVT and overweight two additional models were run. Mother’s PPVT score was added to
the models predicting child’s PPVT scores. Mother’s PPVT scores were significantly associated
with child’s PPVT scores in all models but the substantive results were unchanged, with one
exception. The association between stable three-generation coresidence and PPVT score was
slightly reduced and became insignificant in the models for Black mothers once mother’s own
PPVT score was included in the regression. The overweight models were also re-run including a
measure of mother’s BMI. Again, although mother’s BMI was significantly associated with

overweight it did not substantively change the findings with three-generation family coresidence.

Additional Analyses/Extensions

Appendix 3.5 details a number of additional analyses that were run but are not detailed in
this paper, however, a few extensions merit additional discussion. Measures of income are
endogenous to household structure. However, we may be concerned that the association between
three-generation family coresidence and child wellbeing is mainly due to income. Although
measures of both mother’s and grandmother’s education can help account for income
differences, a series of additional analyses were done to further control for financial wellbeing
measures. Analyses were conducted adding in mother’s earnings prior to the birth, income-to-
needs ratio at the birth and whether Medicaid paid for the birth. In none of these models were the
substantive findings changed and as expected, lower income was found to be associated with
higher levels of externalizing and internalizing behaviors and lower PPVT scores. These results

suggest that the findings here are not driven by unmeasured income variables.

The analyses by relationship status were run based on the mother’s relationship status at

the birth; however relationship status is not static and is likely to be associated both with
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coresidence and child wellbeing. Additional analyses were run stratifying children by stably
married, stably cohabiting (as well as combining these two groups to improve power), stably
single and unstable relationship status. Further refining of the unstable category was not possible
due to sample limitations. Results from these analyses were substantively similar to the models

presented in the paper.

The focus of this paper was to investigate differences between stable and unstable three-
generation family households but there are other ways to conceptualize “unstable” households.
As mentioned in the measures section, an additional analysis was run further refining the
unstable category into starting in and moving out, starting out and moving in and multiple

transitions. The findings from those analyses were the same as those reported above.

The association between three-generation family coresidence and child outcomes might
also vary by grandparent characteristics. To test whether there was an interactive effect between
grandparent characteristics and coresidence (e.g. depressed coresident grandparents lead to
poorer child outcomes), a number of interactions were run. Although occasionally certain
variables appeared to have interactive associations there were few consistent findings in the
interaction models. This may in part be due to insufficient power to detect significant
interactions between three-generation coresidence and grandparent characteristics. Similarly a
series of models were conducted where race and relationship status interactions were included.

As was the case in the grandparent interactions, very few significant associations were found.

Last, the current study included any type of grandparent (both, just a grandmother or just
a grandfather) in the analyses. However, most of the earlier studies of grandparent coresidence

have focused on grandmothers in particular, so the analyses were re-run restricting the sample to
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those households where a grandmother was coresident (dropping cases where both grandparents
or just a grandfather was coresident). The substantive results for the PPVT scores and
overweight were unchanged; however for behavior problems a few results changed. For both
externalizing and internalizing behaviors among Whites and Hispanics, stable coresidence with a
grandmother was associated with significantly fewer behavior problems. The protective
association for married mothers continues to hold in these models as well and in fact the
coefficients became larger. This finding suggests that coresidence with just a grandmother may
be different from coresidence with both grandparents. Grandmothers may be more engaged in
childrearing when a grandfather is not present; this finding merits more investigation in future

research.

DiscussION

This article investigates the association between stable and unstable grandparent
coresidence and child socioemotional, cognitive and health outcomes by race/ethnicity and
mother’s relationship status at birth. This study extends prior literature by considering
differences between stable and unstable coresidence as well as comparing the association by
mother’s relationship status at the birth of her child not done in earlier work. Prior research has
pointed to differences in the expected association by race/ethnicity as a result of differences in
norms and resources, and for some similar reasons we expected to find (and did find) differences

by mother’s marital status.

Differences in the association with child outcomes by stable and unstable coresidence are
marked. In fact, with the exception of two of the overweight models, none of the unstable three-

generation family coefficients were statistically significant and are generally close to zero. This
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finding suggests that stability (or perhaps more specifically, tenure) of the three-generation
household structure matters when looking at child outcomes. These findings are in keeping with
prior research that utilizes change models and finds no association with child wellbeing (Foster
and Kalil 2007) as well as the Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones (2007) paper that finds an
association with time in a three-generation family household and child outcomes. This finding
may reflect a dosage effect, only when coresidence is consistent for several years do
grandparents influence child outcomes. Unlike the nuclear family structure literature that
suggests that transitions are detrimental to child wellbeing, the findings here suggest that
transitions are not associated with negative (or positive) outcomes. It might be the case that brief
spells of coresidence in fact buffer children from worse outcomes (e.g. coresidence helps a
family avoid being homeless), but we see no association here as the comparison groups are those
who never or stably coreside. Future research that can look at households that transition into a
three-generation household, versus those who did not but would have if available (perhaps after a

divorce or an eviction) might help us understand this group more fully.

Stable coresidence with a grandparent has both positive and negative implications for
child outcomes that vary by race/ethnicity and mother’s relationship status. Living in a stable
three-generation family household is associated with a protective influence on externalizing and
internalizing behaviors for married mothers. Three-generation coresidence is not significantly
associated with externalizing behaviors for any other group, and for internalizing behaviors,
Black, single and cohabiting moms who stably coreside with grandparents are significantly more
likely to have children who exhibit internalizing behaviors. Why might there be detrimental
associations for Black, single and cohabiting mothers and positive associations for married

mothers? There are several possible explanations. Prior studies of single mothers who live with
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their own mother have found detrimental associations with parenting quality/behaviors (e.g.
Chase-Landsdale, Brooks-Gunn and Zamsky 1994). The norms around the role of the
grandparent in a married household are not as clear as in a single parent household. In single
parent households grandparents may take on a more primary parenting role which diminishes the
authority of the mother and is detrimental to child outcomes. In married households the mother
and father may do the majority of the daily parenting with grandparents providing an extra
resource. Also fathers in married households may feel more comfortable gatekeeping about
parenting than say fathers in a cohabiting household where their position is less formalized (or
perhaps grandparents feel more committed in married households). Lastly, it may be a selection
issue. We expect that grandparents who coreside in a married parent household are more likely to
be moving in with the parent generation (a sandwich family). Although we would have
anticipated that these grandparents would be needier, as they may be older or in poorer health, it
may be the case that the households that bring in a grandparent are in fact the most stable or well
off, and that the quality of the relationship with the grandparent and parent is stronger than in
coresident single parent households. Future studies that assess differences in parenting stress and
quality by different types of three-generation family household types would help illuminate this

finding.

In contrast with behaviors, a grandparent in the household is associated with higher
verbal scores for all groups except Hispanic children. This supports the hypothesis that adding an
extra caregiver (regardless of relationship status or race/ethnicity) provides the child with more
resources. The findings for Hispanics on the other hand do not support this and may reflect a
cultural norm. Research has suggested that Hispanics are more familial in orientation than other

race/ethnic groups and extended family networks are very important (Baca Zinn and Wells
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2000). Thus, the difference in involvement between coresident and not coresident grandparents
may be minimal for Hispanics and for that reason the analyses do not reveal a statistically

significant association with PPVT scores.

The findings for overweight reveal a large association between stable three-generation
family households and weight among Whites and married mothers. These findings are somewhat
perplexing as it is not clear why children in White or married households would be particularly
vulnerable to overweight. In stably coresiding three-generation family households we might
expect grandmothers to be cooking more meals in order to help out, which would generally be
associated with healthier weight. On the other hand, stereotypes of the grandmother who spoils
her grandchild with food may also hold. Perhaps in White and married households where
coresidence is less normative, grandparents are more likely to spoil their grandchildren; whereas
in single parent households where it is more common to coreside, grandparents do not spoil the
grandchildren as much. It may also be that children who coreside with grandmothers are less
active and therefore are overweight and that the type of grandparent who selects into a White or
married household is likely to be older and less active. Future studies need to consider the
mediating pathways through which this finding is working and why it might be most pronounced

for married households.

This study is not without limitations. First, due to small sample sizes Asian families were
not investigated and further study of these families is needed. Second, the FFCWS while ideal to
study differences by mother’s relationship status at the birth of her child does not provide a
nationally representative sample. By stratifying analyses by race/ethnicity as well as by mother’s
relationship status this issue becomes slightly less salient, however future research that replicates

this study with a nationally representative sample would be of value. The stratification of the
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sample also meant that occasionally sample sizes were small and power to detect significant
differences was diminished; and, although statistically significant associations are found when
the sample was very small (in particular with the married stable three-generation family
households) the findings should be interpreted with caution. Future studies with larger samples
are needed to see if these findings hold. Third, the child behaviors are reported by the mother and
may be subject to shared method variance. To test whether this was the case a number of
auxiliary analyses were conducted and the findings held, however future studies should look at
child behavior that is rated by another source. This study focuses on young children from birth to
age 3 as family context is likely the most important influence in their lives, however additional
research that looks at children at older ages and that includes measures of duration and transition

would be helpful in understanding the association with three-generation family coresidence.

Last, the findings here, as is the case with most descriptive studies may be affected by
selection. It is possible that the mothers who coreside stably are in fact different from those who
do not coreside stably. In some cases it may be that less well prepared or less stable mothers are
the ones who are most likely to stably coreside with a grandparent but also have children with
worse outcomes than those who do not stably (or never) coreside. Whereas for married
households, those who coreside are better off. Although this study tried to control for
characteristics that might affect selection, future investigation into both what precipitates
coresidence, as well as a more full understanding of differences in the characteristics of stably

coresident and unstably coresident households (or mothers) is an area for future research.

The findings from this study have implications for social welfare, education and health
policy. Low income and minority children are more likely to live in three-generation family

households, and understanding how outcomes vary for children in three-generation family



households can help policymakers think about allocating resources to close gaps between
children. Efforts to engage or involve parents may be different for children who live with a
grandparent, and programs may be able to reach out to these family members to help improve

child socioemotional, academic and health outcomes.
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Black White Hispanic
Stable ~ Unstable Never Stable Unstable Never|Stable  Unstable Never
Outcomes
Externalizing 1059 + 10.28 + 9.65 | 9.04 9.28 + 8.82 | 9.79 10.10 + 9.67
(6.06) (6.15)  (5.98)((6.03) (5.93) (5.09)|(5.83) (6.05) (5.63)
Internalizing 944 *+ 884 + 799 | 791 + 796 + 656 |9.69 + 9.05 + 8.62
(6.70) (5.73)  (5.84)|(5.23) (5.42) (4.71)|(5.81) (5.87) (5.71)
PPVT 85.75 + 8213 + 82.93|104.94*+ 89.92 + 96.31|85.37 * 82.89 + 83.88
(14.73)  (15.63) (15.35)[(9.30)  (16.77) (16.53)[(16.57)  (16.10) (16.24)
Overweight 35,56 + 31.14  30.84|60.00 *+ 37.36 + 29.94|50.00 * 44.16 + 48.66
Relationship Status
Single 85.32 *+ 67.12 + 41.76 |57.69 *+ 40.14 + 11.45|67.24 *+ 41.38 + 19.66
Cohabiting 12.84 *+ 2568 + 4199| 7.69 *+ 39.44 + 28.05|24.14 *+ 43.68 + 50.43
Married 1.83 *+ 7.19 + 16.24(34.62 *+ 20.42 + 60.49| 8.62 *+ 1494 + 29.91
Grandparent Characteristics
Grandmother education
Lessthan HS 5.66 *+ 9.38 + 10.79| 7.69 11.94 + 8.41 |30.36 *+ 45.73 + 55.07
High School  60.98 64.27 + 62.97|65.38 + 61.98 + 53.56|50.29 + 4249 + 33.05
Some college 19.50 *+ 14.81 14.81|15.38 1526  17.92|12.43 *+ 6.95 6.42
College plus  13.82 *+ 11.39 11.33|11.54 + 10.97 + 20.03| 7.51 4.42 5.44
Grandparent 9.17 *+ 6.23 5.18 | 7.09 11.43 7.85 |43.10 + 4521 + 57.47
immigrant
Grandparent 22,93 *+ 33.07 + 28.15|50.00 + 47.18 + 42.36|24.13 *+ 27.20  30.13
depressed
Grandparent 2752 *+ 3930 37.52|34.62 * 39.44  35.49|34.48 34.10  33.76
substance abuse
N 109 514 856 | 26 142 519 | 58 261 460
Note:

* Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<0.05) between stable and unstable three-

generation households.

+ Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<0.05) with reference to never coresident.
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Table 3.2: Sample Descriptives by Three-Generation Family Type and by Relationship Status

Single Cohabiting Married
Stable  Unstable Never|Stable Unstable Never|Stable Unstable Never
Outcomes
Externalizing 10.92 *+ 10.32 10.36 | 9.63 10.08 9.88 | 6.06 *+ 8.82 + 8.08
(6.30) (6.20)  (6.16) | (6.22) (5.93) (5.68) |(2.88) (5.89) (5.02)
Internalizing 9.69 *+ 9.06 890 | 946 + 870 + 819|529 *+ 719 + 6.17
(6.39) (5.91) (6.44)|(6.48) (5.41) (5.37)((3.12) (5.60) (4.58)
PPVT 87.60 *+ 82.65 83.21|86.87 + 83.91 + 8557|9358 * 86.10 + 93.22
(16.88)  (15.35) (15.35)/(10.88)  (15.96) (15.61)|(19.29) (18.94) (18.13)
Overweight 42.86 *+ 36.72 + 30.86|28.57 *+ 37.65 37.04|66.67 *+ 26.83 + 35.90
Race/Ethnicity
Black 60.78 *+ 66.47 + 69.12|42.42 + 42.04 + 48.04|11.76 *+ 32.74 + 22.15
White 9.80 *+ 10.98 11.36 | 6.06 *+ 17.83 19.24 |52.94 * 25.66 + 49.45
Hispanic 25.49 *+ 20.81 + 17.42|42.42 *+ 36.31 + 30.89|29.41 3451 + 21.84
Other 3.92 *+ 1.73 208 | 9.09 *+ 382 + 183 | 588 7.08 6.55
Grandparent Characteristics
Grandmother education
Lessthan HS 10.88 *+ 16.18 + 16.91|15.15 *+ 23.81 23.91 | 23.53 26.92 + 21.16
High School 58.22 59.39 64.08|60.60 + 58.10 + 53.60|52.94 45.89 + 41.78
Some college 19.29 *+ 13.27 + 9.73 | 6.06 *+ 10.84 + 13.12|11.76 + 14.65 16.63
College plus 11.51 *+ 10.86 + 8.61 |18.18 *+ 6.97 + 9.33 |11.76 + 11.36 + 20.47
Grandparent 15.68 *+ 11.97 10.51 | 30.30 22.95 21.50 | 52.47 *+ 40.77 + 28.67
immigrant
Grandparent 24.18 *+ 32.50 31.6330.00 * 3555 + 31.64|29.41 + 3097 + 35.36
depressed
Grandparent 31.37 *+ 35.78 + 37.10|24.24 *+ 4190  39.32|35.29 33.62 + 29.59
substance abuse
N 153 520 512 33 315 749 17 113 638

Note:

* Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<0.05) between stable and unstable three-

generation households.

+ Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<0.05) with reference to never coresident.



Table 3.3: Regressions of Behavior Problems on Three-Generation Family Coresidence by Race/Ethnicity and Relationship Status

Externalizing Behavior °

Internalizing Behavior

Black  White Hispanic Single Cohabit Married | Black White Hispanic  Single  Cohabit Married
Three-generation
Stable 0.12 -0.04 -0.13 0.18 -0.06  -0.39** | 0.18** 0.06 0.12 0.18* 019  -0.29*
(0.09) (0.24) (0.17) (0.10) (0.18) (0.15) | (0.08) (0.21)  (0.09) (0.10) (0.14) (0.19)
Unstable 0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.00  -0.03 0.11 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.09
(0.06) (0.15) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.13) | (0.06) (0.13)  (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.11)
Grandmother Education
High School -0.02 0.19 0.02 -0.11 0.05 0.17 -0.00 0.13 -0.02 0.03 -0.00 0.01
(0.09) (0.17) (0.09) (0.10)0 (0.10) (0.11) | (0.12 (0.13)  (0.09) (0.17) (0.10) (0.11)
Some College  -0.01 0.31 -0.15 -0.24 0.14 0.35***| -0.11 0.14 -0.06 -0.11 -0.05 0.11
(0.13) (0.19) (0.17) (0.14) (0.12) (0.09) | (0.16) (0.14) (0.12) (0.18) (0.12) (0.10)
College or -0.12 0.09 -0.07 -0.25** -0.06 0.16 -0.13 0.10 -0.09 -0.19 -0.02 0.03
more (0.09) (0.21) (0.11) (0.09) (0.12) (0.11) | (0.11) (0.15)  (0.15) (0.15) (0.12) (0.12)
Grandparent Characteristics
Immigrant -0.09 -0.10 -0.10 0.07 -0.21* -0.01 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.15 -0.00 -0.11
(0.10) (0.16) (0.12) (0.15) (0.10) (0.09) | (0.11) (0.13) (0.13) (0.18) (0.10) (0.10)
Depressed 0.24*** 0.27*** (.25*** (.27*** (0.25%** (.22***| 0.17*** 0.20***  0.20 0.18**  0.19** (.18***
(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06) | (0.04) (0.06) (0.11) (0.07) (0.06)  (0.05)
Substance 0.12** 0.00 0.15** 0.11* 0.18** -0.07 0.06 0.00 0.03 0.05 0.07 -0.11
abuse (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.04) | (0.04) (0.07) (0.12) (0.06) (0.06) (0.08)
Constant 0.17 -0.01 -106* -016 -0.33 -0.24 | 1.71***  -0.23 -0.77 1.51%** 0.08 0.38
(0.67) (0.63) (0.56) (0.54) (0.82) (0.63) | (0.41) (0.60)  (0.86) (0.49) (0.58) (0.74)
Observations 1,479 687 779 1,185 1,097 768 1,334 613 590 1,034 938 652

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
Not shown here, models controls for mother’s education, age, immigrant status, cognitive score, substance abuse status, whether she
lived with both parents at age 15, birth order, child’s age at 3 year follow up, child gender and low birth weight.
Results of Chow tests (p<.05) are noted as follows: a) Black versus White, b) Black versus Hispanic, ¢) White versus Hispanic, d)
single versus cohabiting, e) single versus married and f) cohabiting versus married. Bolded or italicized coefficients represent

statistically significant differences between stable and unstable three-generation coefficient at the p<.05 and p<.10 respectively.

1.



Table 3.4: Regressions of PPVT & Overweight on Three-Generation Family Coresidence by Race/Ethnicity and Relationship Status

PPVT P¢ Overweight (Odds Ratio) *¢%¢
Black ~ White Hispanic Single Cohabit Married | Black  White Hispanic Single Cohabit Married
Three-generation
Stable 0.19** 0.85***  0.03 0.22** 0.17* 0.42** 138 5.07*** 117  1.76*** 0.79  8.95***
(0.09) (0.14) (0.12) (0.10) (0.09) (0.19) (1.63) (3.79) (0.54) (2.69) (-0.63) (3.02)
Unstable 0.00 -0.05  -0.14**  -0.04 -0.11 -0.03 1.14 1.53* 0.79 1.32* 1.02 0.66
(0.04) (0.10) (0.06) (0.06) (0.09) (0.13) 093 (1.79) (-113) (77y (017) (147
Grandmother Education
High School 0.11 0.24 0.22** 0.21*  0.24*** 0.19 1.04 1.23 1.36 1.23 1.28 0.84
(0.11) (0.19) (0.07) (0.10) (0.08) (0.16) (0.19) (0.52) (1.12) (0.82) (1.36) (-0.57)
Some College 0.15 0.20 0.13 0.16 0.32%** 0.10 0.89 0.76 1.09 0.77 1.43 0.54*
(0.10) (0.20) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.16) | (-0.46) (-0.85) (0.20) (-0.74) (2.47) (-1.74)
College or 0.03 0.33 0.26* 0.18 0.17 0.32** 1.17 0.98 1.50 1.76* 1.08 0.69
more (0.11) (0.21) (0.14) (0.12) (0.15) (0.14) (0.59) (-0.06)  (0.85) (1.79)  (0.21) (-0.86)
Grandparent Characteristics
Immigrant 0.04 0.09 -0.20 0.03 -0.03 -0.09 0.52 0.67 1.26 0.97 136  0.48***
(0.18) (0.20) (0.12) (0.12) (0.10) (0.16) | (-1.38) (-0.72) (1.10) (-0.09) (1.52) (-3.17)
Depressed 0.02 0.26* 0.12 -0.02  0.21*%** 0.06 1.01 1.01 0.97 0.97 0.91 0.94
(0.07) (0.12) (0.12) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08) (0.03) (-0.19) (-0.17) (-0.65) (-0.27)
Substance 0.03 0.06 -0.07 -0.05 -0.00  0.23*** | 0.83* 1.14 0.73* 0.94 091  0.63**
abuse (0.04) (0.08) (0.12) (0.04) (0.07) (0.07) | (-1.71) (0.61) (-1.92) (-0.52) (-0.65) (-2.47)
Constant -1.19*  -1.16 -0.34 -0.61 -0.73 -0.60 | 0.08***  0.10* 0.44  0.08*** 0.08**  0.41
(0.55)  (1.28) (1.08) (0.69) (0.55) (0.98) | (-3.82) (-1.77) (-0.45) (-2.78) (-2.15) (-0.63)
Observations 1,270 477 479 962 829 512 1,206 463 589 938 854 535

Note:

Robust standard errors in parentheses for PPVT OLS regressions. T-statistics in parentheses for overweight logistic regressions.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Not shown here, models controls for mother’s education, age, immigrant status, cognitive score, substance abuse status, whether she lived with

both parents at age 15, birth order, child’s age at 3 year follow up, child gender and low birth weight. Results of Chow tests (p<.05) are noted as

follows: a) Black versus White, b) Black versus Hispanic, ¢) White versus Hispanic, d) single versus cohabiting, €) single versus married and f)

cohabiting versus married. Bolded or italicized coefficients represent statistically significant differences between stable and unstable three-
generation coefficient at the p<.05 and p<.10 respectively.

¢l



Appendix 3.1: Sample Descriptives by Three-Generation Family Type and by Race/Ethnicity
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Black White Hispanic
Stable  Unstable  Never  Stable Unstable  Never Stable  Unstable  Never
Externalizing 10.59 10.28 9.65 9.04 9.28 8.82 9.79 10.10 9.67
(6.06) (6.15) (5.98) (6.03) (5.93) (5.09) (5.83) (6.05) (5.63)
Internalizing 9.44 8.84 7.99 7.91 7.96 6.56 9.69 9.05 8.62
(6.70) (5.73) (5.84) (5.23) (5.42) (4.71) (5.81) (5.87) (5.71)
PPVT 85.75 82.13 82.93  104.94 89.92 96.31 85.37 82.89 83.88
(14.73)  (15.63) (15.35) (9.30) (16.77)  (16.53) (16.57) (16.10) (16.24)
Overweight/obese 35.56 31.14 30.84 60.00 37.36 29.94 50.00 44.16 48.66
Relationship Status
Single 85.32 67.12 41.76 57.69 40.14 11.45 67.24 41.38 19.66
Cohabiting 12.84 25.68 41.99 7.69 39.44 28.05 24.14 43.68 50.43
Married 1.83 7.20 16.25 34.62 20.42 60.50 8.62 14.94 29.91
Education
Less than high school 34.86 37.16 29.21 34.62 29.58 12.79 39.66 54.62 47.01
High school degree 30.28 38.91 37.23 38.46 33.80 20.99 32.76 23.46 25.85
Some college 32.11 21.21 26.92 23.08 29.58 29.01 25.86 20.38 22.22
College and above 2.75 2.72 6.64 3.85 7.04 37.21 1.72 1.54 491
Age
14-17 8.26 7.20 1.14 7.69 2.11 0.00 17.24 2.30 0.64
18-19 12.84 15.18 6.29 15.38 14.79 4.01 8.62 11.49 7.05
20-24 46.79 44,75 36.84 30.77 42.96 20.99 44.83 48.28 35.47
25-34 13.76 19.84 41.65 26.92 21.83 52.29 18.97 22.22 43.16
35+ 2.75 2.33 10.64 3.85 5.63 20.04 1.72 4.21 10.04
Mother is an immigrant 3.67 2.34 3.10 7.69 4.23 2.68 22.41 29.89 43.80
Mother's cognitive score 6.42 6.42 6.73 7.58 7.51 8.33 6.59 6.22 5.79
Mother substance abuse 1.83 3.70 3.67 7.69 8.45 2.29 1.72 3.85 1.50
Mother lived with both
parents at age 15 39.45 25.53 27.24 59.74 45.07 59.69 58.62 50.45 52.99
First birth 60.55 46.58 22.07 69.23 52.82 41.60 74.14 49.62 30.62
Second birth 26.61 29.69 34.06 23.08 31.91 34.99 17.54 30.35 37.61
Third or later birth 12.84 23.83 43.92 7.69 14.89 23.14 7.02 19.46 31.84
Child's age - Year 3 35.56 35.84 35.65 34.42 35.13 34.72 35.33 35.45 35.91
Child is a boy 55.96 52.92 52.29 57.69 54.23 52.86 56.90 52.87 48.50
Low birth weight 15.03 11.76 12.58 7.69 13.55 6.19 10.95 3.08 6.83
Grandmother's Education
Less than High School 5.66 9.38 10.79 7.69 11.94 8.41 30.36 45.73 55.07
High School 60.98 64.27 62.97 65.38 61.98 53.56 50.29 42.50 33.06
Some college 19.51 14.81 14.81 15.38 15.26 17.92 12.43 6.95 6.42
College and above 13.82 11.40 11.34 11.54 10.97 20.03 7.51 4.42 5.44
Grandparent immigrant 9.17 6.24 5.18 7.10 11.43 7.85 43.10 45.21 57.47
Grandparent depressed 22.94 33.07 28.15 50.00 47.18 42.37 24.14 27.20 30.13
Grandparent substance
abuse 27.52 39.30 37.53 34.62 39.44 35.50 34.48 34.10 33.76
N 109 514 856 26 142 519 58 261 460



Appendix 3.2: Sample Descriptives by Three-Generation Family Type and by Relationship Status

74

Single Cohabiting Married
Stable  Unstable Never  Stable Unstable Never  Stable Unstable  Never
Externalizing 10.92 10.32 10.36 9.63 10.08 9.88 6.06 8.82 8.08
(6.30) (6.20) (6.16) (6.22) (5.93) (5.68)  (2.88) (5.89) (5.02)
Internalizing 9.69 9.06 8.90 9.46 8.70 8.19 5.29 7.19 6.17
(6.39) (5.91) (6.44) (6.48) (5.41) (5.37) (312 (5.60) (4.58)
PPVT 87.60 82.65 83.21 86.87 83.91 85.57 93.58 86.10 93.22
(16.88)  (15.35) (15.35) (10.88) (15.96) (15.61) (19.29) (18.94) (18.13)
Overweight/obese 42.86 36.72 30.86 28.57 37.65 37.04 66.67 26.83 35.90
Race/Ethnicity
Black non-Hispanic 60.78 66.47 69.13 42.42 42.04 48.04 11.76 32.74 22.15
White non-Hispanic 9.80 10.98 11.36 6.06 17.83 19.24 52.94 25.66 49.45
Hispanic 25.49 20.81 17.42 42.42 36.31 30.89 29.41 34.51 21.84
Other non-Hispanic 3.92 1.73 2.08 9.09 3.82 1.83 5.88 7.08 6.55
Education
Less than high school 36.60 42.20 37.85 36.36 44.44 34.07 29.41 24.78 14.17
High school degree 33.33 35.84 33.33 30.30 31.75 36.55 23.53 26.55 17.13
Some college 28.10 20.23 25.05 30.30 22.54 25.72 35.29 30.97 28.97
College and above 1.96 1.73 3.77 3.03 1.27 3.66 11.76 17.70 39.72
Age
14-17 12.42 7.69 1.88 3.03 2.22 0.39 5.88 0.00 0.00
18-19 13.73 17.12 6.40 15.15 12.06 9.24 0.00 531 1.09
20-24 43.14 43.46 36.16 51.52 53.02 40.49 23.53 30.97 17.13
25-34 13.07 15.96 40.30 15.15 20.32 35.81 58.82 48.67 61.37
35+ 2.61 231 11.30 0.00 2.54 8.98 5.88 11.50 20.09
Mother is an immigrant 7.19 6.18 6.44 18.18 13.65 14.84 35.29 29.20 22.34
Mother's cognitive score 6.61 6.38 6.49 6.12 6.50 6.60 7.94 7.36 7.75
Mother substance abuse 2.61 5.58 3.78 6.06 3.50 2.86 0.00 2.65 1.56
Mother lived with both
parents at age 15 46.07 29.79 24.28 51.52 39.86 37.71 52.94 54.80 65.60
First birth 68.63 54.35 25.52 69.70 43.63 29.80 41.18 34.51 35.05
Second birth 21.57 29.21 31.19 18.75 29.90 35.85 47.06 33.63 36.60
Third or later birth 9.80 16.44 43.29 9.38 26.05 34.42 11.76 31.86 28.19
Child's age - Year 3 35.21 35.70 35.73 36.06 35.56 35.47 35.24 35.32 35.18
Child is a boy 54.90 54.04 52.92 72.73 52.06 50.26 47.06 53.10 51.87
Low birth weight 13.97 9.98 12.34 7.11 9.57 9.92 5.88 5.33 5.55
Grandmother's Education
Less than High School 10.88 16.18 16.91 15.15 23.81 23.91 23.53 26.92 21.16
High School 58.22 59.39 64.08 60.61 58.10 53.60 52.94 45.89 41.79
Some college 19.30 13.27 9.73 6.06 10.84 13.12 11.76 14.65 16.63
College and above 11.51 10.86 8.61 18.18 6.97 9.34 11.76 11.36 20.48
Grandparent immigrant 15.69 11.98 10.52 30.30 22.95 21.50 52.48 40.77 28.67
Grandparent depressed 24.18 32.50 31.64 30.30 35.56 31.64 29.41 30.97 35.36
Grandparent substance
abuse 31.37 35.77 37.10 24.24 41.90 39.32 35.29 33.63 29.60
153 520 512 33 315 749 17 113 638



Appendix 3.3: Regressions of Behavior Problems on Three-Generation Family Coresidence by Race/Ethnicity and Relationship Status

Externalizing Internalizing
Black  White Hispanic Single Cohabit Married Black White Hispanic Single  Cohabit Married
Three-generation
Stable 0.12 -0.04 -0.13 0.18 -0.06 -0.39** | 0.18** 0.06 0.12 0.18* 0.19 -0.29*
(0.09) (0.24) (0.17) (0.10) (0.18) (0.15) (0.08) (0.21) (0.09) (0.10) (0.14) (0.14)
Unstable 0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.00 -0.03 0.11 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.09
(0.06) (0.15) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.13) (0.06) (0.13) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.11)
High school -0.13*  -0.19 0.01 -0.09 -0.15* -0.03 -0.19**  -0.32** -0.12 -0.21* -0.25***  0.19
(0.07) (0.12) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.15) (0.07) (0.13) (0.13) (0.10) (0.07) (0.16)
Some college -0.29**  -0.17 -0.23*** -0.26** -0.25** -0.15 -0.47%**  -0.27*** -0.32*** -0.44*** -0.38*** -0.12
(0.12) (0.11) (0.07) (0.11) (0.09) (0.12) (0.11) (0.07) (0.09) (0.14) (0.07) (0.14)
College or more -0.46** -0.23** -0.10 -0.51** -0.31* -0.25* | -0.67*** -0.43*** -0.16 -0.70** -0.48*** -0.23
(0.19) (0.11) (0.08) (0.21) (0.15) (0.12) (0.18) (0.09) (0.16) (0.26) (0.12) (0.13)
14-17 0.09 -0.72* 0.42 0.13 0.02 0.27 0.22 -0.27 0.70 0.31 0.13 0.00
(0.14) (0.39) (0.37) (0.18) (0.40) (0.22) (0.28) (0.40) (0.39) (0.28) (0.24) (0.00)
18-19 0.15* 0.05 -0.05 0.17 0.07 -0.48* 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.03 0.17 -0.20
(0.08) (0.13) (0.09) (0.12) (0.11) (0.24) (0.13) (0.20) (0.17) (0.17) (0.14) (0.25)
20-24 0.14* -0.05 0.02 0.11 0.13 -0.12 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.12 -0.02
(0.06) (0.10) (0.09) (0.13) (0.10) (0.12) (0.06) (0.09) (0.08) (0.10) (0.09) (0.12)
25-34 0.13* -0.07 -0.09 0.17 0.02 -0.12 0.03 0.02 -0.08 0.13 -0.01 -0.10
(0.06) (0.11) (0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.06) (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09)
Immigrant -0.04 -0.07 -0.07  -0.36** 0.07 0.04 -0.03 -0.15 0.01 -0.26 -0.02 0.25*
(0.16) (0.19) (0.12) (0.14) (0.13) (0.16) (0.21) (0.12) (0.13) (0.15) (0.09) (0.13)
Cognitive score -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.03* 0.01 0.00 -0.05*** -0.03 -0.02 -0.06*** -0.03* -0.03*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Substance abuse 0.09 0.09 -0.12 -0.12 0.20 -0.02 0.13 0.05 -0.02 0.01 0.14 0.01
(0.16)  (0.21) (0.28) (0.19) (0.17) (0.17) (0.14) 0.17) (0.29) (0.13) (0.21) (0.16)
Lived with both 0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.06 -0.09 -0.00 0.09 -0.05 0.03 0.03 -0.14
parents at 15 (0.05)  (0.09) (0.05) (0.04)  (0.05) (0.08) (0.04) (0.06) (0.10) (0.06) (0.04) (0.08)
First birth 0.03 0.06 -0.15 -0.04 0.06 -0.06 -0.16** 0.05 -0.30** -0.13 -0.19**  -0.02
(0.09) (0.13) (0.12) (0.08) (0.09) (0.11) (0.06) (0.07) (0.12) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09)
Second birth 0.09 0.13 -0.07 0.11 0.07 -0.04 -0.08 0.21** -0.12 -0.01 -0.05 -0.03
(0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.08) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.11) (0.09) (0.10)

7



0.03
(0.02)
-0.00
(0.05)
0.16
(0.15)

0.02
(0.09)
-0.15
(0.17)
-0.07
(0.11)

-0.10
(0.12)
0.25%**
(0.07)
0.15%*
(0.06)

0.38%**
(0.07)
0.24%**
(0.08)
-1.06*
(0.56)
779

Child’s age- 3 -0.01 -0.01
year (0.02) (0.02)
Boy child 0.15***  0.02
(0.04) (0.07)
Low birth weight 0.09 -0.12
(0.09) (0.11)
Grandmother Education
High school -0.02 0.19
(0.09) (0.17)
Some college -0.01 0.31
(0.13) (0.19)
College or more -0.12 0.09
(0.09) (0.21)
Grandparent Characteristics
Immigrant -0.09 -0.10
(0.10) (0.16)
Depressed 0.24%** (. 27***
(0.06) (0.07)
Substance abuse ~ 0.12**  0.00
(0.05) (0.07)
Mother Race/Ethnicity and Relationship Status
Black
Hispanic
Other
Single 0.19 0.18
(0.11) (0.13)
Cohabiting 0.13  0.26**
(0.09)  (0.09)
Constant 0.17 -0.01
(0.67)  (0.63)
Observations 1,479 687

001 000  -0.00
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
0.15*** 003  0.10
(0.05) (0.05) (0.07)
-0.02 0.18* -0.06
(0.10) (0.10)  (0.14)
011 005 017
(0.10) (0.10)  (0.11)
024 014 0.35%**
(0.14) (0.12)  (0.09)
-0.25%* -0.06  0.16
(0.09) (0.12) (0.11)
007 -021* -0.01
(0.15)  (0.10)  (0.09)
0.27%%% (. 25%%% () 22%**
(0.07)  (0.05)  (0.06)
0.11* 0.18** -0.07
(0.06)  (0.06)  (0.04)
012 003  -0.01
(0.11)  (0.06)  (0.11)
019 012  0.05
(0.17)  (0.08) (0.11)
056** 019  0.02
(0.23) (0.22)  (0.18)
016  -033 -0.24
(0.54) (0.82) (0.63)
1,185 1,097 768

_0.04***
(0.01)
0.11%*
(0.04)
0.06
(0.10)

-0.00
(0.12)
-0.11
(0.16)
-0.13
(0.11)

0.05
(0.11)
0.17%%*
(0.04)
0.06
(0.04)

0.25%*
(0.10)
0.10
(0.07)
1.71%%%
(0.41)
1,334

-0.00
(0.02)
0.08
(0.05)
0.01
(0.10)

0.13
(0.13)
0.14
(0.14)
0.10
(0.15)

0.00
(0.13)
0.20%**
(0.06)
0.00
(0.07)

0.31%*
(0.11)
0.27%**
(0.05)
-0.23
(0.60)
613

0.03
(0.02)
-0.02
(0.08)

0.45%*
(0.17)

-0.02
(0.09)
-0.06
(0.12)
-0.09
(0.15)

0.01
(0.13)
0.20
(0.11)
0.03
(0.12)

0.15
(0.14)
0.17
(0.09)
-0.77
(0.86)
590

-0.03**
(0.01)
0.13*
(0.06)

0.14
(0.09)

0.03
(0.17)
-0.11
(0.18)
-0.19
(0.15)

0.15
(0.18)
0.18**
(0.07)
0.05
(0.06)

0.04
(0.12)
0.01
(0.16)
0.42
(0.31)

1.51%x*
(0.49)
1,034

0.01
(0.02)
0.08
(0.06)
0.10
(0.09)

-0.00
(0.10)
-0.05
(0.12)
-0.02
(0.12)

-0.00
(0.10)
0.19%*
(0.06)
0.07
(0.06)

-0.05
(0.08)
0.13
(0.11)
-0.03
(0.16)

0.08
(0.58)
938

-0.01
(0.02)
0.08
(0.06)
-0.05
(0.12)

0.01
(0.11)
0.11
(0.10)
0.03
(0.12)

-0.11
(0.10)
0.18***
(0.05)
-0.11
(0.08)

-0.03
(0.08)
0.15*
(0.07)
0.13
(0.13)

0.38
(0.74)
652

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

9/



Appendix 3.4: Regressions of PPVT and Overweight on Three-Generation Family Coresidence by Race/Ethnicity & Relationship Status

PPVT Overweight
Black White Hispanic Single Cohabit Married Black White Hispanic Single Cohabit  Married
Three-generation
Stable 0.19* 0.85*** 0.03 0.22** 0.17* 0.42** 1.38 5.07*** 1.17 1.76%** 0.79 8.95%**
(0.09) (0.14) (0.12) (0.10) (0.09) (0.19) (1.63) (3.79) (0.54) (2.69) (-0.63) (3.02)
Unstable 0.00 -0.05 -0.14** -0.04 -0.11 -0.03 1.14 1.53* 0.79 1.32* 1.02 0.66
(0.04) (0.10) (0.06) (0.06) (0.09) (0.13) (0.93) (1.79) (-1.13) a.77) (0.17) (-1.47)
High school 0.01 0.02 -0.05 -0.01 -0.00 -0.05 1.22 0.53 0.85 1.01 1.05 0.74
(0.06) (0.14) (0.09) (0.07) (0.05) (0.13) (1.23) (-1.62) (-0.61) (0.04) (0.30) (-0.77)
Some college 0.26*** 0.15 0.39*** 0.25** 0.20** 0.35%** 1.38*** 0.86 0.75 1.16 1.13 0.98
(0.06) (0.14) (0.11) (0.08) (0.07) (0.12) (2.85) (-0.40) (-1.21) (1.02) (0.66) (-0.08)
College or more 0.80*** 0.75*** 0.71** 0.50* 0.72** 0.84*** 2.72%** 0.64 0.82 2.04 1.15 0.97
(0.19) (0.20) (0.31) (0.26) 0.27) (0.18) (2.87) (-1.06) (-0.51) (1.43) (0.32) (-0.07)
14-17 -0.04 0.06 0.32 0.09 -0.04 -1.32%** 1.20 0.48 0.60 0.94 0.97
(0.12) (0.24) (0.23) (0.15) (0.26) (0.30) (0.52) (-0.63) (-0.97) (-0.15) (-0.03)
18-19 -0.05 -0.11 0.14 -0.07 -0.03 0.54 0.90 0.83 0.33*** 0.79 0.63 0.26
(0.16) (0.33) (0.24) (0.12) (0.15) (0.36) (-0.37) (-0.43) (-2.84) (-0.94) (-1.47) (-0.96)
20-24 -0.11 -0.02 0.01 -0.07 0.06 -0.15 1.01 1.09 0.94 1.08 1.07 1.04
(0.08) (0.15) (0.16) (0.11) (0.12) (0.21) (0.03) (0.37) (-0.26) (0.36) (0.32) (0.15)
25-34 -0.09 0.07 0.02 -0.07 0.05 0.05 1.03 1.24 0.57*** 1.01 1.04 0.77
(0.09) (0.09) (0.25) (0.12) (0.15) (0.13) (0.11) (0.68) (-2.62) (0.03) (0.15) (-1.11)
Immigrant -0.11 -0.20 -0.33* -0.28 -0.26 -0.18 2.61** 1.00 0.90 1.17 0.50* 2.67**
(0.26) (0.34) 0.17) (0.22) (0.19) (0.13) (2.12) (-0.00) (-0.32) (0.39) (-1.91) (2.35)
Cognitive score 0.03* 0.01 0.03 0.04* 0.03** 0.03* 1.01 0.97 1.00 1.02 0.97 0.98
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.71) (-0.56) (-0.04) (1.34) (-1.03) (-0.45)
Substance abuse 0.09 -0.18 0.32 0.23 0.10 -0.36 0.65 0.58 2.26 1.41 0.57 1.01
(0.16) (0.25) (0.24) (0.13) (0.19) (0.30) (-1.21) (-0.92) (1.40) (0.99) (-1.12) (0.02)
Lived with both 0.02 0.18 -0.03 0.06 0.07 -0.03 0.99 1.22 1.23 0.82* 1.38* 1.16
parents at 15 (0.05) (0.10) (0.09) (0.07) 0.07) (0.09) (-0.06) (0.95) (1.00) (-1.78) (1.92) (0.76)
First birth 0.05 0.14 0.10 0.07 0.11 0.06 0.73** 0.92 0.90 1.07 0.73* 0.83
(0.09) (0.12) (0.09) (0.13) 0.07) (0.09) (-2.19) (-0.44) (-0.54) (0.47) (-1.92) (-0.77)
Second birth -0.03 -0.04 0.17 0.08 -0.01 -0.09 0.99 0.91 0.76 1.04 0.89 0.93
(0.09) (0.11) (0.13) (0.11) (0.11) (0.09) (-0.07) (-0.54) (-1.05) (0.20) (-0.57) (-0.36)
Child’s age- 3 year 0.02 0.03 -0.00 0.01 0.02 0.01 1.04** 1.05 1.03 1.03 1.06* 1.03
(0.01) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (2.14) (1.32) (0.60) (1.19) (1.74) (0.81)
Boy child -0.10* -0.31** -0.07 -0.05 -0.15** -0.25%** 0.95 1.14 0.91 1.07 0.90 0.89
(0.05) (0.11) (0.09) (0.07) (0.05) (0.08) (-0.67) (0.60) (-0.88) (0.56) (-0.67) (-0.55)
Low birth weight -0.22** -0.44%** -0.38 -0.35** -0.11 -0.29* 0.59** 0.99 0.77 0.54** 0.68 1.23
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(0.10)
Grandmother Education
High school 0.11
(0.11)
Some college 0.15
(0.10)
College or more 0.03
(0.11)
Grandparent Characteristics
Immigrant 0.04
(0.18)
Depressed 0.02
(0.07)
Substance abuse 0.03
(0.04)
Mother Race/Ethnicity and Relationship Status
Black
Hispanic
Other
Single -0.11
(0.10)
Cohabiting -0.04
(0.07)
Constant -1.19*
(0.55)
Observations 1,270

(0.17)

0.24

(0.19)
0.20

(0.20)
0.33
(0.21)

0.09
(0.20)
0.26*
(0.12)
0.06
(0.08)

-0.04
(0.14)
0.09
(0.12)
-1.16
(1.28)
477

(0.25)

0.22**

(0.07)
0.13

(0.11)
0.26%
(0.14)

-0.20
(0.12)
0.12
(0.12)
-0.07
(0.12)

0.06

(0.14)
-0.00
(0.17)
-0.34

(1.08)
479

(0.11)

0.21*

(0.10)
0.16

(0.11)
0.18
(0.12)

0.03
(0.12)
-0.02
(0.08)
-0.05
(0.04)

-0.48%+
(0.08)
'0.28***
(0.08)
-0.31
(0.18)

-0.61
(0.69)
962

(0.11)

0.24***

(0.08)
0.32***

(0.10)
0.17
(0.15)

-0.03

(0.10)
0.21***
(0.06)
-0.00
(0.07)

-0.47%x
(0.11)
-0.32%
(0.13)
-0.23
(0.28)

-0.73
(0.55)
829

(0.16)

0.19

(0.16)
0.10

(0.16)
0.32%*
(0.14)

-0.09

(0.16)
0.06
(0.08)
0.23%**
(0.07)

-0.42%%*
(0.14)
-0.35*
(0.17)
-0.04
(0.12)

-0.60
(0.98)
512

(-2.28)

1.04
(0.19)
0.89
(-0.46)
117
(0.59)

0.52
(-1.38)
1.01
(0.08)
0.83*
(-1.71)

1.19
(0.97)
1.10
(0.58)
0.08***
(-3.82)
1,206

(-0.01)

1.23

(0.52)
0.76
(-0.85)
0.98
(-0.06)

0.67
(-0.72)
1.01

(0.03)
1.14
(0.61)

0.71
(-1.43)
0.93
(-0.23)
0.10%
(-1.77)
463

(-0.70)

1.36

(1.12)
1.09

(0.20)
1.50
(0.85)

1.26
(1.10)
0.97
(-0.19)
0.73*
(-1.92)

1.22
(0.73)
1.29
(1.02)
0.44
(-0.45)
589

(-2.15)

1.23

(0.82)
0.77
(-0.74)
1.76*
(1.79)

0.97
(-0.09)
0.97
(-0.17)
0.94
(-0.52)

1.05
(0.25)
2.28***
(3.19)
1.42
(0.70)

0.08***
(-2.78)
938

(-1.26)

1.28

(1.36)
1.43

(1.47)
1.08
(0.21)

1.36
(1.52)
0.91
(-0.65)
0.91
(-0.65)

0.78
(-1.10)
2.02%%+
(2.68)
1.31
(0.62)

0.08%*
(-2.15)
854

(0.55)

0.84
(-0.57)
0.54*
(-1.74)
0.69
(-0.86)

0.48***
(-3.17)
0.94
(-0.27)
0.63**
(-2.47)

1.16
(0.67)
1.31
(0.70)
0.62
(-1.15)

0.41
(-0.63)
535

Robust standard errors in parentheses for PPVT OLS regressions. T-statistics in parentheses for overweight logistic regressions.

% 00,01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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Appendix 3.5: Additional Analyses
A number of additional analyses were run as part of this dissertation paper that were
ultimately not included in the paper. This appendix provides some detail on those analyses and

findings from those analyses.
1. Different Conceptualizations of Three-Generation Family Households

Although the focus of this paper was on differences between stable and unstable three-
generation family households a few additional analyses testing alternative specifications were
also run. Analyses including measures of the number of waves that the household was three-
generation, the developmental timing and whether a grandparent was ever/never coresident.
Consistently the findings suggested that stable coresidence was driving the association between

coresidence and child outcomes.
2. Outcomes at Year 5

As the Fragile Families study also collected data on children at age 5, similar regression
models were tested on those outcomes. However, due to small sample once the regressions were
stratified by race/ethnicity or relationship status these models could not be run. The overall
regression models were run (not stratifying) and few significant associations were found. This

finding was similar to the non-stratified regressions at age 3.
3. Additional Outcome Measures

A few other outcomes were investigated including number of injuries as well as being in
poor health. None of the regression analyses suggested any significant association between three-

generation family coresidence and these outcomes. For simplicity they were not included in the

paper.
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4. Additional Subgroup Analyses

The motivation for the subgroup analyses (relationship status and race/ethnicity) were
driven by expected differences in family resources and social norms by subgroups that would in
turn affect child outcomes in three-generation family households. There are however many other
interesting subgroup analyses that could also be run. In the interest of investigating a few of

these other subgroup differences some additional stratified regression analyses were run.

First, the regressions were run stratifying by mother’s education. The results from these
regressions did not show large differences in the association by mother’s education. One
exception was for the PPVT score where strongest association (higher score) was among
children who stably coresided with a grandparent was strongest for the mothers with the lowest
level of education (less than high school). Second, the regressions were run stratifying by the age
of the mother. | expected to see different results for mothers who were younger (under 20) but
the regressions when stratified by mother’s age showed few significant associations at all. Third,
I ran the regressions among grandmother’s who had a drug or alcohol problem when the mother
was growing up and another stratifying on grandparent’s depression. Here the regressions looked
almost identical to the regression results for single or Black mothers. Fourth, | ran the
regressions separately for boys and girls and found very similar results to the single/Black
mother associations. Last, | ran the regressions stratifying on whether the grandparent was an
immigrant. These regressions demonstrated no significant associations. This is likely a result that
most of the immigrants in this sample are Hispanic immigrants and few of the results were

significant for Hispanics as well.
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Chapter 4: Stability in Three-Generation Family Households and School Readiness:
Differences by Race/Ethnicity

Early academic skills play an important role in child development. Many studies have
shown that early childhood development is associated with children’s ability to succeed in
school, which in turn is related to long term educational attainment, employment and income
(Baydar, Brooks-Gunn & Furstenburg, 1993; Entwisle, Alexander & Olson, 2004; Campbell et
al., 2001). In early childhood, particularly before school entry, family context plays a very
significant role promoting cognitive and social skills as well as healthy growth and development
(Demo & Cox, 2000). Instability, turmoil or stress in the family can have negative effects on

child development that in turn affect school readiness.

Over the last 30 years a large demographic shift away from marriage has resulted in
fewer children growing up in a “traditional” two-parent married household. Today, although over
40% of children are born to unwed parents (Hamilton, Martin & Ventura, 2011) few are raised
by one parent alone. Many children spend time in a three-generation family household, in which
a grandparent, parent and child coreside (Edin & Kefalas, 2005; England & Edin, 2009; Edin &
Lein, 1997; Stack, 1974). Three-generation family households have increased in prevalence over
the last decade: In 2001, approximately 6% of children lived in a three-generation family
household and by 2011, 8% did likewise (Kreider & Ellis, 2011; author’s calculations based on
CPS). These households are far more common during early childhood (Fields, 2003) and are
most prevalent among poor and minority households — where disparities in academic, health and
behavioral outcomes are largest (Rouse, Brooks-Gunn & McLanahan, 2005; Kreider & Ellis,
2011). Understanding how three-generation family households impact children is very important,
especially as they are more common during early childhood when school readiness skills are

developing.
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The literature on the effects of family structure on child wellbeing is extensive and
generally finds that children fare best in married two parent households (McLanahan &
Sandefur, 1994). Another growing body of literature has found that stability of the nuclear family
is central to understanding the association between family structure and child development. This
literature has found that transitions, or instability, in nuclear family structure have negative
effects on child wellbeing (e.g. Osborne & McLanahan, 2007; Fomby & Cherlin, 2007).
However, the literature on the association between three-generation family household
coresidence and school readiness is relatively small and the literature on instability at the three-
generation family level is even smaller. This paper seeks to expand the literature on three-
generation households and school readiness and focus on the stability of these households as

possible predictors of child wellbeing.

This paper investigates the association between stable and unstable (or transitory) three-
generation coresidence and school readiness indicators at kindergarten by race/ethnicity using
the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study — Birth cohort, a large nationally representative study.
This paper expands on the prior literature in several respects. First, this is the first study to
compare stability and instability at the three-generation family level over the first 5 years of life
and to explicitly test whether instability matters. Second, although prior research has investigated
the association between coresidence and measures of cognitive or behavioral outcomes, to date,
no studies have looked at the full range of school readiness indicators. Following
recommendations outlined by the National School Readiness Indicators Initiative (2005), this
study looks at measures of cognitive and behavioral outcomes, as well as psychomotor skills,
physical health and approaches to learning. Lastly, this is the first paper to include Asian

children in the analyses of the association by race/ethnicity. The literature on three-generation
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family households has found differences in the associations by race/ethnicity. Given differences
in social norms and the propensity to coreside in a three-generation family household by
race/ethnicity, this paper also investigates those differences (Dunifon & Kowaleski-Jones, 2007;

Mollborn, Fomby & Dennis, 2011; Mollborn, Fomby & Dennis, Forthcoming).

BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE

Stability and Instability in Three-Generation Family Households

As mentioned above, a relatively large literature links nuclear family structure to child
development. This literature states that differences in family resources (economic, parental and
community) by family structure result in differences in child outcomes (e.g. McLanahan &
Sandefur, 1994). A newer literature builds off of the family stress model (George, 1993) to
investigate the effects of family instability on child outcomes. This literature has found that
transitions in nuclear family structure (divorce, remarriage, cohabitation or multiple union
transitions) cause disruptions in family resources and cause stress and are thus associated with
poorer outcomes for children (Osborne & McLanahan, 2007; Fomby & Cherlin, 2007; Wu &
Martinson, 1993; Hill, Yeung & Duncan, 2001; Pong & Ju, 2000; Cooper et al., 2009; Cavanagh,

Crissey & Raley, 2008).

Far less is known about instability at the three-generation family level but evidence
suggests that transitions are frequent and coresidence is relatively common. Three-generation
family households have increased since the 1980s (Taylor et al., 2010) and the percent of
children living in a three-generation family household has gone from 6% of all US children in
2001 to 8% in 2011 (Kreider & Ellis, 2011; author’s calculations based on CPS). We also know

that coresidence with a grandparent is far more common during early childhood (Fields, 2003).
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In a study of transition patterns in an economically disadvantaged sample, as many as 40% of
children lived with a grandparent at some point over the first nine years of life, only 2%
coresided stably over that time period and nearly 20% experienced two or more three-generation
family transitions (Pilkauskas, Forthcoming). Using nationally representative longitudinal data
Beck and Beck (1989,1984) documented much higher rates of coresidence over time than in a
cross section as well. Together, these studies suggest that transitions at the three-generation
family household level are very common and understanding the effects of this instability on

children is an important next step in the research on the family.

The direction of the effect of instability at the three-generation family household level is
not entirely clear. If three-generation family turbulence is like that of nuclear family households
we would expect that instability will be associated with negative outcomes for children.
However, it is equally plausible that instability at the three-generation family level is not as
salient as the nuclear family level for children and we will not find any differences between
stable and unstable coresidence. Or it might be the case that three-generation stability plays a
more important role in that grandparents have a longer lasting, more established presence in the
child’s life. The current study will investigate whether instability at the three-generation family

household matters more, less or as much as stable three-generation coresidence.

Differences by Race/Ethnicity

A number of studies have documented differences in the propensity to live in three-
generation family households by race/ethnicity and have found that minorities are more likely to
coreside (Kamo, 2000; Glick, Bean & Van Hook, 1997; Tienda & Angel, 1982; Hofferth, 1984;

Kamo & Zhou, 1994). Although differences in the likelihood of coresidence by race/ethnicity are
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one reason to study variations in the association between three-generation family households and
child wellbeing, family resources, sources of social support and the social meaning of

coresidence also vary by race/ethnicity.

As studies have shown, economic need is associated with coresidence, and on average,
non-White households have lower incomes (Mutchler & Baker, 2009). Coresidence is also more
normative in minority households. The roles that grandparents play in three-generation family
households may be more prescribed in minority families than in White households (Hawkins &
Eggebeen 1991). Yet norms between minority groups are also likely to vary. For example,
research has demonstrated that Black grandparents are highly involved in parenting in three-
generation households which may undermine the mother’s parenting practices, whereas similar
norms around parenting may not exist among other race/ethnic groups (Chase-Lansdale, Brooks-
Gunn & Zamsky 1994; Spieker & Bensley 1994; Gordon, Chase-Lansdale & Brooks-Gunn
2004). Other research has shown that Hispanics are very familistic in orientation (Baca Zinn &
Wells 2000; Oropesa & Landale 2004), suggesting that grandparents have strong ties and
possibly a great deal of influence on children, regardless of coresidence. Immigration patterns
also influence coresidence as well as economic wellbeing (Glick & Van Hook, 2002) so we
might expect to see different patterns among Asian and Hispanic families who are more likely to
be recent immigrants as well as different cultural norms around coresidence. Lastly, marriage
rates vary dramatically by race/ethnicity and marriage is closely related to economic advantage.
In addition, single parents are far more likely to live in a three-generation family household.
Although Hispanics are more likely to live in long term cohabiting unions, marriage rates are

lower among Hispanic and Blacks (Lichter & Qian 2004).
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The expected variation in the associations between three-generation family coresidence
and child outcomes by race is not clear. If resources (economic or other) are positively impacted
by three-generation coresidence, then we might expect that for groups that are worse off
economically (non-White families) the association with child outcomes will be largest. However,
grandparents may equally be a drain on family resources (if ailing or elderly) in which case we
may see poorer outcomes for coresidence for minority children where economic resources may

already be strained.

Prior Literature on Stability of Three-Generation Family Coresidence and School Readiness

Only a handful of studies that look at young children’s outcomes in three-generation
family households have considered stability or instability. Most recently, a study by Mollborn,
Fomby and Dennis (Forthcoming) investigated stable coresidence, transitions into and transitions
out of three-generation households (as well as other extended households) for children from 9
months in age to two years. They found that White children had lower, and Latino children had
higher, cognitive scores when experiencing a grandparent transition while Black children had
improved scores if they stably coresided with a grandparent. A study of lower income families
found that stable coresidence was associated with improved cognitive outcomes and higher
levels of overweight for all children, but poorer behavioral outcomes for Black children at age 3
(Chapter 3). A study by Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones (2007) found that the length of
coresidence in a single mother three-generation family household was associated with more
cognitive stimulation and higher reading test scores for White children but less cognitive
stimulation for Black children aged 5-15. Lastly, a study of low-income families of mixed ages
(0-4 and 10-14) found that stable coresidence (over two time points) and transitions into

coresidence had no association with academic outcomes or positive behavior, but that children
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who transitioned into a three-generation family household had decreased self regulation (Pittman

& Boswell, 2007).

Although the current study focuses on stability, a number of other studies have
investigated the association between three-generation family coresidence more generally and
child outcomes. The findings for young children are very mixed. Studies have found positive,
negative and null outcomes for behavior (Leadbeater & Bishop 1994; Pope et al 1993; East &
Felice 1996; Foster & Kalil, 2007), improved, worse and no effect on cognitive outcomes
(Kellam, Ensminger & Turner 1977; Unger and Cooley 1992; Mollborn, Fomby & Dennis 2011;
Foster & Kalil, 2007), as well as improved motor skills (Black & Nitz 1996). A recent study that
investigated multiple measures of school readiness in children ages 3-5 found no association
between coresidence and any outcomes; however, when the models were run to predict the
association for families that were the least likely to coreside, coresidence was associated with
some improved literacy and problem solving but fewer prosocial behaviors (Augustine & Raley,

Forthcoming).

Similarly, studies of children in middle childhood have also found both positive and
negative associations with child wellbeing and three-generation family coresidence (Pittman &
Boswell 2008; Barbarin & Soler 1993; Sonuga Barke & Mistry 2000). For teenagers, the
findings are more consistently positive (excepting McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994) and include
less peer conflict, fewer behavior and anti-social problems, decreased delinquency and substance
abuse and increased graduation rates (Barbarin & Soler 1993;Astone & Washington 1994;
Pittman 2007; Ensminger, Kellam & Rubin 1983; Deleire & Kalil 2002). Building on these

earlier studies this paper looks at children over the first five years of life to investigate the
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associations between stable and unstable three-generation coresidence and school readiness and

how those associations vary by race/ethnicity.

DATA AND MEASURES

Data

Data come from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study — Birth Cohort (ECLS-B) a
nationally representative sample of approximately 10,700 children who were born in 2001.
Children were sampled from birth certificates using data from the National Center for Health
Statistics (Bethel et al 2005). Data were collected when children were approximately 9 months
old, 2 years old, 4 years old and at the start of kindergarten (all participating children had data
collected in the fall of 2006 and the 25% of children who had not started kindergarten were
interviewed again the following year). Interviews were conducted with mothers and fathers, and
children were observed (in early waves) or participated in assessments. Children’s teachers were
also interviewed in kindergarten and the survey data were also linked with birth certificate data.
In accordance with IES reporting rules all sample sizes reported in this paper are rounded to the
nearest 50. The ECLS-B only interviewed 85% of the preschool/age 4 respondents in the
kindergarten waves (2006 & 2007) — approximately 72% of the original sample. Approximately
7000 respondents completed the kindergarten interview. About 300 cases were lost due to
incomplete data on either the outcome variable of interest or a missing covariate. The final

analytic sample is approximately 6700.

To investigate whether the missing data were influencing the findings, the data were
multiply imputed to calculate values for missing data on covariates (Allison, 2002; Rubin, 1976).

Multiple imputation uses the observed data to impute values for individuals who have missing
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data. Ten data sets were imputed and the estimates were averaged over these data. The results of
these regressions are available in Appendix 4.7. The findings were very similar and to take a

more conservative approach the unimputed data are reported here.

Measures

Outcome Measures: School Readiness

This study investigates 12 child measures of school readiness at kindergarten entry.
These include cognitive development, psychomotor development, physical health,
socioemotional behaviors and learning behavior. Both the child’s parent and teacher reported on
the four behavior measures (externalizing, internalizing, prosocial and positive approaches to
learning). Each scale measure is standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1

for ease of interpretation.

Cognitive Outcomes- Three cognitive outcomes are available in the ECLS-B kindergarten
waves: mathematics ability, early reading skills and expressive language skills. Both the
mathematics and early literacy/reading measures were assessed using ECLS-B developed
instruments. The mathematics assessment included measures of number sense, properties,
operations, statistics and probability, data analysis, measurement, geometry and spatial sense,
patterns, algebra and functions. Early reading skills were assessed through letter recognition and
sounds, recognition and matching of words, and knowledge of phonetics and print conventions.
Scale scores of both mathematics and reading were used and standardized so that higher scores

reflected higher math or reading ability.

Expressive language was assessed using the Let’s Tell Stories subscale from the PreLas

2000 (Preschool Language Assessment Scales; Duncan & De Avila, 1998). Children were read
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two scripted stories with pictures. After the story was complete the child retold the story using
the pictures as prompts and were then rated on their language use (0 = “no response” to
5="articulate, detailed, vivid, complex language use”). The two scores were then averaged and

standardized so that higher scores reflect more expressive language.

Fine and Gross Motor Skills - A direct child psychomotor assessment was administered
to children to measure gross and fine motor skills using an ECLS-B modified version of the
Early Screening Inventory — Revised (Ketchie et al, 2003). Gross motor items were assessed
using 6 measures focused on larger muscle group development (arms/legs). The gross motor
items provide information on skills such as balancing on one foot, hopping, skipping, and
walking backwards®. Fine motor skills were assessed by building a gate with wooden blocks and
a task designed to assess children’s ability to manipulate objects by copying forms (a square, a
triangle, an asterisk, and a circle-square). Children were rated as pass (1) or fail (0) on each
measure and those scores were then summed and standardized so that higher scores reflect

greater gross motor skills (a=.62) or greater fine motor skills (0=.66).

Physical Wellbeing - This paper looks at three measures of physical wellbeing; being in
excellent health, obese and overweight. Excellent health was assessed using a measure where the
respondent was asked to report on the overall health of the child on a 5-point Likert scale
(1="poor” to 5 =“excellent”). The measure was dichotomized to indicate 1 if the child was in
excellent health or 0 otherwise. The measures of obesity and overweight were constructed based
on the child’s body mass index (BMI) percentile. Percentiles are calculated using data from the

2000 CDC growth charts and were adjusted by gender, height, weight and age of the child in

! Children’s jumping distance and ability to catch a bean bag were also assessed. In additional tests these were coded
as 0 if they could not catch any bean bags or did not jump at least 1 inch and 1 otherwise and also included in the
scale. The Cronbach’s o was lower with the inclusion of these measures and so they were excluded from the scale
however the results were substantively unchanged when they were also included.
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months. Children who were at or above the 85 percentile for weight were considered overweight
and children who were at or above the 95 percentile are obese. Percentiles were defined against a
fixed base year therefore more than 5% of the sample can be obese. The measure of overweight

includes both overweight and obese children.

Socioemotional Behaviors - Three indirect measures of socioemotional behaviors were
collected by the ECLS-B and were adapted from the Preschool and Kindergarten Behavior
Scales—Second Edition (PKBS-2; Merrell 2003), the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) and
two newly developed measures for the ECLS-B. Each behavior measure was assessed using both
parent and teacher reports of behaviors. Externalizing behaviors were assessed using 7 items in
the parent (¢=.80) and teacher (04=.94) reports. The items varied slightly between parents and
teachers but generally asked about temper tantrums, aggressive, angry, annoying, destructive,
active or impulsive behaviors. Internalizing behaviors were assessed using two questions asking
whether the child was “worried about things” or “seemed unhappy”. These questions were asked
of both the parent (0=.34) and the teacher (a=.67). Although the parent reported a was quite low,
this scale has been used in other published work using the ECLS-B (Han, Lee & Waldfogel,
2012) and to be consistent across behaviors both parent and teacher reported outcomes were

investigated.

Prosocial behaviors measured items such as being accepted and liked by other children,
using words to express feelings and trying to understand others. Eleven items were included in
the parent scale (0=.84) and 7 items were included in the teacher scale (a=.84). For each
socioemotional behavior, respondents reported whether a child 1 (“never”) to 5 (“very often”)
engaged in these behaviors. Responses to these questions were summed and standardized with a

higher score indicating more externalizing, internalizing or prosocial behavior.
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Approaches to Learning - Approaches to learning were measured using the SSRS items
from the ECLS-K and one item from the Family and Child Experiences Study (FACES). Parents
reported on 5 questions (0=.72) and teachers on 6 items (0=.89) covering questions such as the

child “shows eagerness to learn”, “pays attention well” and “keeps working until finished”. Items

were summed and standardized so that higher scores reflect more positive learning behaviors.

Three-Generation Family Households

Stable three-generation family households are defined as those households that include a
grandmother, grandfather or both, in the household at each survey wave (9 months, 2 years, 4
years and kindergarten entry). Unstable (or transitory) three-generation family households are
defined as households that include a grandparent in at least one of the survey waves and up to
three survey waves. Those who never live in a three-generation family household were
categorized as “never three-generation”. In analyses not shown here other variants of unstable or
transitory three-generation family household structure were tested (differences between starting
in and moving out versus moving in at a later wave or multiple transitions) and those results are

discussed in the extensions section.

Covariates

All of the covariates included in the model are based on measures from the first survey
wave (9 months) or are characteristics that are unchanging to try to avoid issues of endogeneity.
All analyses are stratified by race/ethnicity which is coded as non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic

White, Hispanic, or Asian.
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The mother’s relationship status at the 9 month interview is coded as single, divorced,
cohabiting or married?. Mother’s age is included as a set of dummy variables (15-17, 18-19, 20-
24, 25-34, and 35+). Mother’s education is included in the analyses coded as less than high
school, high school, some college and college. Mother’s immigrant status, whether the child’s
mother lived with both parents at age 16 and whether the child’s father lived with both parents at
age 16 are all included as dummy variables. Measures of English primary language use as well
as English language proficiency for both the mother and father are included. The English
language proficiency is a based on four questions (how well the respondent speaks, reads,
understands and writes in English) that are summed so that higher values correspond with greater
English language proficiency. For parents where no English language proficiency was available,
they were assigned the most proficient score. (Analyses were done excluding the language
covariates and they did not substantively alter the findings). A measure of the number of siblings
in the household is also included (coded as first birth, one sibling, two siblings or three plus
siblings). Region of the country (coded as northwest, south, west, and northeast) as well as a

measure of urban/rural residence are also included in the models.

A few child characteristics are included in the models. Child’s gender, an indicator of
whether the child was born low birth weight and another indicator of whether the child was born
prematurely are included in the analyses. As child outcomes are highly influenced by the age of
the child and children were interviewed at slightly different ages, a measure of the age of the
child in months at the kindergarten survey wave is also included in each model as well as an
indicator of whether the child was surveyed in the kindergarten 06 or kindergarten 07 survey

wave.

? Note, for ease of description the term “mother” is used to refer to the parent respondent as 99% of respondents are
the mothers of the child. The majority of the remaining 1% are adoptive mothers.
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Grandparent characteristics are also included in the models. A measure of grandmother’s
education (coded as less than high school, high school, some college, college or more) is
included in the models. (Grandfather’s education was also collected but because a lot of data was
missing on this variable, it was not included in the analyses). Indicators of whether the
grandmother or the grandfather had a major depressive episode (as reported by the parent) are

also included.

METHOD

An ordinary least squares regression model (or logistic regression model in the case of
the binary outcomes) is used to assess the association between living in a three-generation family
household and school readiness. Equation 1 represents the regression model used in the

analyses:

Yik = Po + P1Stable3Genigme-k + P2Unstable3Gen igmo-k + B3Xiomo + € Q)

where Y i is the school readiness measure of interest for child i at the start of
kindergarten, Stable3Gen is an indicator for stably living in a three-generation family household
from 9 months through kindergarten, Unstable3Gen is an indicator for living in a three-
generation family in at least one survey wave but not all waves, and Xigm, IS @ vector of parent,
child and grandparent characteristics that are associated with both the outcome and the
propensity to live in a three-generation family household. The covariates are all measured at the
first survey wave (with the exception of child’s age and the indicator of kindergarten survey
wave). The logistic analyses (excellent health, obese, overweight) report odds ratios. Odds ratios
indicate whether coresidence is associated with a greater or lesser likelihood experiencing an

outcome as compared to not living in a three-generation household.
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Analyses are stratified by race/ethnicity (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian) and are
weighted by the appropriate weights provided by NCES (WKRO for parent reported measures or
WKA45TO for teacher reported measures). To test whether differences by relationship status were
significantly different from each other, Chow tests were conducted comparing results from the
models for each group (Black versus White, Black versus Hispanic, Black versus Asian, White
versus Hispanic, Hispanic versus Asian) and significant differences are noted in the tables.
Lastly, Wald tests were run to test whether the coefficients on stable and unstable were
statistically different from each other in each regression model. These differences are noted in

the text.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 4.1 provides descriptive statistics on three-generation family households
(prevalence, stability, patterns of transition and duration) by race/ethnicity. Panel A shows the
incidence of three-generation family households by survey wave (9 months through kindergarten
— about 5.5 years). Overall, children are more likely to live with a grandparent at younger ages.
Across all waves, minorities are significantly more likely to live in a three-generation family
household in comparison to Whites. About 1/5 of minority children are living in a three-
generation family household at any point in time during early childhood. Panel B shows the
percent of children who are ever coresident with a grandparent over the four survey waves.
About 1/3 of Black, Hispanic and Asian children ever live in a three-generation family

household at some point during early childhood, but only 18% of White children do likewise.

[Table 4.1 around here]
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Panels C and D describe the stability and patterns of transition of three-generation family
households respectively. Here we see that differences in the stability of the household by
race/ethnicity are minor, although as noted above Whites are less likely to be coresident.
Between 3 and 10 percent (depending on race/ethnicity) of children stably coreside with a
grandparent over the first five years of life, while 15-20% unstably coreside. In terms of patterns
of transition, the most common pattern is to coreside at 9 months and to move out at a later
wave. Multiple transitions are not very common (6-8% have multiple transitions) and

differences by race/ethnicity are minor.

Panel E provides some additional information on the duration of three-generation family
households. Among those who coreside, nearly equal numbers are coresident one wave, two
consecutive waves and four consecutive waves (except among Whites where far fewer families
are coresident for 4 consecutive waves). The intervals between survey waves are 1-2 years

suggesting that these households are generally short lived — likely somewhere around 2 years.

[Table 4.2 around here]

Descriptive information by race/ethnicity and three-generation family status (stable,
unstable, never) for all the outcome measures is reported in Table 4.2. With two notable
exceptions, differences in the mean values of the outcome measures between stably and unstably
coresident as well as coresident versus never coresident were generally not statistically
significant. Although there were few differences for Black, Hispanic and Asian respondents,
among White respondents, unstably coresiding with a grandparent was nearly always associated
with worse outcomes than never coresiding. The other exception was for the teacher reported

behavior measures. Among children in Black families, unstable coresidence was associated with
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worse outcomes than never coresiding, whereas there were few differences between stable and
never coresiding. Teacher reported outcomes for White children in three-generation family
households were significantly worse (both stable and unstable) than those who never coresided.
There were no significant differences among Hispanic children, and among Asian children stable
coresidence was associated with more internalizing and less prosocial behavior than never

coresiding.

Table 4.3 reports descriptive statistics for the sample by race/ethnicity and by three-
generation family household status. As was the case with the outcome measures, differences
between stable and unstable three-generation households were generally minimal but differences
by coresidence versus never coresiding were significant. Across all race/ethnic groups three-
generation family households were less likely to include married parents. Three-generation
family households included younger and less educated respondents and fewer children (more
likely to include a single child). Grandparents who coreside are less educated than those who
never coreside with the exception of Hispanic grandparents where there are few differences by

three-generation coresdience.

[Table 4.3 around here]

Regression Results
Tables 4.4-4.6 present the coefficients on stable and unstable three-generation family
coresidence from the multivariate regressions. The full regressions are available in Appendixes
4.1-4.7. Each regression was run weighted and unweighted and on the multiply imputed sample
and the non-imputed sample. In general, the point estimates were substantively similar across

samples but any large differences are noted in the text. The ECLS-B recommends that the data
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be weighted, therefore the weighted results are presented in Tables 4.4-4.6, and the unweighted

and imputed results are available in Appendix 4.8 and 4.9 respectively.

To test for statistically significant differences between the stable and unstable three-
generation family coefficients Wald tests were run. In general the differences in coefficients
were not significant; however significant differences are noted in the text. As the distinction
between stable and unstable did not appear to matter in many of the regressions, an auxiliary

analysis was run collapsing the two categories and is available in Appendix 4.10.

Cognitive Outcomes

Table 4.4 presents the results of the regressions of cognitive outcomes at kindergarten
entry on three-generation family coresidence. No significant associations between three-
generation family coresidence (stable or unstable) and math scores at kindergarten were found.
In terms of reading scores, the regression results suggest that there was a negative association
with stable three-generation coresidence and reading scores for Asian children. However, the
Wald tests showed that differences between stable and unstable coresidence were not significant
and the auxiliary analyses that collapsed the two categories showed an overall negative
association with coresidence. Chow tests demonstrated that although the results for Asian
children were statistically significantly different from those of Black children, they were not
significantly different than those for White and Hispanic children. Thus, while these results are
suggestive, they do not provide strong evidence of a negative association with reading scores for

Asian children.

[Table 4.4 around here]



99

With the exception of Hispanic children, coresidence was associated with less expressive
language. For Asian children, coresidence was associated with approximately % of a standard
deviation lower expressive language compared to those who did not coreside (differences
between stable and unstable coresidence were not significant). The Chow tests revealed that the
differences between Black, White and Asian children were not statistically significant but
coefficients for all three groups were different from the Hispanic children. (In the auxiliary
analyses collapsing the coresidence categories the negative association for White children
reached significance but not for Blacks.) Among Hispanic children, coresidence was associated

with more expressive language (differences between stable and unstable were not significant).

Psychomotor and Physical Health

Table 4.5 reports the results of regressions of psychomotor and health outcomes on three-
generation family household coresidence. The beta coefficients and standard errors are reported
for fine and gross motor skills and the odds ratios and t-statistics are reported for excellent
health, obesity and overweight. Across all the psychomotor and physical health models, there
were no significant differences between stable and unstable three-generation family coresidence.
In fact, with a few minor exceptions, no significant associations between three-generation family
household coresidence and fine motor skills, gross motor skills or excellent health status were

found. In addition, differences across race/ethnic groups were also minor or not significant.

[Table 4.5 around here]

With respect to obesity however, there were significant associations between coresidence
and higher odds of obesity. Although the point estimates for Hispanics did not reach statistical

significance (the unweighted regressions were significant for all race/ethnic groups), Chow tests
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revealed they were not statistically significantly different from those for the other groups. The
results for overweight suggest that for Black, White and Hispanic children coresidence is
associated with higher odds of overweight (although not significant for all groups) whereas for
Asians it is associated with lower odds. Chow tests revealed that results for Asians were
significantly different from those for Black and White children, but that differences in estimates

across other race/ethnic groups were not significant.

Socioemotional Behaviors and Approaches to Learning

Socioemotional behaviors and approaches to learning were assessed by both the parent
respondent and the child’s teacher. Results from regressions of behaviors on three-generation
family coresidence are presented in Table 4.6. Unlike the earlier regression results, in the
analyses of socioemotional behaviors and approaches to learning, differences between stably
coresiding and unstably coresiding were significant and in particular in the case of the teacher
reported behaviors. In addition, differences across race/ethnicity were often significant.

Starting with externalizing behaviors, although only one of coefficients in the parent
reported regressions was statistically significant, they were generally similar in magnitude and
direction as coefficients for the teacher reported externalizing behaviors. For both Black and
Hispanic respondents there were protective associations between stably living in a three-
generation family household and externalizing behaviors. Stable coresidence was associated with
approximately 1/5 of a standard deviation lower teacher reported externalizing behavior for
Black children and nearly %2 of a standard deviation less for Hispanic children. In comparison,
for White children, stable (and to a lesser extent unstable) coresidence was associated with more
externalizing behaviors for both the parent and teacher report (.47 and .45 respectively). No

associations (parent or teacher) between three-generation family coresidence and externalizing
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behaviors were significant for Asian children. It should be noted that in the unweighted

regression analyses, the coefficient sizes for Hispanic and White children while significant were

smaller in magnitude whereas the coefficients for Blacks were larger and statistically significant.
[Table 4.6 around here]

For internalizing behaviors, three-generation coresidence is not significant in any of the
parent reported models. In the teacher reported measures, unstable coresidence is associated with
more internalizing behavior for Black children, whereas stable coresidence is associated with
more internalizing behavior for Asian children. Differences between stable and unstable in these
models are significant as are differences across race/ethnicity.

Prosocial behaviors as reported by the parent were not associated with three-generation
coresidence; however they were significantly associated in the teacher reported measures. As
was seen for externalizing behaviors, Black children who stably coreside with a grandparent
appear to benefit from three-generation coresidence; they have higher levels of prosocial
behavior. For White and Asian children however, the reverse is true, stable coresidence is
associated with lower prosocial behavior scores (but differences between stable and unstable
coresidence were not significant). No significant associations with prosocial behaviors were
found for Hispanic children.

Lastly, as was the case with internalizing and prosocial behaviors, the parent reported
approaches to learning measure was not significantly associated with three-generation family
coresidence whereas the teacher reported outcome was. For Black children, unstable coresidence
was associated with less positive learning. The results for both Asians and Whites, although not
significant, also suggest that coresidence was associated with fewer positive learning behaviors,

whereas Hispanic children had no significant associations.
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Additional Analyses/Extensions

To test the sensitivity of the findings to different specifications, a number of additional

models were run and those findings are described below.

As mentioned earlier, counter to expectation, the differences between stable and unstable
coresidence were minor in most of the models with the exception of the behavior outcomes. In
order to assess whether different conceptualizations of the “unstable” category affected the
results, a set of analyses were run breaking up the unstable category. There may be reason to
believe that families who start out in a three-generation family household might differ from those
who were not coresident when the child was an infant but later moved in. The birth of a child
causes large changes in a family — needing assistance from family during the infant phase may be
different from needing assistance at later ages. Or it may be the case that one transition in or out
is not a key influence on child outcomes, but instead we might see a stronger association with
families who transition multiple times in and out of a three-generation family household. Thus,
the analyses were re-run including stable coresidence, in then out, out then in, and two or more
transitions. The results of these models did not show any clear pattern in terms of negative or
positive associations. Interestingly however, the associations with obese and overweight for
Black and White respondents were more concentrated among those families that started out and
transferred into a three-generation family household or those who had multiple transitions in and
out. Although slightly tangential to the aim of this paper (to investigate stable/unstable
associations), analyses were run to also consider the developmental timing of coresidence (as
opposed to stability) considering measures of early coresidence (9 month or year 2), later (ages 4

or 5) or never. These models revealed few differences from earlier analyses.
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Few studies of three-generation family households or multigenerational households have
included characteristics of the grandparent generation in their models. As the ECLS-B captured
information on a few characteristics of the respondent’s parents (regardless of coresidence), this
study was able to include those characteristics. However, a few additional analyses were run to
test whether the characteristics of the grandparents were driving the results. First, each analysis
was run excluding the grandparent covariates. Including (or excluding) the grandparent
covariates did not alter the substantive findings. Second, another grandparent measure available
in the ECLS-B — grandmother’s age — was tested in the regression model. This variable was not
included in the main regression model due to large portions of missing data (approximately 850
cases indicated that the grandmother was deceased or that the question was not applicable and
another 1000 cases were not asked this question). Inclusion of this variable did not substantively

alter the regression results.

Third, many studies of three-generation family households have focused only on
coresidence with a grandmother. This study includes coresidence with any grandparent in the
analyses (one grandmother, one grandfather or both grandparents). Approximately 50% of the
three-generation family households consist of just a grandmother, 45% include both and 5%
include just a grandfather. To see if the results were sensitive to whether both or one grandparent
lived in the household the regressions were re-run including a covariate indicating whether both
grandparents were coresident. Including an indicator for both grandparents did not change the
regression results. Splitting the unstable/stable categories into one or both grandparents was not
possible due to small sample sizes, but the analyses were run collapsing the stable categories and
including an indicator for one grandparent versus two grandparents. The substantive results do

not change, but a few interesting patterns emerge. Among Asian children nearly all of the
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significant associations are for children living with both grandparents rather than just one. In
addition, for the obese and overweight regressions, the significant associations are nearly all

among children who live with only one grandparent.

Last, as many studies of three-generation family households focus only on coresident
grandmothers, the analyses were run on the sample of just those families who coresided with a
grandmother only. The results of those analyses were similar to the main models but in many
cases the magnitude of the coefficient was quite a bit larger although sometimes less significant
(likely a result of less power). The results for Hispanic children also changed in a handful of
instances: Internalizing and prosocial behaviors were largely insignificant in the main models but
in the models for just grandmothers, stable coresidence was associated with significantly lower
levels of internalizing behaviors (both parent and teacher reports) as well as less prosocial
behavior for the parent report. These analyses were not run restricting to both grandparents

because once the sample was stratified by race there was insufficient sample.

Coresidence with a grandparent may be precipitated by a number of events (birth of a
child, loss of a job, a divorce) that might also influence child wellbeing. Insofar that the selection
process into a three-generation family household is influenced by these events it will be hard to
disentangle the true association between three-generation coresidence and child wellbeing.
Unfortunately, many of these factors are also likely to be endogenous with coresidence; for
example, research shows that coresidence influences the likelihood of being employed (Gordon,
Chase-Lansdale & Brooks-Gunn 2004; Hao & Brinton 1997). However, to try and investigate
some of these potentially omitted variables a few additional analyses were run. First, prior
research has shown an association between nuclear family structure and child wellbeing (e.g.

McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Duncan & Brooks-Gunn, 1997) as well as differences in the



105

association of three-generation coresidence by nuclear family structure (Pilkauskas, 2012). The
main models control for relationship status of the parent respondent at the 9 month interview but
cannot capture any changes in relationship status that might both influence the likelihood of
coresidence and child outcomes. To test whether relationship status changes were driving the
associations found, a time varying measure of relationship status was included in the analyses.
Inclusion of this variable did not alter the results. In addition, an interaction between three-
generation family coresidence and measures of relationship status was also run and the results

were inconsistent and most interactions were insignificant.

Similar to nuclear family structure, measures of income are endogenous to household
structure but they may be important predictors of coresidence and child outcomes. Although the
analyses included measures of both respondent’s and grandmother’s education as proxies for
income; several additional analyses were run to try to better account for selection by income.
Separate analyses were run including a) a measure of whether the respondent was employed
prior to the birth of the child, b) a measure of employment at the 9 month interview, c) measures
of government assistance from the 9 month interview — WIC, TANF, Medicaid and Food stamps,
d) household income at the 9 month interview, and e) whether the respondent’s family was on

AFDC growing up. In none of these regressions were the results substantively altered.

Another potentially omitted variable is depression - as depression is associated with child
wellbeing and is likely also associated with coresidence. Although the models included measures
of grandparent’s depression (generally predictive of mother’s depression), measures of mother’s
depression at the 9 month interview were included in the models. As was the case with the prior

analyses, depression is also likely endogenous to coresidence, so depression was restricted to the
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9 month interview to be as exogenous as possible. Again, as was the case with the other analyses,

including depression did little to alter the substantive findings.

Lastly, time varying measures of childcare arrangements were included in the models.
Again the substantive findings were not altered. Together these findings suggest that the results
are not driven by omitted observable characteristics, but there may still be unobserved
characteristics that drive both child wellbeing and three-generation family coresidence. In
additional analyses not described here, fixed effects and lagged dependent variable models were
run (see Appendix 4.11 for more details). These modeling approaches, although perhaps better
suited to address unobservables, were not well suited to investigating the differences between
stable and unstable three-generation family coresidence as they focus on change and necessarily
restrict the analyses to the last two waves of data (ages 4 to 5). In addition, another set of
analyses focusing on the year 4 survey wave outcomes were also conducted. As the focus of this
paper is school readiness, they were not included in the paper but an overview of those findings

is available in Appendix 4.12.

Future research needs to investigate further the association with parenting as well.
Exploratory analyses run on these data suggest that parenting has a suppressor effect on the
association between coresidence and child wellbeing (once parenting quality is controlled the
association between coresidence and child wellbeing gets stronger — but only for Black families).
However, as a number of studies have shown, parenting in three-generation households is
different (generally worse) than in those that are not (e.g. Chase-Landsdale, Brooks-Gunn &
Zamsky, 1994), and so further research trying to disentangle the direction of these associations is

needed but outside the scope of this paper.
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CONCLUSION

This paper investigated the associations between three-generation family coresidence and
school readiness and tested whether there were differences in the association by stable or
unstable coresidence as well as by race/ethnicity. It is the first paper to investigate the full range
of school readiness indicators as detailed by National School Readiness Indicators Initiative and
to investigate associations between three-generation family coresidence and child outcomes
among Asian children. This paper extends earlier work on transitions at the three-generation
family household level that looked at 2 and 3 year olds by looking at children over the first 5

years of life.

Counter to initial expectations, differences in the associations between stable and
unstable coresidence and school readiness were mostly minor. In fact, in nearly all the models
(excepting child behaviors) differences between stable and unstable coresidence were not
significant. Although two prior studies demonstrated some differences in the association between
stable and unstable coresidence (Chapter 3 of this dissertation; Mollborn, Fomby & Dennis,
Forthcoming), the results of this analysis suggest that the distinction is not important in early
childhood. In fact, additional analyses that collapsed the stable and unstable three-generation
household categories yielded very similar associations as separated categories. Together these
results suggest that stability (or instability) is not a key driver of the association between three-

generation family coresidence and children’s kindergarten school readiness.

The results of this paper do however suggest that three-generation coresidence is
associated with a few school readiness measures, although not all. Associations with cognitive

outcomes were rarely significant. Results for both reading and expressive language scores for
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Asian children were suggestive of a negative association but the association was not always
statistically different from those for other race/ethnic groups. The positive association with
coresidence and expressive language for Hispanics was significantly different from other

race/ethnicities and is suggestive of a possible protective association.

Overall there were few associations between psychomotor or physical health and three-
generation family coresidence. One notable exception was obesity where coresidence was
associated with higher odds of being obese for all race/ethnic groups. Although the point
estimates were not always significant the direction of the association was towards more obesity
in three-generation family households. There was also some suggestive evidence of higher
likelihood of overweight for Black and White children but the association was not as strong as

that for obesity.

The behavioral outcome measures were the most strongly associated with three-
generation family coresidence. In most cases the teacher reported measures were the largest and
most significant. Coresidence was associated with more externalizing behaviors for Whites and
fewer externalizing problems for Hispanics. In comparison, for Black and Asian children,
coresidence was significantly associated with internalizing, prosocial and learning behaviors.
Among Black children unstable coresidence, and among Asian children stable coresidence, was
associated with more internalizing and less prosocial and learning behavior. Together these
results suggest that three-generation coresidence may be most likely to influence behavioral
outcomes (rather than cognitive development or physical health) in children and that the
associations are different across race/ethnicity. Parenting, family routines or stress levels might
all vary by three-generation family household and by race, as well as the norms around

grandparent involvement. With the exception of Hispanic children, outcomes are worse for
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children who live in a three-generation family household. Why or how behavioral outcomes are
influenced by coresidence, whereas cognitive outcomes are not as affected, is an area for future

research.

Although the distinction between stable and unstable coresidence was overall not found
to be important in these analyses, a few interesting patterns emerged when looking across race
(in particular for the behavioral outcomes). Across the board, stable coresidence generally had a
larger association (positive or negative) than unstable coresidence — with the exception of Black
children where the opposite was true. In addition, the direction of the effect appeared to differ by
race/ethnicity and type of coresidence. In general, stable coresidence was associated with
improved outcomes for Black children (excepting health outcomes) whereas unstable
coresidence was associated with poorer outcomes. In comparison, for both White and Asian
children, any coresidence (stable or unstable) was associated with worse outcomes, while for
Hispanic children any coresidence was associated with improved outcomes. These findings,
although only suggestive, indicate that coresidence influences outcomes differently for different
race/ethnicities. This may be due to differences in norms and roles that the grandparents take on
in Black versus other households, or may be due to the types of grandparents that select into
coresidence. This paper tried to address potential selection effects at the grandparent level by
including a number of grandparent characteristics and did not find that to be an important
influence, but it could not account for all potentially important factors. It is possible that for
Blacks, where coresidence is more common, the types of grandparents who coreside are
generally more helpful as caregivers. In comparison, and in particular among Asian households,

grandparents may be older — the grandparent may be more likely to be moving in with the parent
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generation (sandwich) and that in part explains the differences found here. Further research into

differences across races and the mechanisms that explain these findings is needed.

In addition to potential selection issues this paper has other limitations. The periodic
nature of the data means that we cannot observe household structure for children before the 9
month interview or between survey waves. Given the relatively high frequency of transitions into
and out of three-generation family households observed in the data we are likely underestimating
the number of children who coreside with a grandparent. It is also possible that children who are
observed as “stably” coresiding are in fact experiencing a move in and out between waves that
are not observed. These problems are not likely to be very large given that the longest interval
between survey waves was two years but it may add error to the estimates. The effect of this

error is likely to attenuate any potentially significant associations.

Despite these limitations, the findings from this paper have some implications for
educators, researchers and policy makers interested in race/ethnic gaps in school readiness. The
findings of this study suggest that coresidence with a grandparent may be indicative of some
gaps in school readiness. Making teachers aware of potential differences in children who come
from these households may help direct resources. Engaging grandparents, as well as parents, in

school programs that target parents could potentially improve child outcomes as well.

As the population ages and grandparents live longer, and as marriage becomes less
common, the prevalence of three-generation family households is likely to rise. Recent economic
downturns have also led to increased multigenerational households. Future research that
continues to investigate the association between these types of households and child wellbeing is

important. Understanding the roles and mechanisms through which grandparents influence
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children will be an important area for research and a potentially important way to address

racial/ethnic gaps in school readiness.
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Table 4.1: Percent of Three-Generation Family Households over Time by Race/Ethnicity

Black White Hispanic Asian

% % % %
Panel A: Three-Generation Household by Child's Age
9 months ¢ &f 26 11 19 20
2 years®®f 22 9 19 20
4 years * " 18 10 17 19
Kindergarten Entry %' 17 8 15 19
Panel B: Three-Generation Household at Least 1 Wave' 34 18 31 30
Panel C: Stable/Unstable Three-Generation Household®
Stable* 8 3 7 10
Unstable®® ¢ 26 15 24 20
Never > 66 82 69 70
Panel D: Patterns of Transition *
Never 3-generation Household * ¢ 66 82 69 70
Consistently 3- generation * 8 3 7 10
3 generation — Not 3-generation * ¢ 13 7 12 7
Not 3 generation — 3-generation 5 4 7 6
Two transitions (into or out) 6 4 5 6
Three transitions (into or out) ® 2 0.5 0.5 1

Panel E: Duration/Tenure *
Never Coresident®®f 66 82 69 70

One wave only * 9 6 10 10
Two waves not consecutive 2 5 1 1
Two consecutive waves *f 9 7 9 7
Three consecutive waves 3 1 3 2
Three waves not consecutive *° 8 3 7 10
Four consecutive waves *®f 3 1 2 1

Note:
Sample is weighted by year of data using W1R0, W2R0, W3R0 and WKRO weights.
Statistically significant differences (p<.05) are noted as follows a Black versus White, b Black

versus Hispanic, ¢ Black versus Asian, d Hispanic versus White e Hispanic versus Asian, f White
versus Asian.

! Sample includes only respondents who are in all survey waves.



Table 4.2: Outcome Measures by Three-Generation Family Household Status and by Race/Ethnicity (Mean or %)

Black White Hispanic Asian
Stable  Unstable  Never Stable Unstable Never Stable  Unstable  Never Stable  Unstable  Never
Cognitive Outcomes
Math 39.13 40.20 40.78 44.23 43.64# 47.04 40.98 39.53 40.20 46.44 47.64 48.76
(9.00) (10.30)  (10.60) (8.48) (8.45) (8.42) (8.04) (7.90) (8.58) | (21.79)  (19.62) (20.53)
Reading 39.61 41.27 41.70 41.33+ 42.86# 47.21 39.49 38.44 39.29 47.12+ 49.59 52.10
(13.85) (14.42)  (15.01) | (12.39) (11.44) (11.96) | (14.03) (10.83)  (12.85) | (30.18)  (29.11) (31.85)
Expressive Language 3.38 3.36 3.45 3.45 3.60 3.66 3.20 3.28# 2.97 3.06+ 3.23 3.36
(.69) (.82) (.71) (.67) (.53) (.56) (.84) (.78) (.93) (2.03) 1.77) (1.74)
Psycomotor Skills
Gross Motor 6.07 6.23 6.20 5.99 5.84# 6.23 5.68 5.89 5.99 6.46 6.19 6.43
(1.85) (1.63) (1.69) (1.58) (1.60) (1.54) (1.66) (1.39) (1.61) (3.03) (3.38) (3.25)
Fine Motor 2.10 2.17 2.24 1.89 2.23# 2.55 4.42 241 2.30 2.51 2.93 2.86
(1.69) (2.64) (2.07) (2.50) (1.46) (1.67) (1.89) (1.50) (1.80) (5.16) (2.76) (4.41)
Physical Wellbeing
Excellent Health 39.04 49.64 51.61 55.97 49.52# 64.75 42.61 50.92 44.07 48.75 45.39 43.63
Obese 25.73 25.21 19.02 22.51 20.37# 11.83 32.96 23.91 25.41 16.89 11.03 10.58
Overweight 39.20 44.68 37.80 43.24 40.42# 28.21 51.30 42.96 43.28 28.45 22.33 28.42
Socio-Emotional Outcomes
Parent Report
Externalizing Behavior 15.92 16.09 16.21 | 18.04*+ 16.64# 15.60 15.31 15.94 16.03 15.20 14.96 14.78
(5.02) (5.64) (5.16) (4.37) (4.04) (3.64) (4.18) (4.09) (3.76) (9.40) (9.80) (8.37)
Internalizing Behavior 3.73 3.67 3.72 4.46 4.42 4.33 4.10 4.28 4.29 4.40 4.43 4.36
(1.45) (1.56) (1.45) (1.15) (1.09) (1.08) (1.33) (1.32) (1.19) (2.89) (2.82) (2.75)
Pro-social Behavior 42.60 42.86 43.63 43.65 43.51 43.66 42.32 43.16 42.20 41.62 42.78 42.27
(6.54) (7.19) (6.49) (4.35) (5.11) 4.97) (5.35) (5.65) (5.40) | (11.81) (11.40) (12.01)
Teacher Report
Externalizing Behavior 14.53 15.58# 14.28 16.37+ 14.99# 12.93 11.69 12.86 13.06 12.47 12.08 11.75
(6.21) (6.98) (6.27) (6.05) (6.17) (5.38) (4.59) (4.37) (4.93) (8.69) (8.78) (9.79)
Internalizing Behavior 3.63* 4.36# 3.93 4.69 4.09 3.97 3.53 3.97 3.81 4.12%+ 3.51 3.59
(1.58) (1.76) (1.58) (1.45) (1.24) (1.40) (1.26) (1.44) (1.31) (3.02) (2.60) (3.03)

6TT



Pro-social Behavior

Approaches to Learning
Parent Report
Positive Learning Behavior

Teacher Report
Positive Learning Behavior

N
Note:

Sample is weighted by WKRO. N's are approximate and based on the unweighted sample.

27.17*
(4.24)

19.39
(3.47)

22.15
(4.97)

100

24.79#
(4.75)

19.94
(3.09)

21.054#
(5.84)

250

26.35
(4.78)

19.95
(3.08)

22.69
(4.87)

600

24.73+
(3.82)

20.05
(2.18)

22.04+
(4.79)

50

26.09#
(3.62)

19.994
(2.21)

22.45#
(3.92)

400

* Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between stable and unstable.
+ Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between stable and never.
# Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between unstable and never.

27.03
(4.06)

20.57
(2.20)

23.96
(4.14)

2150

26.80
(4.19)

19.59%
(2.51)

22.72
(3.97)

100

25.91
(4.03)

20.41
(2.68)

22.68
(4.03)

250

26.27
(3.98)

19.99
(2.52)

22.95
(4.04)

700

24.66+
(9.62)

19.51
(6.27)

23.26
(8.69)

100

25.73
(7.86)

20.35
(5.92)

24.19
(7.83)

150

26.73
(9.57)

20.00
(5.52)

24.20
(8.45)

600

0¢T



Table 4.3: Sample Descriptives by Race/Ethnicity and by Three-Generation Household Family Type (Mean or %)

Black White Hispanic Asian

Stable Unstable  Never Stable Unstable  Never Stable Unstable  Never Stable Unstable  Never
Parent Characteristics
Married 12.91+ 12.84# 38.42 23.96*+ 46.194 87.08 39.38+ 41.51# 64.36 82.51+ 84.98# 93.98
Single 81.49+ 71.92# 38.93 36.12+ 24.10# 2.50 31.66+ 29.93# 7.71 12.00+ 7.04# 1.37
Divorced 1.33*+ 7.25 7.42 12.39+ 8.92# 2.03 17.46+* 4.10 3.60 1.69 1.65 1.09
Cohabiting 4.28+ 7.99%# 15.23 27.52+ 20.79# 8.29 11.49%+ 24.46 24.33 3.81 6.32 3.56
Age
15-17 18.58+ 8.41# 0.36 0.35* 451# 0.40 0.94+ 8.60# 0.30 0.00 1.20 0.00
18-19 17.94+ 14.62# 4.86 13.11+ 14.37# 1.97 17.08+ 16.15# 3.79 6.77 11.28 0.94
20-24 34.16 47.28# 29.27 35.77+ 42.94# 15.18 19.58* 39.00# 23.63 12.70 13.78 8.61
25-34 20.97+ 23.84# 47.88 30.42+ 34.58# 58.72 47.83* 30.82# 54.44 61.95 54.23 62.59
35+ 8.35+ 5.85# 17.63 20.35* 3.60# 23.73 557+ 5.43# 17.84 18.58 19.51 27.86
Education
Less than high school 36.19+ 28.11# 19.76 9.18* 22.02# 6.73 40.36 41.70 35.00 15.75 17.14 8.51
High school 39.92 34.19 37.85 50.59+ 38.82# 22.27 26.40 29.81 31.38 20.23 19.19 16.51
Some College 21.66* 34.42 29.86 38.96 30.47 30.88 23.66 22.51 23.93 26.34 26.55 18.65
College or more 2.23+ 3.28# 12.54 1.27*%+ 8.68# 40.13 9.58 5.99 9.69 37.69+ 37.11# 56.34
Immigrant 7.27 4.644# 9.77 0.27+ 2.10 4.32 40.04+ 42.19# 62.61 87.49 82.71 84.06
Lived with mother at 16 96.47*+ 89.07# 81.82 78.80 81.39# 89.18 88.93* 76.05# 87.34 96.79+ 89.66 90.63
Lived with father at 16 29.26 38.22 38.33 61.81 51.85# 71.39 63.76 51.29# 65.46 87.11 78.11 83.74
Primary language English 95.56 97.71 95.59 99.72+ 99.99# 97.51 59.28 65.60# 55.14 27.84*+ 46.68 49.44
Mother English literacy 11.88 11.98# 11.79 | 12.00*%+ 12.00# 11.88 9.75+ 9.84# 6.65 8.84* 10.41# 9.61
(0-12) SD (.87) (.26) (1.23) (.00) (.00) (.78) (3.34) (3.29) (4.11) (7.51) (5.51) (8.86)
Father English literacy 11.91 12.00# 11.84 12.00+ 11.97 11.94 11.09+ 10.88# 9.19 10.36 11.06 10.91
(0-12) SD (.62) (.00) (1.08) (.00) (.20) (.46) (2.00) (2.46) (3.43) (5.69) (4.21) (4.54)
No siblings 68.34+ 66.88# 36.67 52.23 63.17 42.63 61.84 60.70 43.40 48.75 54.76 47.96
1 sibling 19.06+ 21.51# 37.06 30.46 26.82# 38.12 22.22 28.88 29.28 39.78 32.59 39.42
2 siblings 5.87+ 10.20# 21.61 12.15 12.25 16.08 12.67 10.36# 21.13 11.47 12.02 10.68
3 + siblings 6.73* 1.41# 4.66 0.00*+ 0.27# 2.61 3.27 .06# 6.19 0.00+ 0.63 1.94
Urban 95.22* 89.05 91.95 73.94 73.31# 80.13 96.63 97.65 97.19 97.00 96.56 98.41
Region
Northeast 19.50 11.21# 16.76 22.99 13.54# 18.22 20.75 16.63 15.50 17.73 23.96 19.19
Northwest 22.15 15.50# 22.63 16.60+ 23.77 28.36 16.87 8.52 9.89 15.42 13.07 16.51
South 46.67* 68.87# 52.29 40.00 43.81# 33.93 27.15 27.41 21.87 23.91 16.78 18.80
West 11.67 4.40# 8.31 20.40 18.88 19.48 35.23 47.44 41.74 42.93 46.19 45.50
Child characteristics
Age at Kindergarten 67.26 68.58 67.89 66.77+ 68.52 68.47 66.88 68.24 67.88 67.04 67.03 67.60
(months) SD (4.91) (4.46) (4.65) (3.56) (4.03) (3.96) (3.38) (3.83) (3.84) (8.68) (8.86) (8.72)

[EEN
N
[



Boy 58.31

Premature 13.03*
Low birth weight 16.50
Kindergarten 06 74.72
Kindergarten 07 25.28

Grandparent Characteristics
Grandmother's Education

No school 0.19
Less than High school 35.78
High school 45.71*
Some college 14.22
College up 2.33*+
Grandmother depress 2.67
Grandfather depress 1.34

N 100
Note:

Sample is weighted using WKRO. N's are approximated and unweighted.

47.85
22.28
11.90
69.78
30.22

0.24
36.29
36.53
18.26

8.68

2.70

0.06

250

51.46
16.93
11.88
72.61
27.39

2.12
36.68
37.48
15.22

8.50

3.53

0.06

600

42.56
12.73
10.38
84.22
15.78

0.71
30.67
40.83
23.17
5.18+
12.30
0.60+

50

53.68
12.12
8.30#
71.41
28.59

0.27
27.43#
40.11#

21.97
10.26#
10.92
3.04
400

* Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between stable and unstable.
+ Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between stable and never.
# Denotes a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between unstable and never.

50.45
9.96
6.04

70.10

29.90

0.66
21.40
33.31
23.10
21.53

8.27

3.73
2150

49.71
9.23
3.27*+
87.91*+
12.09*+

24.42
57.37
21.78+
11.69
6.52
431
1.66
100

49.06
11.75
7.22
72.42
27.58

3.88
57.47
17.53

14.93#

6.19
6.64#

0.80

250

56.06
11.98
6.74
75.99
24.01

13.11
62.15
11.28
8.25
521
3.11
0.92
700

44.46
15.08
17.75*+
85.16
14.84

6.42
49.79+
14.69
12.54
13.54+
0.00+
1.86
100

52.73
9.56
8.20

82.09

17.91

27.44
35.09
19.52
22.35#
17.95
0.84
0.00
150

51.53
8.72
6.17

78.98

21.02

9.00
32.24
23.96

7.86
26.94

0.36

0.37

600

44}
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Table 4.4: Regression of Cognitive Outcomes on Three-Generation Family Households by
Race/Ethnicity

Math Reading ° Expressive Language "¢

A: Black (N=900)

Stable 0.01 0.15 -0.01
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11)

Unstable -0.01 0.06 -0.14
(0.07) (0.08) (0.09)

B. White (N=2550)

Stable 0.14 -0.04 -0.26
(0.14) (0.15) (0.16)

Unstable -0.03 -0.08 -0.06
(0.07) (0.07) (0.05)

C: Hispanic (N=950)

Stable 0.13 0.06 0.07
(0.13) (0.15) (0.16)

Unstable 0.02 0.02 0.21*
(0.07) (0.07) (0.10)

D: Asian (N=850)

Stable -0.06 -0.27* -0.22+
(0.13) (0.12) (0.13)

Unstable 0.01 -0.13 -0.25*
(0.08) (0.10) (0.12)

Note:
SE's in parentheses.

N's are approximate as they vary by outcome and are rounded to the nearest 50. All models include
controls for relationship status, age of mother and child (at Kindergarten entry), education, immigrant
status, child gender, premature birth, low birth weight, whether mother and father lived with both
parents at age 16, number of siblings, urban residence, region of country, grandmother education,
grandmother and grandfather depression, kindergarten wave, English primary language, and English
literacy of mother and father. Models are weighted using WKRO.

Results of Chow tests (p<.05): a - Black versus White, b - Black versus Hispanic, ¢ - Black versus
Asian, d - Hispanic versus White, e - Hispanic versus Asian, f -White versus Asian.
**p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10
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Table 4.5: Regressions of Psychomotor and Health Outcomes on Three-Generation Family Status
by Race/Ethnicity

Fine Motor ~ Gross Motor  Excellent Health Obese Overweight ©f
Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
B (SE) B (SE) (t-statistic) (t-statistic) (t-statistic)
A. Black (N=900)
Stable -0.12 -0.09 0.61 1.87+ 1.16
(0.10) (0.15) (-1.46) (1.83) (0.41)
Unstable -0.07 -0.13+ 0.91 1.82** 1.52+
(0.14) (0.07) (-0.53) (2.94) (1.96)
B. White (N=2550)
Stable -0.15 0.03 0.86 1.62 1.52
(0.19) (0.16) (-0.41) (1.07) (1.05)
Unstable -0.04 -0.11 0.68* 1.74* 1.61**
(0.05) (0.08) (-2.05) (2.23) (2.81)
C. Hispanic (N=950)
Stable 0.19 -0.16 0.80 1.57 1.37
(0.12) (0.12) (-0.76) (1.42) (0.90)
Unstable 0.15+ -0.05 1.28 1.23 1.20
(0.08) (0.09) (1.23) (0.83) (0.96)
D. Asian (N=850)
Stable -0.14 0.14 1.23 2.05+ 0.93
(0.16) (0.12) (0.67) (1.73) (-0.23)
Unstable 0.07 -0.11 0.90 1.16 0.77
(0.09) (0.09) (-0.50) (0.46) (-1.00)
Note:

N's are approximate as they vary by outcome and are rounded to the nearest 50. All models include
controls for relationship status, age of mother and child (at Kindergarten entry), education, immigrant
status, child gender, premature birth, low birth weight, whether mother and father lived with both parents
at age 16, number of siblings, urban residence, region of country, grandmother education, grandmother
and grandfather depression, kindergarten wave, English primary language, and English literacy of mother
and father. Regressions are weighted by WKRO.

Results of Chow tests (p<.05): a - Black versus White, b - Black versus Hispanic, ¢ - Black versus Asian, d
- Hispanic versus White, e - Hispanic versus Asian, f -White versus Asian.

** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10




Table 4.6: Regressions of Child Behaviors and Approaches to Learning on Three-Generation Family Households by Race/Ethnicity

Externalizing Internalizing Prosocial Positive Learning
Parent®®®  Teacher ™ ¢ Parent Teacher®®® Parent Teacher*© Parent Teacher® " ©¢
A. Black (Parent N=950; Teacher N=450-600)
Stable -0.18 -0.22 0.14 -0.11 -0.20 0.31* -0.21 -0.03
(0.14) (0.17) (0.14) (0.18) (0.14) (0.12) (0.17) (0.13)
Unstable -0.05 0.14 -0.05 0.35** -0.25* -0.28* -0.08 -0.43**
(0.09) (0.12) (0.10) (0.12) (0.13) (0.11) (0.09) (0.09)
B. White (Parent N=2550; Teacher N=1950-1400)
Stable 0.47** 0.45* 0.17 0.35 0.02 -0.36+ 0.01 -0.16
(0.16) (0.19) (0.17) (0.29) (0.12) (0.19) (0.12) (0.21)
Unstable 0.17* 0.18+ 0.13+ -0.06 -0.05 -0.13 -0.07 -0.12
(0.08) (0.09) (0.07) (0.10) (0.07) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08)
C. Hispanic (Parent N=1000; Teacher N=700-550)
Stable -0.25 -0.46** -0.08 -0.25 -0.15 0.05 -0.19 0.10
(0.16) (0.14) (0.15) (0.18) (0.17) (0.22) (0.18) (0.17)
Unstable -0.13 -0.22* 0.01 0.07 0.02 -0.02 0.18+ 0.15
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.14) (0.12) (0.14) (0.11) (0.10)
D. Asian (Parent N=900; Teacher N=600-500)
Stable 0.19 0.08 0.01 0.44** -0.11 -0.49* -0.12 -0.23+
(0.15) (0.10) (0.13) (0.16) (0.13) (0.22) (0.12) (0.13)
Unstable 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01 -0.30* 0.05 0.12
(0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.13) (0.112) (0.12) (0.10) (0.12)
Note:

SE's in parentheses. N's are approximate as they vary by outcome and are rounded to the nearest 50. All models include controls for relationship status, age
of mother and child (at Kindergarten entry), education, immigrant status, child gender, premature birth, low birth weight, whether mother and father lived
with both parents at age 16, number of siblings, urban residence, region of country, grandmother education, grandmother and grandfather depression,
kindergarten wave, English primary language, and English literacy of mother and father. Regressions are weighted by WKRO or WK45TO0. Bolded or

Italicized coefficients represent differences between stable and unstable at p<.05 and p<.10 respectively.

Results of Chow tests (p<.05): a - Black versus White, b - Black versus Hispanic, ¢ - Black versus Asian, d - Hispanic versus White, e - Hispanic versus
Asian, f -White versus Asian.

**p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10
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Appendix 4.1: Full Regression Results of Cognitive Outcomes on Three-Generation Family Household Coresidence

Math Reading Expressive Language

Black ~ White Hispanic Asian | Black  White Hispanic Asian | Black  White Hispanic Asian
Stable 0.01 0.14 0.13 -0.06 0.15 -0.04 0.06 -0.27* | -0.01 -0.26 0.07 -0.22+
(0.11) (0.14) (0.13) (0.13) | (0.11) (0.15) (0.15) (0.12) | (0.11) (0.16) (0.16)  (0.13)
Unstable -0.01 -0.03 0.02 0.01 0.06 -0.08 0.02 -0.13 -0.14 -0.06 0.21*  -0.25*
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) | (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.10) | (0.09) (0.05) (0.10) (0.12)
Single -0.19* -0.35**  -0.15 -0.06 |-0.31** -0.31** -0.27* -0.25 -0.10  0.19* -0.13 0.16
(0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.19) | (0.09) (0.10) (0.11) (0.23) | (0.08) (0.08) (0.14) (0.23)
Divorced -0.18+  -0.29* 0.14 -0.67* | -0.30* -0.27** 0.29+  -1.00* | 0.13 0.25** -0.01 -0.40
(0.09) (0.11) (0.12) (0.31) | (0.14) (0.08) (0.18) (0.40) | (0.10) (0.08) (0.21) (0.34)
Cohabiting 0.00 0.03 -0.22**  -0.44** | -0.07 -0.10  -0.24** -0.48** | 0.02 0.18* -0.31** -0.42*
(0.11)  (0.06) (0.08) (0.14) | (0.09) (0.07) (0.09) (0.17) | (0.10) (0.07) (0.10)  (0.19)
15-17 0.12 0.16 -0.41+ -0.81** | -0.20 0.30 -0.52* 0.20 0.21 0.27 -0.89**  0.68**
(0.17)  (0.21) (0.22) (0.23) | (0.15) (0.19) (0.21) (0.28) | (0.21) (0.20) (0.28)  (0.25)
18-19 0.05 0.03 -0.32* -0.11 -0.08 0.11 -0.47**  0.19 0.16 0.13 -0.41*  -0.07
(0.13) (0.11) (0.14) (0.22) | (0.14) (0.11) (0.15) (0.29) | (0.14) (0.10) (0.21)  (0.36)
20-24 -0.01 -0.11 -0.05 0.09 -0.11 -0.02 -0.13 0.12 0.09 -0.02 -0.35+  -0.23
(0.09) (0.07) (0.11) (0.16) | (0.09) (0.07) (0.13) (0.16) | (0.10)  (0.09) (0.19) (0.18)
25-34 -0.01 -0.06 0.12 -0.05 -0.03 -0.07 -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.16 0.02
(0.10)  (0.05) (0.09) (0.08) | (0.11) (0.05) (0.11) (0.09) | (0.08) (0.05) (0.13)  (0.10)
High School 0.28** 0.18**  0.16+ 0.21 | 0.30** 0.12 0.21* 0.06 | 0.34**  0.00 -0.13 -0.11
(0.09) (0.07) (0.09) (0.15) | (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.15) | (0.12) (0.08) (0.12)  (0.20)
Some College 0.51** 0.42** 0.30** 0.52** | 0.45** 0.36** 0.35** 0.24 0.32* 0.13 -0.21 -0.09
(0.10) (0.07) (0.10) (0.14) | (0.10) (0.09) (0.11) (0.17) | (0.13) (0.08) (0.17)  (0.22)
College + 0.75** 0.70**  0.59**  0.78** | 0.66** 0.63** 0.54** 0.57** | 0.50** 0.25**  -0.01 -0.04
(0.15)  (0.09) (0.13) (0.15) | (0.15) (0.10) (0.15) (0.17) | (0.14) (0.09) (0.15) (0.21)
Immigrant -0.04 0.02 -0.08 0.22+ 0.01 -0.11 -0.06 0.21 -0.08 0.08 -0.12 -0.07
(0.10) (0.16) (0.10) (0.13) | (0.11) (0.19) (0.12) (0.13) | (0.08) (0.15) (0.11) (0.12)
Lived with mother at 16 0.06 0.08 0.13 -0.20 0.03 0.10 -0.00 -0.04 -0.05 0.10 0.06 -0.13
(0.09) (0.07) (0.11) (0.13) | (0.08)  (0.06) (0.11) (0.18) | (0.11) (0.08) (0.11) (0.12)
Lived with father at 16 0.04 -0.03 -0.12+ -0.01 0.05 -0.04 -0.04 0.05 0.10 0.06 -0.18*  -0.17
(0.07)  (0.06) (0.06) (0.12) | (0.07) (0.05) (0.07) (0.15) | (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.14)
Primary language English ~ -0.34 0.14 -0.05 0.10 -0.07 -0.17 -0.03 -0.04 -0.21 0.29 -0.02 -0.07
(0.24) (0.24) (0.07) (0.07) | (0.29) (0.22) (0.08) (0.08) | (0.18) (0.27) (0.09) (0.10)
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Mother English literacy
Father English literacy
One sibling

Two siblings

Three plus siblings
Urban

Northwest

South

West

Child’s age at
Kindergarten (months)
Baby boy

Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06
Grandmother Less than
High School

High School

Some College

College +

-0.06
(0.05)
-0.06
(0.05)
-0.04
(0.08)
-0.13
(0.09)
-0.38+
(0.21)

0.07

(0.08)
-0.15
(0.12)
-0.06
(0.11)
-0.16
(0.16)

0.08**
(0.01)
-0.09
(0.07)
-0.17*
(0.08)
-0.16*
(0.07)

0.08

(0.10)
-0.39
(0.27)
-0.24
(0.28)
-0.27
(0.27)
-0.33
(0.28)

-0.03
(0.04)
0.05
(0.06)
-0.02
(0.05)
-0.15*
(0.06)
-0.02
(0.12)
0.09+
(0.05)
-0.11+
(0.05)
-0.10+
(0.05)
-0.02
(0.07)
0.07**
(0.01)
-0.04
(0.04)
-0.01
(0.07)
-0.24**
(0.06)
0.01
(0.07)
0.23
(0.25)
0.34
(0.24)
0.36
(0.24)
0.35
(0.25)

0.01
(0.01)
0.01
(0.01)
0.08
(0.06)
-0.03
(0.09)
0.17
(0.17)
0.20
(0.14)
0.09
(0.17)
0.00
(0.12)
0.01
(0.11)
0.08%*
(0.01)
0.02
(0.06)
-0.11
(0.12)
-0.21+
(0.11)
0.31**
(0.11)
0.00
(0.10)
0.04
(0.14)
0.07
(0.14)
0.17
(0.16)

-0.02
(0.01)
-0.02
(0.02)
0.10
(0.08)
-0.21+
(0.13)
-0.84
(0.59)
-0.07
(0.16)
0.01
(0.12)
0.15
(0.09)
0.14+
(0.08)
0.07**
(0.01)
-0.05
(0.08)
-0.26*
(0.12)
-0.14
(0.16)
0.04
(0.13)
0.01
(0.14)
0.11
(0.16)
0.47*
(0.18)
0.32*
(0.15)

-0.01
(0.05)
-0.09
(0.05)

0.03
(0.08)

-0.20%
(0.09)
-0.54*
(0.20)

0.10
(0.10)
-0.08
(0.10)

0.11
(0.09)
-0.10
(0.13)

0.08**
(0.01)
-0.13*
(0.06)
-0.06
(0.08)
-0.15*
(0.06)

0.08
(0.09)
-0.30
(0.26)
-0.22
(0.27)
-0.14
(0.26)
-0.20
(0.26)

-0.04
(0.04)
0.03
(0.04)
-0.12*
(0.05)
-0.23**
(0.05)
-0.27*
(0.11)
0.11*
(0.06)
-0.06
(0.07)
0.09
(0.07)
0.03
(0.07)
0.07**
(0.01)
-0.12**
(0.04)
-0.10
(0.07)
-0.04
(0.06)
0.12+
(0.07)
0.34
(0.21)
0.46*
(0.22)
0.41+
(0.22)
0.50*
(0.21)

0.02+
(0.01)
0.02*
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.08)
-0.09
(0.10)
0.04
(0.18)
0.21
(0.13)
-0.03
(0.18)
0.02
(0.14)
-0.02
(0.12)
0.09%*
(0.01)
-0.09
(0.07)
-0.20+
(0.11)
-0.08
(0.12)
0.31**
(0.09)
0.04
(0.15)
0.01
(0.16)
-0.02
(0.18)
0.03
(0.21)

0.01
(0.01)
-0.00
(0.02)
-0.03
(0.09)

-0.23+
(0.14)
-0.55
(0.53)

0.12
(0.20)
-0.03
(0.13)

0.42%*
(0.13)
0.19%
(0.07)

0.06%*
(0.01)

-0.17+
(0.08)
-0.18
(0.13)
-0.11
(0.16)

0.09
(0.13)
0.12
(0.15)
0.14
(0.16)

0.62%*
(0.21)

0.48**
(0.17)

-0.04
(0.03)
0.00
(0.04)
-0.03
(0.08)
-0.12
(0.11)
-0.17
(0.17)
0.06
(0.17)
-0.11
(0.09)
-0.07
(0.05)
-0.25
(0.17)
0.03%*
(0.01)
-0.23%*
(0.07)
-0.13
(0.09)
-0.06
(0.08)
0.08
(0.08)
-0.11
(0.17)
0.00
(0.18)
0.05
(0.18)
0.05
(0.19)

-0.01
(0.05)
0.04
(0.05)
-0.08+
(0.04)
-0.03
(0.05)
-0.13
(0.14)
0.05
(0.05)
-0.10*
(0.05)
-0.06
(0.05)
-0.04
(0.07)
0.02%*
(0.01)
-0.15%*
(0.04)
-0.01
(0.09)
-0.14+
(0.07)
0.10
(0.07)
0.05
(0.27)
0.12
(0.27)
0.12
(0.28)
0.19
(0.27)

0.09**
(0.02)
0.03+
(0.01)
0.12
(0.09)
0.20
(0.13)
-0.15
(0.23)
0.32+
(0.19)
-0.13
(0.20)
-0.31+
(0.17)
-0.16
(0.15)
0.03*
(0.01)
-0.00
(0.08)
-0.14
(0.12)
-0.17
(0.12)
-0.19
(0.12)
0.10
(0.17)
0.32
(0.20)
0.34+
(0.18)
0.09
(0.21)

0.06**
(0.02)
0.05*
(0.02)

0.00

(0.10)
-0.14
(0.13)
-0.99+
(0.56)

0.05

(0.33)

0.08

(0.17)
0.38*
(0.15)

0.12

(0.15)

0.01

(0.01)
-0.17*
(0.07)
-0.32+
(0.17)
-0.03
(0.17)
-0.20
(0.14)

0.20

(0.18)

0.17

(0.18)
0.51*
(0.20)
0.32+
(0.18)

LZT



Grandmother Depress
Grandfather Depress
Constant
Observations

R-squared
subpop.no.of obs

0.18
(0.21)
0.28*
(0.14)

-4.20%*
(0.84)

6,000
0.283
1000

0.01
(0.07)
0.06
(0.09)
-5 5%
(1.01)

6,600
0.257
2950

-0.02
(0.11)
-0.21
(0.21)

-6.67**
(0.75)

6,600
0.244
1050

0.87** | 0.36+  0.03
0.23) | (0.18) (0.07)
014 | 005 015
0.19) | (0.16) (0.11)

4.71%% | -455%* 5 15
(0.86) | (0.75)  (0.90)

6,350 | 6,000 6,600
0.294 | 0.308 0.219
900 1000 2950

0.11
(0.15)
-0.39+
(0.22)

7.11%*
(0.70)

6,600
0.265
1050

0.89%*
(0.32)
0.02
(0.18)
-4 51**
(0.78)

6,350
0.264
900

0.13
(0.14)
-0.54
(0.33)
-1.37
(0.96)

6,000
0.113
1000

-0.07
(0.08)
0.11
(0.09)
-2.34%%
(0.89)

6,600
0.070
2950

0.00
(0.15)
0.04
(0.20)
-2.92%*
(0.98)

6,600
0.284
1000

0.95%*
(0.33)
-0.17
(0.37)

-1.84+
(0.96)

6,350
0.190
850

Standard errors in parentheses
** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1
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Appendix 4.2: Full Regression Results of Psychomotor on Three-Generation Family Household

Coresidence

Fine Motor Gross Motor
Black  White Hispanic Asian | Black  White Hispanic Asian
Stable -0.12 -0.15 0.19 -0.14 | -0.09 0.03 -0.16 0.14
(0.10) (0.19) (0.12) (0.16) | (0.15) (0.16) (0.12) (0.12)
Unstable -0.07 -0.04 0.15+ 0.07 | -0.13+ -0.11 -0.05 -0.11
(0.14)  (0.05) (0.08) (0.09) | (0.07) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Single 0.12 -0.26* 0.05 0.30 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.11
(0.15) (0.12) (0.11) (0.20) | (0.20) (0.11) (0.16) (0.13)
Divorced 0.04 -0.02 -0.06 -0.73 0.03 0.07 0.03 -0.38
(0.20)  (0.13) (0.17) (0.54) | (0.15) (0.12) (0.16) (0.32)
Cohabiting 0.28+ 0.06 -0.03 0.23 -0.02 -0.05 -0.01 -0.18
(0.15)  (0.07) (0.11) (0.15) | (0.24)  (0.09) (0.10) (0.22)
15-17 0.42* 0.38**  -0.36* 0.02 | 0.35+ 0.44 -0.04 0.29
(0.17)  (0.14) (0.17)  (0.33) | (0.19) (0.38) (0.26) (0.38)
18-19 0.29 0.10 -0.38* -0.18 | 0.30+ -0.00 0.20 0.22
(0.18) (0.17) (0.17)  (0.35) | (0.18) (0.16) (0.19) (0.24)
20-24 0.14 0.03 -0.26*  -0.02 0.21 -0.06 0.01 0.16
(0.13)  (0.07) (0.12) (0.17) | (0.15) (0.10) (0.16) (0.17)
25-34 0.10 0.05 -0.06 0.02 0.13 -0.00 -0.03 0.03
(0.11)  (0.06) (0.07)  (0.09) | (0.13) (0.07) (0.13) (0.11)
High School 0.16 -0.00 0.10 -0.06 | -0.11 -0.07 0.18* -0.16
(0.10)  (0.07) (0.10)  (0.17) | (0.09) (0.13) (0.09) (0.20)
Some College 0.33** 0.14 0.08 0.16 0.00 0.06 0.24* -0.08
(0.10) (0.10) (0.100 (0.22) | (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.16)
College + 0.48**  0.18+ 0.03 0.18 0.13 0.07 0.26 0.05
(0.14) (0.10) (0.15) (0.18) | (0.16) (0.14) (0.22) (0.14)
Immigrant 0.18 0.06 0.12 0.18 -0.24 -0.15 0.01 -0.03
(0.14)  (0.09) (0.11) (0.13) | (0.17) (0.16) (0.08) (0.10)
Lived with mother at 16 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.15 -0.00  0.26** 0.06 0.07
(0.15)  (0.07) (0.08) (0.16) | (0.11) (0.09) (0.10) (0.13)
Lived with father at 16 0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 | -0.05 0.03 -0.03 -0.03
(0.09) (0.04) (0.07)  (0.11) | (0.07)  (0.06) (0.07) (0.11)
Primary language English ~ -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.10 -0.25 -0.02 -0.09 0.14+
(0.17) (0.17) (0.07) (0.07) | (0.28) (0.33) (0.08) (0.08)
Mother English literacy -0.03  -0.07** 0.01 -0.00 | -0.14**  -0.07 -0.01 0.04*
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) | (0.05) (0.05) (0.01) (0.02)
Father English literacy -0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 | 0.16**  0.04 0.02 -0.01
(0.03)  (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) | (0.03) (0.05) (0.01) (0.02)
One sibling 0.04 -0.02 0.17* 0.01 0.11 0.13* 0.09 0.09
(0.07)  (0.06) (0.07)  (0.09) | (0.08) (0.05) (0.10) (0.09)
Two siblings -0.22+ 0.04 -0.04 -0.05 0.12  0.19** 0.13 0.04
(0.12)  (0.05) (0.12) (0.12) | (0.09) (0.07) (0.13) (0.13)
Three plus siblings 0.01 0.10 0.07 0.02 -0.13  0.30**  0.56** 0.18
(0.15)  (0.09) (0.12) (0.33) | (0.20) (0.10) (0.20) (0.22)
Urban -0.01 0.05 0.08 0.34 -0.09 0.11+ 0.09 0.24
(0.06)  (0.06) (0.10)  (0.40) | (0.20)  (0.06) (0.19) (0.19)




Northwest

South

West

Child’s age at
Kindergarten

Baby boy

Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06
Grandmother Less than
High School

High School

Some College
College +
Grandmother Depress
Grandfather Depress
Constant
Observations

R-squared
subpop.no.of obs

-0.02
(0.14)
-0.02
(0.14)
-0.07
(0.22)

0.05%*
(0.02)
-0.06
(0.07)
-0.17+
(0.09)
-0.07
(0.08)

0.27**
(0.10)

0.04
(0.20)
0.12
(0.20)
-0.11
(0.22)
0.13
(0.23)
-0.37
(0.40)
0.01
(0.13)

-3.56%*
(1.21)

6,000
0.081
1000

-0.07
(0.08)
-0.15+
(0.09)
0.00
(0.07)
0.03**
(0.01)
-0.11*
(0.05)
-0.11
(0.07)
-0.12+
(0.07)
0.11
(0.08)
0.26
(0.21)
0.31
(0.19)
0.24
(0.20)
0.30
(0.20)
-0.02
(0.07)
0.08
(0.09)
-2.02%
(0.84)

6,650
0.054
2950

-0.29+
(0.16)
-0.09
(0.11)
-0.03
(0.10)

0.04**
(0.01)

-0.19%*
(0.07)

0.02
(0.10)
-0.08
(0.09)

0.17
(0.12)
-0.09
(0.12)
-0.06
(0.16)
-0.05
(0.19)
-0.12
(0.21)
0.23*
(0.10)
0.28+
(0.16)

-2.86%*
(0.86)

6,600
0.069
1050

-0.21*
(0.09)
-0.24+
(0.13)
-0.09
(0.09)
0.03*
(0.01)
-0.12+
(0.07)
-0.30
(0.19)
-0.11
(0.17)
0.14
(0.13)
0.31
(0.25)
0.39
(0.25)
0.21
(0.27)
0.37
(0.26)
0.27+
(0.14)
-0.20
(0.28)
-2.39+
(1.29)

6,350
0.072
900

-0.11
(0.11)
0.03
(0.12)
0.10
(0.16)
0.04%*
(0.01)
-0.20%*
(0.07)
-0.07
(0.12)
-0.25%
(0.10)
-0.01
(0.12)
0.02
(0.22)
0.16
(0.23)
-0.05
(0.23)
0.36
(0.24)
0.00
(0.16)
0.10
(0.36)
-2.28*
(1.01)

5,950
0.129
950

-0.02
(0.09)
-0.00
(0.09)

0.01
(0.09)

0.05%*
(0.01)

-0.36%*
(0.05)

0.07
(0.07)

-0.31%*

(0.06)
0.14
(0.09)
0.20
(0.31)
0.22
(0.30)
0.30
(0.31)
0.28
(0.31)
0.17*
(0.08)
0.05
(0.12)

3 4T*
(0.96)

6,550
0.107
2900

0.19
(0.13)
-0.05
(0.13)
0.23+
(0.12)

0.05%*
(0.01)
-0.12
(0.08)
-0.22
(0.20)
-0.10
(0.16)

0.13
(0.12)
-0.04
(0.17)
-0.02
(0.19)
-0.13
(0.20)
-0.15
(0.26)
0.27+
(0.14)
-0.22
(0.29)

-4.03%*
(1.05)

6,600
0.086
1000

130

-0.07
(0.16)
-0.01
(0.15)
-0.02
(0.15)

0.05%*
(0.01)

-0.38%*
(0.07)
-0.35%
(0.13)
-0.27+
(0.16)

0.19
(0.16)
-0.19
(0.16)
-0.05
(0.16)
-0.06
(0.15)

0.01
(0.13)
-0.53*
(0.26)
-0.11
(0.37)

-3.51%*
(1.02)

6,350
0.162
850

Standard errors in parentheses

** n<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1




Appendix 4.3: Full Regressions of Physical Health on Three-Generation Family Household Coresidence

Excellent Health Obese Overweight
Black ~ White Hispanic Asian Black White Hispanic Asian | Black White Hispanic Asian
Stable 0.61 0.86 0.80 1.23 1.87+ 1.62 1.57 2.05+ | 1.16 1.52 1.37 0.93
(-1.46) (-0.41) (-0.76) (0.67) (1.83) (1.07) (1.41) (1.73) | (0.41) (1.05) (0.90) (-0.23)
Unstable 0.91 0.68* 1.28 0.90 1.82*%*  1.74* 1.23 1.16 | 1.52+ 1.61** 1.20 0.77
(-0.53) (-2.05) (1.23) (-0.50) | (2.94) (2.23) (0.83) (0.46) | (1.96) (2.81) (0.96) (-1.00)
Single 0.96 0.76 1.22 0.82 0.75 1.64 1.19 0.67 | 1.00 154 1.05 0.54
(-0.21) (-1.04) (0.72) (-0.30)| (-0.93) (1.29) (0.51) (-0.40)| (0.01) (1.62) (0.15) (-0.99)
Divorced 1.68 1.16 1.42 1.59 0.47 0.82 3.09* 152 | 0.69 160 2.08 1.53
(1.42) (0.44) (1.00)0 (0.62) | (-1.66) (-0.46) (2.35) (0.50) [(-1.02) (1.59) (1.53) (0.84)
Cohabiting 1.22 1.09 0.78 1.41 0.84 127 198+ 178 | 127 146+ 160* 1.29
(0.84) (0.44) (-1.13) (0.66) | (-0.50) (0.94) (2.98) (1.19) | (0.90) (1.81) (2.01) (0.63)
15-17 1.72 0.33 0.81 0.83 0.62 0.01**  0.28 0.86 0.22* 0.33+
(0.98) (-1.42) (-0.38) (-0.16)| (-0.62) (-4.82) (-1.58) (-0.27) (-2.32) (-1.84)
18-19 1.09 0.68 0.59 2.06 0.48+ 0.64 0.93 036 | 053 0.62 1.02  0.23+
(0.25) (-0.96) (-1.42) (0.91) | (-1.70) (-1.01) (-0.16) (-0.83)[(-1.60) (-1.34) (0.05) (-1.94)
20-24 1.80+ 0.83 0.79 0.75 0.50* 0.60+ 0.65 1.37 | 0.53* 0.63* 0.73 0.85
(1.85) (-0.85) (-0.87) (-0.77)| (-2.04) (-1.71) (-1.36) (0.56) |(-2.13) (-2.40) (-1.16) (-0.38)
25-34 1.17 0.85 0.89 0.77 0.84 0.80 1.03 118 | 0.71 0.72* 1.06 0.97
(0.55) (-1.02) (-0.44) (-0.79)| (-0.53) (-1.14) (0.11) (0.46) [(-1.23) (-2.52) (0.26) (-0.16)
High School 0.80 0.95 0.81 0.56 2.06* 0.98 1.12 070 | 142 0.95 1.02 0.73
(-1.02) (-0.23) (-0.99) (-1.59)| (2.06) (-0.11) (0.52) (-0.61)| (1.02) (-0.26) (0.10) (-0.68)
Some College 0.83 0.96 0.96 1.08 1.84 0.98 0.81 122 | 138 095 0.75 0.75
(-0.61) (-0.21) (-0.15) (0.23) (1.58) (-0.07) (-0.72) (0.37) | (1.05) (-0.26) (-1.08) (-0.67)
College + 1.24 1.43 131 0.81 0.85 0.69 0.77 119 | 1.07 0.82 0.71 0.55
(0.61) (1.49) (0.86) (-0.61)| (-0.31) (-1.15) (-0.65) (0.34) | (0.15) (-0.88) (-0.96) (-1.49)
Immigrant 0.79 0.87 1.04 0.78 1.08 0.93 059+ 0.30* | 1.26 1.56 0.72  0.54+
(-0.60) (-0.45) (0.18) (-0.89)| (0.17) (-0.12) (-1.74) (-2.64)| (0.76) (1.05) (-1.23) (-1.83)
Lived with mother at 16 0.78 1.06 1.17 1.07 1.72+ 1.03 0.92 264 | 108 0.93 1.00 5.03**
(-1.14) (0.33) (0.60) (0.16) (1.75) (0.13) (-0.33) (1.48) | (0.32) (-0.40) (-0.00) (3.52)
Lived with father at 16 1.20 1.06 0.67* 0.84 0.78 0.91 0.86 0.40* | 099 1.15 097  0.44*
(1.09) (0.46) (-2.06) (-0.55)| (-1.23) (-0.45) (-0.77) (-2.22)|(-0.06) (0.99) (-0.13) (-2.59)
Primary language English 0.99 1.87 1.48* 0.99 5.53 2.33 1.27 090 | 241 0.73 1.04 0.71

T€T



Mother English literacy
Father English literacy
One sibling

Two siblings

Three plus siblings
Urban

Northwest

South

West

Child’s age at Kindergarten
Baby boy

Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06

Grandmother Less than High
School

High School

Some College

(-0.01)
0.97
(-0.25)
0.86
(-1.09)
1.36
(1.57)
1.29
(1.35)
0.80
(-0.44)
2.30%
(2.40)
0.91
(-0.31)
1.20
(0.85)
1.66
(1.18)
1.02
(0.58)
0.69*
(-2.33)
0.85
(-0.95)
0.79
(-1.03)
1.33
(1.15)
1.80

(0.68)
2.29
(1.00)
2.12
(0.86)

(1.09)
1.03
(0.26)
0.99
(-0.09)
0.92
(-0.62)
0.86
(-0.91)
1.48
(1.01)
1.08
(0.64)
0.83
(-1.13)
0.93
(-0.42)
0.92
(-0.41)
1.02
(0.92)
1.10
(0.85)
1.17
(0.92)
0.71%
(-2.02)
1.13
(0.70)
0.90

(-0.12)
0.80
(-0.25)
0.76
(-0.31)

(2.61)
1.01
(0.47)
1.02
(0.75)
0.97
(-0.14)
0.92
(-0.32)
1.50
(1.06)
2.69%
(2.24)
0.99
(-0.04)
0.93
(-0.33)
0.92
(-0.37)
0.98
(-0.79)
1.18
(0.99)
0.99
(-0.05)
0.69
(-1.44)
0.77
(-1.23)
0.94

(-0.17)
1.25
(0.54)
1.40
(0.75)

(-0.04)
1.03
(0.89)
1.07
(1.59)
1.65%*
(2.86)
2.03*
(2.33)
3.95+
(1.84)
0.52
(-1.17)
0.83
(-0.52)
117
(0.51)
0.74
(-1.11)
0.98
(-0.60)
0.85
(-0.88)
1.60
(1.21)
0.65
(-1.18)
1.60
(1.42)
1.20

(0.56)
0.98
(-0.05)
1.68
(1.37)

(1.25)
1.02
(0.11)
0.86
(-1.02)
1.09
(0.38)
0.72
(-1.23)
0.42
(-1.32)
0.69
(-1.41)
1.18
(0.45)
1.01
(0.04)
1.48
(0.88)
1.01
(0.24)
0.96
(-0.18)
0.47**
(-2.65)
0.60+
(-1.96)
0.83
(-0.54)
1.14

(0.19)
0.94
(-0.09)
1.21
(0.25)

(0.98)
0.94
(-0.39)
1.20
(0.84)
0.82
(-0.97)
0.93
(-0.31)
0.63
(-0.80)
0.95
(-0.28)
0.92
(-0.44)
0.96
(-0.19)
0.65+
(-1.90)
0.96
(-1.56)
1.15
(0.85)
1.08
(0.30)
0.51%*
(-2.71)
0.61+
(-1.71)
3.09

(0.75)
3.06
(0.76)
3.16
(0.79)

(1.05)
0.92*
(-2.29)
0.94+
(-1.84)
0.86
(-0.65)
1.07
(0.25)
1.21
(0.42)
0.89
(-0.23)
1.03
(0.10)
0.59+
(-1.71)
0.69
(-1.24)
0.99
(-0.40)
1.49+
(1.94)
1.00
(-0.01)
0.75
(-0.90)
2.56%*
(3.05)
0.85

(-0.55)
1.07
(0.19)
0.69
(-0.78)

(-0.32)
0.90%*
(-2.64)
0.98
(-0.33)
1.21
(0.62)
1.33
(0.55)

0.70
(-0.51)
1.86
(1.25)
1.74
(1.01)
0.76
(-0.46)
1.15%*
(3.11)
2.23%*
(2.76)
0.89
(-0.25)
1.14
(0.26)
2.93*
(2.06)
1.75

(1.20)
1.99
(1.40)
1.06
(0.08)

(1.30)
1.18
(1.30)
0.92
(-0.70)
1.27
(1.17)
0.82
(-0.83)
0.63
(-1.05)
0.59
(-1.62)
0.88
(-0.49)
0.70
(-1.38)
1.08
(0.17)
1.01
(0.27)
1.03
(0.17)
0.55%*
(-3.11)
0.47**
(-3.32)
0.99
(-0.03)
1.07

(0.07)
0.93
(-0.07)
1.15
(0.14)

(-0.48)
1.32*
(2.01)
0.97
(-0.20)
0.83
(-1.47)
0.77
(-1.46)
0.46
(-1.62)
0.93
(-0.67)
0.84
(-1.31)
0.95
(-0.35)
0.61**
(-3.10)
0.94**
(-3.24)
1.00
(-0.04)
0.99
(-0.06)
0.48**
(-3.60)
0.59**
(-2.70)
0.22+

(-1.77)
0.23+
(-1.73)
0.22+
(-1.78)

(0.19)
0.96
(-1.32)
0.94*
(-2.01)
0.73+
(-1.83)
1.04
(0.18)
0.94
(-0.15)
0.87
(-0.33)
0.89
(-0.46)
0.54**
(-2.73)
0.73
(-1.35)
0.95*
(-1.99)
1.43*
(2.11)
1.01
(0.05)
0.64+
(-1.77)
1.30
(0.88)
0.78

(-0.87)
1.06
(0.16)
0.86
(-0.35)

(-1.27)
0.93+
(-1.73)
1.04
(0.75)
0.76
(-0.93)
0.68
(-1.02)
0.53
(-0.78)
0.62
(-0.91)
1.03
(0.06)
0.87
(-0.31)
0.76
(-0.63)
1.10%*
(2.84)
0.88
(-0.58)
1.43
(1.07)
0.35%
(-2.31)
2.45+
(1.98)
2.20%

(2.08)
1.98
(1.50)
1.77
(1.16)

¢el



College + 229 105 210 134 | 166 220 153 097 | 146 018+ 089 2.72*
(0.89) (0.06) (1.51) (0.87)| (0.66) (0.53) (0.85) (-0.05)|(0.38) (-1.92) (-0.24) (2.42)

Grandmother Depress 0.32*  0.69+ 2.19+ 0.71 0.27 0.97 0.96 2.88 | 044 0.86 0.76 1.42
(-2.14) (-1.93) (1.78) (-0.34)| (-1.30) (-0.12) (-0.09) (0.62) [(-1.37) (-0.77) (-0.59) (0.31)
Grandfather Depress 1.14 1.21 1.04 1.14 0.33*  0.09* 0.38 0.69 0.72 1.38
(0.15) (0.69) (0.06) (0.15) (-2.07) (-2.06) (-0.67) (-1.28) (-0.42) (0.22)
Constant 0.61 0.28 0.94 1.92 0.16 0.19 191  0.00**| 0.15 26.19 102.82* 0.00**
(-0.19) (-0.51) (-0.03) (0.29) | (-0.62) (-0.40) (0.27) (-3.01) [(-0.69) (1.28) (2.27) (-2.73)
Observations 6,000 6,700 6,600 6,350 6,000 6,650 6,6000 6,350 | 6,000 6,650 6,600 6,350
subpop.no.of obs 1000 3000 1050 900 1000 2950 1050 850 | 1000 2950 1050 850

t-statistics in parentheses
** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1

eeT
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Appendix 4. 4: Full Regressions of Externalizing Behaviors on Three-Generation Family
Household Coresidence

Externalizing — Parent Report

Externalizing — Teacher Report

Black ~ White  Hispanic Asian | Black White Hispanic  Asian
Stable -0.18  0.47** -0.25 0.19 | -0.22 045* -0.46** 0.08
(0.14)  (0.16) (0.16)  (0.15) | (0.27) (0.19) (0.14) (0.10)
Unstable -0.05 0.17* -0.13 0.09 0.14 0.18+ -0.22* 0.01
(0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) | (0.12) (0.09)  (0.09) (0.10)
Single 0.21 0.29* 0.23* 0.01 |041*> 0.38* 0.26+ 0.28
(0.15)  (0.13) (0.12)  (0.30) | (0.13) (0.15) (0.14) (0.18)
Divorced 0.15 0.24+ 0.07 0.12 | 0.26+ 0.06 0.21 1.21**
(0.19) (0.12) (0.20)  (0.40) | (0.215) (0.16) (0.28) (0.27)
Cohabiting -0.10 0.01 0.01 -0.05 | 021  0.25+ -0.06 0.39+
(0.15)  (0.10) (0.10) (0.18) | (0.15) (0.13) (0.11) (0.21)
15-17 0.17 -0.31 0.57* -0.28 | 041+ 0.15 0.58+ -1.01**
(0.27)  (0.41) (0.26)  (0.30) | (0.24) (0.29) (0.31) (0.32)
18-19 0.01 -0.31* 0.34+ -0.43 | 001 -0.04 0.16 -0.07
(0.18)  (0.14) (0.20)  (0.30) | (0.28) (0.17) (0.20) (0.21)
20-24 0.24+ -0.12 0.35* -0.00 | 020 -0.02 0.01 -0.20
(0.12)  (0.08) (0.14) (0.17) | (0.19) (0.10) (0.17) (0.15)
25-34 0.16 0.05 0.24+ -0.05 | 011 -0.05 -0.13 -0.03
(0.10)  (0.05) (0.13)  (0.09) | (0.15) (0.07) (0.12) (0.10)
High School -0.03 -0.14 -0.14 0.35+ | -0.09 0.12 -0.01 -0.05
(0.13) (0.11) (0.11) (0.20) | (0.15) (0.14) (0.11) (0.18)
Some College -0.10  -0.18+ -0.20 0.23 | -0.10 0.09 0.07 -0.17
(0.13) (0.11) (0.13) (0.22) | (0.16) (0.12) (0.13) (0.18)
College + -0.22  -0.31** 0.01 0.30 0.03 -0.05 -0.21 -0.18
(0.15)  (0.10) (0.18) (0.19) | (0.22) (0.13) (0.19) (0.16)
Immigrant -0.02 0.14 0.01 0.01 | -0.01 0.44*>  0.07 -0.13
(0.14) (0.19) (0.12) (0.12) | (0.18) (0.16) (0.11) (0.15)
Lived with motherat  -0.09 -0.05 -0.13 0.01 0.07 -0.14 -0.21 0.14
16 (0.09)  (0.08) (0.12) (0.12) | (0.11) (0.09) (0.14) (0.11)
Lived with father at 0.03 -0.08 -0.06 014 | -0.10 -0.11 -0.00 0.03
16 (0.09)  (0.05) (0.08) (0.10) | (0.22) (0.07)  (0.09) (0.11)
Primary language 0.40 0.58** 0.01 0.21* | -0.65+ 0.35 0.07 0.04
English (0.28)  (0.18) (0.08) (0.09) | (0.34) (0.26) (0.10) (0.07)
Mother English 0.09 -0.14** -0.01 0.02 |0.21** -0.08 0.02 -0.01
literacy (0.06)  (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) | (0.07) (0.06) (0.01) (0.01)
Father English 0.07+ -0.01 0.00 -0.00 | -0.06  0.07 -0.01 0.03+
literacy (0.04)  (0.05) (0.01) (0.02) | (0.08) (0.05) (0.01) (0.02)
One sibling 0.24**  0.11+ 0.10 0.05 0.03 -0.02 -0.15 -0.00
(0.08)  (0.06) (0.08)  (0.08) | (0.11) (0.06)  (0.10) (0.07)
Two siblings 0.20+ 0.06 -0.04 0.03 | 0.34** -0.02 -0.11 0.07
(0.10)  (0.07) (0.11) (0.14) | (0.11) (0.07) (0.11) (0.12)
Three plus siblings 0.10 -0.06 0.11 0.35 | 047 0.07 -0.35+ 0.43
(0.17)  (0.19) (0.18) (0.31) | (0.19) (0.20) (0.18) (0.33)
Urban 0.05 -0.02 -0.21 -0.11 | 0.06 0.04 -0.12 -0.29
(0.13)  (0.05) (0.18)  (0.21) | (0.13) (0.05)  (0.36) (0.27)



Northwest

South

West

Child’s age at
Kindergarten
Baby boy
Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06
Grandmother Less
than High School
High School
Some College
College +
Grandmother
Depress
Grandfather Depress
Observations

R-squared
subpop.no.of obs

-0.04
(0.15)
0.11
(0.14)
0.22
(0.22)
-0.03*
(0.01)
0.56%*
(0.09)
0.16
(0.11)
0.12
(0.12)
-0.49*
(0.24)
-0.57*
(0.23)
-0.60*
(0.25)
-0.52*
(0.25)
0.24
(0.23)
-0.01
(0.15)
-0.53
(0.95)
6,000
0.153
1000

0.22%*
(0.06)
0.10
(0.07)
0.17*
(0.07)
-0.03%*
(0.01)
0.37**
(0.04)
-0.16+
(0.09)
0.22%*
(0.07)
-0.18
(0.37)
-0.15
(0.37)
-0.22
(0.36)
-0.12
(0.36)
0.22%*
(0.08)
0.04
(0.09)
2.97**
(0.77)
6,700
0.111
3000

-0.07
(0.18)
0.16
(0.16)
0.04
(0.16)
-0.01
(0.01)
0.23**
(0.07)
-0.03
(0.13)
0.10
(0.11)
0.06
(0.14)
-0.20
(0.15)
-0.05
(0.17)
-0.10
(0.24)
0.11
(0.19)
0.24
(0.47)
0.41
(1.14)
6,600
0.075
1050

0.04
(0.12)
-0.08
(0.15)
-0.08
(0.11)
-0.01
(0.01)
0.54%*
(0.10)
0.18
(0.14)
0.07
(0.17)
-0.21
(0.17)
-0.32+
(0.17)
-0.11
(0.21)
-0.28
(0.18)
0.41
(0.40)
-0.56+
(0.31)
-0.04
(0.95)
6,350
0.123
900

-0.01
(0.21)
0.05
(0.19)
0.22
(0.23)
0.01
(0.02)
0.69%*
(0.08)
0.13
(0.11)
0.15
(0.11)
-0.18
(0.46)
-0.07
(0.47)
-0.08
(0.50)
-0.02
(0.54)
0.67*
(0.30)
-0.41
(1.37)
-2.94%
(1.16)
4,300
0.196
650

0.01
(0.07)
0.07
(0.08)
0.00
(0.09)
-0.01
(0.01)
0.59%*
(0.05)
-0.04
(0.09)
0.13+
(0.08)
0.43
(0.43)
0.38
(0.42)
0.48
(0.43)
0.49
(0.42)
0.17*
(0.07)
-0.13
(0.13)
-0.41
(0.95)
4,900
0.171
2250

0.24
(0.18)
0.20
(0.15)
0.08
(0.13)
-0.03*
(0.01)
0.44%*
(0.11)
0.12
(0.14)
-0.19
(0.13)
0.11
(0.15)
0.31*
(0.16)
0.18
(0.19)
0.07
(0.23)
-0.06
(0.22)
0.69
(1.03)
1.80
(1.26)
4,750
0.145
700

135

-0.05
(0.10)
0.06
(0.11)
-0.01
(0.09)
-0.01
(0.01)
0.47%*
(0.08)
0.14
(0.13)
-0.00
(0.12)
-0.09
(0.17)
-0.01
(0.19)
-0.05
(0.19)
-0.06
(0.19)
-0.11
(0.15)
-0.66%*
(0.19)
0.40
(0.90)
4,600
0.165
650

Standard errors in parentheses
** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1
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Appendix 4.5: Full Regressions of Internalizing Behaviors on Three-Generation Family
Household Coresidence

Internalizing — Parent Report Internalizing — Teacher Report
Black  White Hispanic  Asian | Black White Hispanic  Asian
Stable 0.14 0.17 -0.08 0.01 -0.11 035 -0.25 0.44**
(0.14) (0.17) (0.15) (0.13) | (0.18) (0.29) (0.18) (0.16)
Unstable -0.05 0.13+ 0.01 0.04 |0.35** -0.06 0.07 0.00
(0.10) (0.07) (0.10) (0.10) | (0.12) (0.10) (0.19) (0.13)
Single -0.10 0.08 0.01 -0.02 |-0.28+ 0.24 -0.25+ -0.14
(0.12) (0.12) (0.15) (0.30) | (0.16) (0.16) (0.19) (0.30)
Divorced 0.10 -0.08 -0.16 0.12 -0.08 0.27+  0.78+ -0.10
(0.22) (0.14) (0.16) (0.39) | (0.24) (0.15) (0.41) (0.36)
Cohabiting -0.12  -0.04 -0.12 0.09 -0.10 0.34**  0.01 0.08
(0.13) (0.08) (0.10) (0.22) | (0.18) (0.12) (0.11) (0.22)
15-17 -0.18 -0.11 0.42+ -0.12 0.56 0.17 0.31 -0.75
(0.27)  (0.20) (0.24) (1.32) | (0.35) (0.45) (0.38) (0.45)
18-19 0.15 -0.04 -0.01 0.46 0.06 0.37 -0.11 -0.76**
(0.17) (0.15) (0.21) (0.37) | (0.31) (0.24) (0.25) (0.28)
20-24 0.18 0.03 0.21+ 0.16 0.06 0.10 0.14 -0.26
(0.13) (0.10) (0.112) (0.15) | (0.25) (0.15) (0.18) (0.18)
25-34 -0.03 0.01 0.16 0.06 -0.07  0.07 0.04 -0.08
(0.12) (0.05) (0.11) (0.09) | (0.19) (0.09) (0.16) (0.10)
High School -0.09 0.09 0.06 0.30 0.12 0.27+ 0.00 -0.31
(0.12) (0.10) (0.10) (0.19) | (0.13) (0.15) (0.13) (0.20)
Some College -0.01 0.07 -0.03 0.26 0.02 0.17 -0.02 -0.55**
(0.13)  (0.09) (0.13) (0.21) | (0.15) (0.14) (0.18) (0.21)
College + 0.11 0.26** 0.19 0.42+ | -0.01 0.06 -0.07 -0.39+
(0.17)  (0.09) (0.14) (0.22) | (0.20) (0.15) (0.25) (0.20)
Immigrant 0.27 0.10 0.24* -0.06 -0.11 033 -0.01 -0.25
(0.21) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) | (0.22) (0.30) (0.12) (0.17)
Lived with motherat  -0.11  0.14+ 0.20+ 0.22 |-0.24+ -0.13 -0.11 -0.12
16 (0.12) (0.07) (0.11) (0.15) | (0.13) (0.11) (0.17) (0.16)
Lived with fatherat 16 -0.01  -0.02 -0.06 -0.14 0.09 0.02 -0.02 0.08
(0.07) (0.05) (0.09) (0.13) | (0.14) (0.09) (0.13) (0.15)
Primary language 0.30 0.16 -0.13 0.06 0.10 0.02 0.05 0.17
English (0.29) (0.20) (0.09) (0.10) | (0.30) (0.39) (0.10) (0.11)
Mother English -0.02 -0.07+ -0.01  -0.05** | 0.00 0.09 0.02 -0.03+
literacy (0.08) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) | (0.10)0 (0.10) (0.01) (0.02)
Father English literacy -0.02  -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.08  -0.09 0.00 0.03
(0.05) (0.05) (0.01) (0.03) | (0.08) (0.10) (0.01) (0.02)
One sibling 0.02 -0.18**  -0.03 -0.19+ 0.20 0.10 0.20 -0.06
(0.10) (0.04) (0.10) (0.11) | (0.12) (0.09) (0.12) (0.112)
Two siblings -0.06 -0.27**  -0.24* -0.08 0.20 0.13 0.05 -0.02
(0.11) (0.06) (0.10) (0.16) | (0.17) (0.12) (0.15) (0.15)
Three plus siblings 0.01 -0.23+ 0.02 -0.02 0.03 -0.12 -0.23 -0.53*
(0.22) (0.12) (0.18) (0.36) | (0.30) (0.20) (0.28) (0.26)
Urban 0.03 -0.02 -043* 0.38** | 0.21 0.06  0.83** -0.07
(0.14) (0.05) (0.19) (0.14) | (0.15) (0.08) (0.22) (0.27)
Northwest -0.08 0.18* -0.01 0.06 0.03  -0.02 0.20 0.18
(0.13) (0.08) (0.13) (0.13) | (0.21) (0.10) (0.17) (0.21)



South

West

Child’s age at
Kindergarten

Baby boy

Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06
Grandmother Less
than High School
High School

Some College
College +
Grandmother Depress
Grandfather Depress
Observations

R-squared
subpop.no.of obs

-0.02
(0.14)
-0.16
(0.19)
0.02
(0.01)
0.03
(0.07)
0.25*
(0.12)
-0.15
(0.12)
-0.03
(0.20)
0.04
(0.20)
0.20
(0.22)
0.26
(0.25)
0.40+
(0.24)
0.14
(0.29)
-1.61
(1.27)
6,000
0.049
1000

-0.12
(0.08)
0.06
(0.09)
-0.00
(0.01)
-0.02
(0.04)
-0.10
(0.09)
0.20%*
(0.07)
0.03
(0.20)
0.06
(0.20)
0.02
(0.19)
0.10
(0.21)
0.23%*
(0.07)
-0.02
(0.15)
1.15
(0.83)
6,700
0.064
3000

-0.18+
(0.09)
-0.05
(0.09)
0.02
(0.01)
-0.11
(0.07)
-0.17
(0.11)
0.37%*
(0.11)
0.07
(0.13)
-0.23
(0.17)
0.54%*
(0.18)
0.30
(0.23)
-0.01
(0.19)
0.06
(0.33)
-0.78
(1.15)
6,600
0.100
1050

-0.08
(0.13)
-0.14
(0.10)
0.00
(0.01)
0.09
(0.07)
-0.20
(0.15)
0.05
(0.15)
-0.02
(0.15)
-0.23
(0.16)
0.22
(0.18)
0.10
(0.17)
0.12
(0.39)
-0.31
(0.38)
-0.21
(1.10)
6,350
0.067
900

0.06
(0.17)
0.34
(0.22)
0.01
(0.02)
0.20%*
(0.09)
0.13
(0.13)
-0.07
(0.11)
0.52
(0.55)
0.51
(0.56)
0.69
(0.54)
0.23
(0.60)
0.80%
(0.33)
-0.12
(1.27)
-2.35
(1.72)
4,050
0.111
500

-0.04
(0.09)
-0.01
(0.09)
-0.00
(0.01)
0.19%
(0.08)
-0.04
(0.13)
-0.05
(0.11)
-0.64+
(0.36)
-0.62+
(0.34)
-0.55
(0.33)
-0.46
(0.33)
-0.12
(0.11)
-0.01
(0.18)
0.35
(1.65)
4,250
0.057
1600

-0.03
(0.16)
-0.12
(0.16)
0.02
(0.01)
-0.02
(0.12)
0.34+
(0.20)
-0.39%
(0.17)
0.05
(0.15)
-0.14
(0.20)
0.04
(0.28)
0.02
(0.23)
-0.08
(0.30)
-0.36
(0.43)
-2.36%
(1.08)
4,650
0.098
600

137

-0.10
(0.20)
0.08
(0.15)
-0.01
(0.02)
0.05
(0.10)
-0.21
(0.17)
-0.06
(0.18)
-0.23
(0.16)
-0.16
(0.18)
-0.08
(0.17)
-0.36+
(0.18)
-0.63*
(0.27)
0.19
(0.80)
1.53
(1.04)
4,450
0.113
550

Standard errors in parentheses
** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1
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Appendix 4.6: Full Regressions of Prosocial Behaviors on Three-Generation Family Household

Coresidence

Prosocial Behavior — Parent Report

Prosocial Behavior — Teacher Report

Black White  Hispanic  Asian Black White  Hispanic  Asian
Stable -0.20 0.02 -0.15 -0.11 0.31* -0.36+ 0.05 -0.49*
(0.14) (0.12) (0.17) (0.13) (0.12) (0.19) (0.21) (0.22)
Unstable -0.25* -0.05 0.02 0.01 -0.28* -0.13 -0.02 -0.30*
(0.13) (0.07) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.14) (0.12)
Single 0.01 -0.14 0.05 -0.03 -0.06 -0.17 -0.22+ 0.18
(0.11) (0.12) (0.16) (0.28) (0.15) (0.14) (0.13) (0.24)
Divorced 0.06 0.33** 0.14 0.01 -0.01 -0.21 -0.41 -0.96**
(0.21) (0.09) (0.21) (0.32) (0.27) (0.19) (0.28) (0.15)
Cohabiting 0.00 0.23* -0.02 0.17 -0.06 -0.25%  -0.35** 0.05
(0.13) (0.09) (0.10) (0.21) (0.21) (0.11) (0.13) (0.21)
15-17 -0.01 0.28 0.18 1.55** -0.02 0.13 -0.05 2.63**
(0.33) (0.28) (0.30) (0.26) (0.38) (0.32) (0.40) (0.43)
18-19 0.02 0.31* 0.16 0.70** -0.03 0.14 0.24 0.42
(0.19) (0.15) (0.16) (0.24) (0.28) (0.23) (0.27) (0.33)
20-24 0.07 0.27** 0.10 0.18 -0.22 0.25* -0.00 0.05
(0.15) (0.08) (0.12) (0.17) (0.23) (0.12) (0.18) (0.16)
25-34 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.14 -0.06 0.11
(0.13) (0.05) (0.09) (0.08) (0.19) (0.10) (0.18) (0.09)
High School -0.03 0.19* 0.11 0.33+ 0.14 -0.04 -0.04 0.38+
(0.15) (0.09) (0.12) (0.17) (0.17) (0.14) (0.14) (0.23)
Some College 0.08 0.35** 0.27+ 0.40* 0.20 0.05 0.01 0.56*
(0.16) (0.10) (0.15) (0.17) (0.16) (0.13) (0.12) (0.24)
College + 0.23 0.50** 0.28+ 0.38+ 0.17 0.28+ 0.02 0.43*
(0.18) (0.12) (0.17) (0.19) (0.20) (0.15) (0.21) (0.21)
Immigrant -0.29 0.03 -0.02 0.04 -0.04 -0.22 -0.02 -0.18
(0.18) (0.17) (0.11) (0.13) (0.19) (0.25) (0.12) (0.14)
Lived with motherat 16  0.05 0.10 0.08 -0.01 -0.23 0.11 0.10 -0.09
(0.10) (0.07) (0.11) (0.13) (0.14) (0.11) (0.14) (0.16)
Lived with father at 16 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 0.17 -0.11 0.06 0.16 -0.17
(0.08) (0.05) (0.09) (0.12) (0.13) (0.08) (0.12) (0.11)
Primary language -0.28 -0.11 -0.08 -0.12 -0.01 -0.21 -0.01 -0.21+
English (0.24) (0.25) (0.09) (0.10) (0.34) (0.24) (0.09) (0.11)
Mother English literacy ~ -0.01 0.10* 0.03* 0.02 0.01 -0.09 -0.00 0.03
(0.04) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02)
Father English literacy -0.07 0.03 -0.00 0.06** | 0.12+ 0.15** -0.00 0.02
(0.04) (0.07) (0.01) (0.02) (0.07) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
One sibling -0.03 -0.06 -0.04 0.01 0.02 -0.06 -0.11 0.05
(0.08) (0.04) (0.08) (0.09) (0.13) (0.08) (0.13) (0.14)
Two siblings -0.33*  -0.16* -0.15 0.11 -0.26+ -0.18+ 0.07 -0.09
(0.13) (0.07) (0.112) (0.13) (0.14) (0.09) (0.12) (0.13)
Three plus siblings -0.32+ -0.08 0.37* 0.73 0.19 -0.06 -0.38+ 1.05**
(0.17) (0.19) (0.17) (0.50) (0.35) (0.17) (0.21) (0.27)
Urban 0.14 -0.03 0.08 0.01 0.05 -0.08 -0.37 0.16
(0.09) (0.05) (0.17) (0.22) (0.14) (0.10) (0.30) (0.19)
Northwest -0.37* -0.08 -0.04 -0.11 -0.09 0.03 -0.41** -0.29



South

West
Child’s age at
Kindergarten
Baby boy
Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06
Grandmother Less than
High School
High School

Some College
College +
Grandmother Depress
Grandfather Depress
Constant
Observations

R-squared
subpop.no.of obs

(0.17)
-0.11
(0.18)
-0.16
(0.21)
0.01

(0.02)

-0.39%*

(0.08)
-0.14
(0.10)
-0.14
(0.09)
0.00

(0.11)
0.11

(0.25)
0.25

(0.25)
0.28

(0.26)
0.47+
(0.25)
-0.12
(0.31)
-0.22
(0.26)
0.95

(1.21)

6,000
0.100
990

(0.07)
-0.00
(0.08)
-0.08
(0.08)
0.01+
(0.01)
-0.36%*
(0.05)
0.13+
(0.07)
-0.23%*
(0.07)
-0.05
(0.08)
-0.92%*
(0.23)
-1.01%*
(0.23)
-0.96%*
(0.24)
-0.98**
(0.26)
-0.03
(0.08)
0.05
(0.09)
-1.45
(1.11)

6,650
0.095
2950

(0.13)
-0.04
(0.12)
0.08
(0.12)
0.02
(0.01)
-0.15%
(0.07)
-0.08
(0.14)
-0.06
(0.13)
0.04
(0.12)
0.16
(0.13)

0.44%*

(0.16)
0.37+
(0.19)
0.53*
(0.20)
-0.18
(0.18)
-0.08
(0.34)
-1.87+
(1.01)

6,600
0.108
1050

(0.13)
0.14
(0.12)
0.05
(0.12)
0.02+
(0.01)
-0.32%*
(0.07)
0.01
(0.15)
-0.19
(0.13)
0.13
(0.15)
0.16
(0.14)
0.22
(0.16)
0.23
(0.19)
0.17
(0.16)
-0.21
(0.30)
0.17
(0.72)
-3.10%*
(1.06)

6,300
0.120
850

(0.17)
0.01
(0.14)
0.02
(0.23)
0.00
(0.02)
-0.34**
(0.10)
-0.12
(0.10)
-0.23+

(0.13)

-0.17
(0.46)
-0.13
(0.48)
-0.14
(0.46)
-0.09
(0.48)
-0.30
(0.26)
1.28
(0.89)
-1.08
(1.40)

4,050
0.123
500

(0.12)
0.04
(0.10)
-0.15
(0.12)
0.01
(0.01)
-0.36%*
(0.07)
0.03
(0.12)
-0.02

(0.10)

0.43
(0.34)
0.42
(0.33)
0.38
(0.34)
0.34
(0.33)
-0.01
(0.08)
-0.28
(0.21)
-1.74
(1.25)

4,200
0.109
1550

(0.15)
-0.28*
(0.14)
-0.19

(0.12)
0.03+
(0.02)
-0.22%
(0.10)
-0.06

(0.21)
-0.11

(0.18)

0.08
(0.16)
0.09
(0.20)
-0.17
(0.24)
0.12
(0.30)
0.21
(0.39)
0.21
(0.44)
-1.36
(1.24)

4,650
0.088
600

139

(0.19)
0.06
(0.23)
-0.15
(0.16)
0.04*
(0.01)
-0.13
(0.09)
-0.24
(0.21)
-0.10

(0.22)

0.10
(0.21)
-0.15
(0.22)

0.19
(0.24)
0.16
(0.23)
-0.19
(0.32)

-1.19%*
(0.23)
-2.85%
(1.10)

4,450
0.189
550

Standard errors in parentheses
** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1
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Appendix 4.7: Full Regressions of Learning Behaviors on Three-Generation Family Household

Coresidence

Positive Learning — Parent Report

Positive Learning — Teacher Report

Black White Hispanic  Asian Black White  Hispanic  Asian
Stable -0.21 0.01 -0.19 -0.12 -0.03 -0.16 0.10 -0.23+
(0.17) (0.12) (0.18) (0.12) (0.13) (0.21) (0.17) (0.13)
Unstable -0.08 -0.07 0.18+ 0.05 -0.43** -0.12 0.15 0.12
(0.09) (0.08) (0.11) (0.10) (0.09) (0.08) (0.10) (0.12)
Single -0.04  -0.30**  -0.10 -0.21 -0.20 -0.36*  -0.38** 0.35
(0.10) (0.08) (0.17) (0.20) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.29)
Divorced -0.03 -0.00 0.11 -0.95* -0.19 -0.03 -0.01 -1.25**
(0.15) (0.11) (0.25) (0.37) (0.19) (0.16) (0.24) (0.15)
Cohabiting -0.24* -0.00 -0.05 -0.21 0.04 -0.30**  -0.06 -0.21
(0.112) (0.08) (0.10) (0.20) (0.17) (0.11) (0.12) (0.18)
15-17 0.06 0.22 -0.13 1.02** 0.09 0.01 -0.53+ 0.55*
(0.31) (0.26) (0.32) (0.26) (0.22) (0.25) (0.29) (0.22)
18-19 -0.05 0.14 -0.14 1.16** 0.58** 0.12 -0.24 -0.05
(0.18) (0.15) (0.22) (0.35) (0.19) (0.18) (0.21) (0.22)
20-24 -0.06 0.08 -0.08 0.20+ 0.24+ 0.00 -0.21 0.21
(0.12) (0.08) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.10) (0.18) (0.15)
25-34 -0.03 -0.04 0.13 -0.03 0.13 0.05 -0.08 0.17+
(0.10) (0.06) (0.10) (0.08) (0.16) (0.07) (0.15) (0.09)
High School 0.14 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.19 -0.12 0.05 0.38*
(0.12) (0.10) (0.11) (0.15) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.19)
Some College 0.17 0.28* 0.12 0.18 0.29+ 0.07 -0.18 0.47*
(0.13) (0.11) (0.18) (0.19) (0.15) (0.12) (0.12) (0.18)
College + 0.40**  0.38**  0.44** 0.36+ 0.42* 0.21+ 0.10 0.68**
(0.15) (0.13) (0.14) (0.20) (0.19) (0.13) (0.21) (0.14)
Immigrant -0.15 -0.23 0.01 -0.01 0.11 -0.11 0.11 -0.18
(0.17) (0.15) (0.10) (0.12) (0.19) (0.17) (0.13) (0.13)
Lived with mother at 16 0.10 0.12 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.20* 0.30* -0.07
(0.09) (0.08) (0.12) (0.13) (0.112) (0.09) (0.12) (0.13)
Lived with father at 16 -0.00 -0.01 -0.13 -0.02 0.19+ 0.04 0.05 -0.14
(0.08) (0.05) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12) (0.07) (0.10) (0.12)
Primary language -0.17 0.00 -0.16* 0.03 0.10 -0.09 -0.05 -0.01
English (0.25) (0.28) (0.08) (0.10) (0.35) (0.31) (0.10) (0.09)
Mother English literacy -0.07 0.08 0.04** 0.01 -0.10+ 0.03 -0.00 -0.03*
(0.06) (0.05) (0.01) (0.02) (0.05) (0.09) (0.02) (0.01)
Father English literacy 0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.05* 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.03
(0.05) (0.08) (0.01) (0.02) (0.07) (0.06) (0.01) (0.02)
One sibling -0.01 0.03 -0.08 0.24* -0.06 0.05 0.15 0.11
(0.09) (0.05) (0.09) (0.10) (0.112) (0.06) (0.11) (0.09)
Two siblings -0.26**  -0.05 -0.11 0.14 -0.22* -0.02 -0.00 0.08
(0.10) (0.06) (0.12) (0.15) (0.10) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12)
Three plus siblings -0.41* 0.04 0.28 0.44+ 0.01 -0.29 -0.01 -0.31
(0.19) (0.15) (0.18) (0.26) (0.28) (0.20) (0.28) (0.60)
Urban 0.32** 0.04 0.14 0.22 0.26+ -0.07 0.10 -0.15
(0.09) (0.05) (0.16) (0.22) (0.14) (0.07) (0.32) (0.16)
Northwest -0.18  -0.14** 0.05 -0.13 0.02 -0.08 0.01 0.27+



South

West

Child’s age at
Kindergarten

Baby boy

Premature

Low birth weight
Kindergarten 06
Grandmother Less than
High School

High School

Some College
College +
Grandmother Depress
Grandfather Depress
Constant
Observations

R-squared
subpop.no.of obs

(0.12)
-0.02
(0.11)
-0.08
(0.21)
0.02+
(0.01)
-0.38%*
(0.07)
-0.12
(0.09)
-0.06
(0.09)
-0.04
(0.11)
0.17
(0.34)
0.35
(0.34)
0.31
(0.34)
0.33
(0.35)
-0.16
(0.22)
-0.25
(0.62)
-0.89
(1.01)

6,000
0.106
1000

(0.05)
-0.04
(0.06)
-0.15%
(0.07)
0.01+
(0.01)
-0.28%*
(0.05)
0.06
(0.07)
-0.22%*
(0.06)
-0.02
(0.08)
-0.55*
(0.24)
-0.53*
(0.23)
-0.44+
(0.23)
-0.46*
(0.23)
-0.08
(0.07)
0.13
(0.13)
-1.89
(1.15)

6,700
0.099
3000

(0.15)
-0.12
(0.11)
0.18+
(0.10)
0.01
(0.01)
-0.13+
(0.07)
-0.01
(0.13)
-0.19+
(0.10)
-0.01
(0.13)
0.07
(0.15)
0.20
(0.19)
0.17
(0.19)
0.32
(0.21)
-0.18
(0.19)
0.19
(0.33)
-1.32
(0.96)

6,600
0.110
1050

(0.18)
0.16
(0.15)
-0.02
(0.15)
0.03+
(0.01)
-0.35%*
(0.07)
-0.09
(0.16)
-0.01
(0.16)
0.05
(0.14)
0.12
(0.10)
0.34**
(0.12)
0.40%*
(0.15)
0.23
(0.17)
0.18
(0.47)
-0.17
(0.82)
-3.12%*
(1.15)

6,350
0.177
900

(0.17)
0.02
(0.16)
0.03
(0.22)
-0.01
(0.02)
-0.62%*
(0.09)
-0.06
(0.11)
-0.28*
(0.11)
-0.42%%
(0.16)
0.21
(0.29)
0.33
(0.30)
0.26
(0.32)
0.20
(0.39)
-0.50
(0.32)
0.83
(0.76)
1.08
(1.74)

4,300
0.198
650

(0.07)
-0.03
(0.07)
-0.04
(0.08)
0.03**
(0.01)
-0.44%%

(0.05)
-0.04
(0.11)
-0.16+
(0.09)
0.02
(0.09)
-0.00
(0.43)
0.03
(0.42)
-0.01
(0.44)
-0.04
(0.44)
-0.11
(0.07)
0.03
(0.09)
-1.62+
(0.91)

4,900
0.141
2250

(0.20)
-0.06
(0.19)
0.23
(0.18)
0.05%*
(0.02)
-0.31%*
(0.11)
-0.27*
(0.13)
-0.00
(0.14)
0.07
(0.16)
-0.08
(0.16)
0.07
(0.19)
-0.09
(0.22)
0.11
(0.29)
0.32
(0.23)
-0.16
(0.66)
-3.88%*
(1.44)

4,800
0.148
750

141

(0.15)
0.22
(0.14)
0.13
(0.11)
0.02
(0.01)
-0.37%*
(0.07)
-0.21
(0.13)
-0.07
(0.15)
-0.09
(0.15)
-0.03
(0.13)
-0.16
(0.15)
0.06
(0.18)
-0.18
(0.14)
0.11
(0.14)
-0.74
(0.51)
-0.25
(0.99)

4,600
0.183
650

Standard errors in parentheses

** n<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1



Appendix 4.8: Results of Unweighted Regressions: Three-Generation Family Household Coefficients

Expressive ~ Fine  Gross Over-  Externalizing Internalizing Prosocial Learning
Math Read Language Motor Motor Health Obese weight Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher

Black

Stable  0.08  0.17 010 | -0.05 -0.01 0.89 1.73+ 1.01 -0.29% -0.38* = 0.11 = -0.15 | 0.01 0.43* ' 0.04  0.17
0.11)70.11)" (0.11) 7(0.13) "(0.12) (-0.41)"(1.66) "(0.03) "(0.14) " (0.17) "(0.13) " (0.19) "(0.14) " (0.18) "(0.14) " (0.16)
Unstable "0.03 "0.05  -0.14* " 0.01 "-0.05 079 165* 135 "002 " 005 "008 " 019 "-0.14 -0.25% "-0.03 -0.27**
0.0170.07)" (0.07) "(0.09) "(0.08) (-1.33)"(2.29) "(1.62) "(0.09) " (0.11) "(0.09) " (0.12) "(0.09) " (0.12) "(0.09) " (0.10)

White

Stable | 0.01 -0.05 -0.25*  -0.28* -0.06 0.84 = 1.35 1.29 0.25% 0.33*  0.07 = 0.13 | 0.04 -0.38*  0.07 -0.27+
0.11)70.11)" (0.10) "(0.12) 7(0.13) (-0.67) "(0.85) "(0.88) "(0.12) " (0.14) "(0.12) " (0.17) "(0.12) " (0.17) "(0.11) " (0.14)
Unstable -0.06 -0.11*" -0.08 " -0.06 -0.13*  0.82 1.64** 1.34* 0.21**" 0.06 0.10+ -0.01 "-0.09 -0.15+ -0.11+ -0.08
"0.05) "(0.05) " (0.05) "(0.06) "(0.06) (-1.57)"(2.76) "(2.06) "(0.06) " (0.07) "(0.06) " (0.09) "(0.06) " (0.08) "(0.06) " (0.07)

Hispanic

Stable  0.04 -0.02 ~ 0.08 005  -0.11 0.83 1.83* 1.49 -0.21+ -0.38* 0.01 -0.03  -0.05 -0.21  -0.04 = 0.03
011)"0.11) " (0.14) "(0.12) "(0.13) (-0.68) "(2.06) "(1.48) "(0.13) " (0.15) "(0.13) " (0.17) "(0.13) " (0.18) "(0.13) " (0.16)
F

Unstable "0.04 "0.07  0.18* " 010 "-0.04 "120 "125 "105 "-0.03 -0.21* "0.05 " 003 "0.01 " -0.08 "0.13 " 0.09
"0.07) "(0.07) " (0.09) "(0.08) "(0.08) "(1.05) "(1.07) "(0.27) "(0.08) " (0.09) "(0.09) " (0.11) "(0.08) " (0.11) "(0.08) " (0.10)

Asian

Stable -0.07 -0.28*  -0.26*  -0.19+ 0.08 @ 1.02 2.24* 1.40 = 0.10 = -0.00 ' -0.02 0.32*  -0.11 -0.53** -0.19 -0.23*
0.10)"0.11) " (0.13) "(0.12) "(0.10) "(0.07) "(2.26) "(1.24) "(0.11) " (0.11) "(0.12) " (0.14) "(0.12) " (0.14) "(0.11) " (0.12)
Unstable "0.03 "-0.06  -0.19* " 0.05 "-0.06 " 093 "1.06 "~ 0.89 "-003 " -0.02 "0.01 " 001 "003 -0.25% "0.00 " 0.07
"0.08)"(0.08) " (0.10) "(0.09) "(0.08) (-0.38) "(0.17) (-0.52) "(0.08) " (0.09) "(0.09) " (0.11) "(0.09) " (0.11) "(0.09) 7 (0.09)

Note:

SE's or t-statistics in parentheses. All models include controls for relationship status, age of mother and child (at Kindergarten entry), education,
immigrant status, child gender, premature birth, low birth weight, whether mother and father lived with both parents at age 16, number of
siblings, urban residence, region of country, grandmother education, grandmother and grandfather depression, kindergarten wave, English
primary language, and English literacy of mother and father.

**p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10

44"



Appendix 4.9: Results of Imputed Regressions: Three-Generation Family Household Coefficients

Expressive  Fine Externalizing Internalizing Prosocial Learning
Math  Read Language Motor Motor Health Obese weight Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher
Black
Stable ' 0.02  0.15  -0.01  -0.07 -0.09 0.1 1.87+ 1.19 -0.15 -0.26 0.10 -0.19 -0.16 0.32* -0.16 0.04
0.11)"0.11)" (0.11) "(0.12) "(0.15) (-1.48)"(1.83) "(0.48) "(0.14) " (0.17) "(0.15) " (0.18) "(0.14) " (0.13) "(0.17) " (0.13)
Unstable "-0.0170.06 © -0.12 " -0.09 "-0.08 " 0.92 1.72** 1.58* "-0.07 " 0.14 "-0.04 0.33* "-0.19 -0.25% "-0.01 -0.38**
0.07)"(0.08) " (0.09) (0.13) 7(0.06) (-0.47)"(2.76) "(2.21) "(0.08) " (0.12) "(0.10) " (0.13) "(0.12) 7 (0.10) (0.09) " (0.09)
White
Stable ' 0.17 '-0.01  -0.25 | -0.14 ~ 0.03 092 156 1.40 0.43** 0.40*  0.16 = 0.33  -0.01 -0.32+ 0.00 -0.11
0.13)7(0.14)” (0.16) "(0.18) "(0.16) (-0.26) "(1.01) "(0.88) "(0.15) " (0.19) "(0.16) " (0.28) "(0.12) " (0.18) "(0.12) " (0.19)
Unstable "-0.02 "-0.07 7 -0.06 ' -0.04 "-0.10 0.69* 1.73* 1.61** 0.15+ 0.17+ ' 0.12 " -0.08 "-0.04 " -0.12 "-0.07 " -0.10
"0.06) (0.07) " (0.05) (0.05) "(0.08) (-2.01)"(2.25) "(2.87) "(0.08) " (0.09) "(0.07) " (0.10) "(0.07) " (0.09) "(0.08) " (0.08)
Hispanic
Stable  0.14 007 013 018  -0.15 0.78 1.48 1.39  -0.24 -0.44** -0.05 -0.28 -0.15 0.09  -0.19 0.12
0.12)"(0.15) " (0.15) "(0.12) "(0.12) (-0.88) "(1.28) "(0.97) "(0.16) " (0.14) "(0.14) " (0.17) "(0.16) " (0.20) "(0.18) " (0.17)
Unstable "0.04 "0.00 022 "0.13 "-005 7118 "1.27 "127 "-013 -022* "0.04 " 004 7002 " -007 "0.16 " 0.14
"0.07) "(0.07) " (0.09) "(0.08) "(0.08) "(0.89) "(1.03) "(1.27) "(0.08) " (0.09) "(0.10) " (0.12) "(0.12) " (0.13) "(0.10) " (0.09)
Asian
Stable ' -0.02 -0.20+ -0.27* | -0.09 = 0.14 1.15 179 = 1.01 © 0.19 = 0.14 ' 001 0.44** -0.14 -0.44* -0.14 -0.21
0.12)"0.12)" (0.13) "(0.15) "(0.11) "(0.48) "(1.44) "(0.04) "(0.14) " (0.10) "(0.12) " (0.16) "(0.13) " (0.21) "(0.12) " (0.14)
Unstable "0.04 "-0.11  -0.22*x " 0.09 "-0.12 "0.89 "1.08 "0.78 "0.09 " 001 "0.02 " 001 "001 -0.27* "0.05 " 0.11
"0.08) "(0.10) " (0.11) "(0.09) "(0.08) (-0.55)"(0.24) (-0.99) "(0.08) " (0.10) "(0.09) " (0.13) "(0.10) " (0.12) "(0.10) " (0.11)
Note:

SE's or t-statistics in parentheses. All models include controls for relationship status, age of mother and child (at Kindergarten entry),
education, immigrant status, child gender, premature birth, low birth weight, whether mother and father lived with both parents at age 16,
number of siblings, urban residence region of country, grandmother education, grandmother and grandfather depression, kindergarten wave,
English primary language, and English literacy of mother and father. Regressions are weighted by WKRO or WKT450

** n<,01, * p<.05, + p<.10

evt



Appendix 4.10: Results of Regressions of Ever (Stable or Unstable) in a Three-Generation Family Household - Main Effect
Coefficients

Expressive Fine = Gross Over-  Externalizing Internalizing Prosocial Learning
Math Read Language Motor Motor Health Obese weight Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher

Black

GP ".0.01 007 -011  -0.11 -0.13+ 0.84 1.92* 141 -010 010 001 0.26* -0.24* -0.11 -0.12 -0.32**
"(0.06) "(0.07) " (0.09) "(0.11) "(0.07) (-0.89) "(3.32) "(1.46) "(0.07) " (0.12) "(0.09) " (0.11) "(0.11) " (0.10) "(0.09) " (0.09)

White

GP ".0.01 -0.08 -0.10* | -0.06 -0.10 071+ 1.72% 162** 0.22** 0.22* 0.4+ 002 -0.04 -0.17+ -0.06 -0.12
"(0.06) (0.07) " (0.05) "(0.05) "(0.08) (-1.86) (2.16) "(2.87) "(0.08) " (0.09) "(0.07) " (0.11) "(0.07) " (0.09) "(0.07) " (0.08)

Hispanic

GP 7005 003 019+ 015 -0.08 117 133 123 -0.17* -0.28** -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.9 0.13
"(0.07)"(0.08) " (0.10) "(0.08) "(0.08) "(0.82) "(1.31) "(1.11) "(0.08) " (0.09) (0.09) " (0.13) (0.11) " (0.13) "(0.11) " (0.09)

Asian

GP ".0.00 -0.17+ -0.23*  0.02 -0.03 1.00 157 084 011 003 002 014 -0.04 -0.35** -0.01 0.00
"(0.08)"(0.09) " (0.10) "(0.10) "(0.07) (-0.00) (1.55) (-0.79) "(0.08) " (0.08) "(0.08) " (0.11) "(0.09) " (0.13) "(0.09) " (0.10)

Note:
GP = Grandparent ever present.

SE's or t-statistics in parentheses. All models include controls for relationship status, age of mother and child (at Kindergarten entry), education,
immigrant status, child gender, premature birth, low birth weight, whether mother and father lived with both parents at age 16, number of
siblings, urban residence region of country, grandmother education, grandmother and grandfather depression, kindergarten wave, English
primary language, and English literacy of mother and father. Regressions are weighted by WKRO or WKT450.

** <01, * p<.05, + p<.10

124"
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Appendix 4.11: Discussion of Fixed Effects and Lagged Dependent Variable Results

Studies of effects of family structure are inherently plagued with issues of selection.
Longitudinal data can be used to better account for some issues of selection. In particular,
individual fixed effects which can account for unobserved time invariant characteristics may help
address identification problems. Another modeling strategy that can be employed with
longitudinal studies is the lagged dependent variable (also known as residualized change) model
that includes earlier measures of the outcome variable in the model to account for unobserved
time invariant characteristics. Both individual fixed effects and lagged dependent variable
models (LDV) rely on change in the outcome between two measurement points to estimate an
effect. In the case of individual fixed effects, estimation also requires change in the key

independent variable.

Using data from the ECLS-B, individual fixed effects and LDV models were run but
were not preferred for a few reasons. First, as mentioned above, the same measures must be
available in at least two survey waves. The ECLS-B only obtained the same child wellbeing
measures at two time points - at the year 4 and Kindergarten (5.5 years) waves. Thus, both the
fixed effects and LDV models are estimated only on change from ages 4 to 5, essentially
throwing out earlier information. There is little reason to believe that changes occurring between
ages 4 and 5 are of particular importance developmentally — and the focus of this paper was to
look at early childhood and school readiness. Second, in the fixed effects models the key
independent variable (three-generation family coresidence) must change as well to estimate an
effect. Therefore fixed effects models can only estimate an effect on changes between years 4
and 5 on changes in outcomes between years 4 and 5. Given the focus of this paper on

differences between stable and unstable households, this modeling approach excludes all stable
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households from the estimation and was not preferred. However, because the data were

available, these models were run and the findings are discussed below.

Individual Fixed Effects
The results of the individual fixed effects models were almost all close to zero and

insignificant. The only significant model was predicting the likelihood of being overweight
where a change in three-generation coresidence was associated with a decrease in the likelihood
of being overweight. These models were re-run with time varying measures of relationship
status and the findings were very similar. These zero results are in keeping with earlier work that
found that family structure (including three-generation households) from birth to age 5 were not
significantly associated with child outcomes in a disadvantaged population (Foster & Kalil,
2002). It is also consistent with the findings in Chapter 2 — that unstable three-generation family

households had little or no association with child wellbeing.

Lagged Dependent Variables

The results of the LDV models were very similar to the main models reported in the
paper. Occasionally some coefficients did not remain statistically significant; however overall
the LDV models did not change the results. The LDV models were run in two different ways,
first, the lagged variable was included on the right hand side of the equation leaving the model
the same as those run in the main paper. Second, to address issues of time ordering (three-
generation coresidence was measured from 9 months through to Kindergarten with lags from 4
years) it was re-estimated with three-generation coresidence from 9 months through age 4 with
the lag in the outcome at age 4 on outcomes at Kindergarten. Again in these models the
differences between the OLS and the LDV models were small and the substantive findings did

not change.
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Appendix 4.12: Three-Generation Family Coresidence and Outcomes at Pre-school/Year 4

To see if there were differences in the findings between outcomes measures at year
4/Preschool and Kindergarten outcomes, the analyses were also run investigating the association
between three-generation family coresidence and outcomes at year 4. These findings should be

viewed as preliminary as the full set of tests was not run on these outcomes.

Interestingly, the findings from year 4 are quite similar to those at Kindergarten. For
example, among Asian children the lower reading and expressive language scores associated
with three-generation family coresidence are already evident at age 4. A few additional
significant associations appear at age 4 that are no longer significant at Kindergarten. In
particular, for parent reports of child behavior for Black children, there is a significant
association with more prosocial and learning behaviors not seen at Kindergarten. At the
Preschool wave an additional measure was collected — knowledge of colors. For Black and
Hispanic children (and to a lesser extent Asian children), coresidence was associated with

identifying fewer colors correctly.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

This dissertation aimed to explore the association between three-generation family
coresidence and early child wellbeing. It contributes to the literature on family structure and
three-generation family households in several ways. It is the first study to document trends and
patterns in three-generation family coresidence over the course of early childhood.. This research
is also one of the first studies to consider differences in the association between stable and
unstable coresidence and child wellbeing, and the first to do so among 3 year olds and children at
kindergarten entry. Lastly, this research is the first to investigate differences in the association

(and correlates of coresidence) by mother’s relationship status and among Asian children.

This concluding chapter will provide a brief overview of the findings from the
dissertation and, where feasible, compare and contrast findings from the FF and ECLS-B studies.
Implications of this research for social work and social policy are discussed as well as areas for

future research.

DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS

The percent of children who live in three-generation family households has increased
over the last decade. Cross-sectional estimates from Census data suggest that about 8% of all
children lived in a three-generation family household in 2011 (Kreider & Ellis, 2011). Although
this represents a significant proportion of all U.S. children, these figures cannot capture the
frequency of these households over time. Using nationally representative data from the ECLS-B,
this dissertation documented that one in four children live in a three-generation family household
at some point during the first five years of life. When looking at a more economically

disadvantaged population, such as the FF study, the percent of children in a three-generation
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family household at some point in time during the first five years of life increases to 40%. The
high frequency with which young children are exposed to three-generation family households
has been largely overlooked in earlier literature. Understanding whether and how three-
generation family household arrangements affect children (especially in early childhood) is

significant given the large proportion of children living in these households.

Consistent with earlier research (Fields, 2003), children in the FF and the ECLS-B were
most likely to live in a three-generation family household during infancy. When the FF study
was weighted to be nationally representative about 17% of the sample lived in a three-generation
family household at the birth; similarly, 15% of the ECLS-B were in a three-generation family
household at the 9 month survey. However, these households were generally short lived and few
children stably coresided with a grandparent throughout early childhood. Only 2% of the FF
sample was stably coresiding with a grandparent over the first 9 years of life (3% birth - age 5),
In the ECLS-B, only 5% of the sample was stably coresident from 9 months to age 5. Instability,
as measured by number of transitions, was much higher in the FF population — 18.5% made two
or more transitions (in or out of a three-generation family household) whereas in the ECLS-B
only 6% did likewise. The descriptive analyses also found that there were large variations by
mother’s relationship status as well as by race/ethnicity in the propensity to live in a three-
generation family household. As has been documented in earlier research, minority households
are more likely to live in a three-generation family household as are mothers who were single at

the birth of their child.
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REGRESSION RESULTS

Chapter 3 investigated the association between stable and unstable three-generation
family coresidence and child outcomes at age 3 using the FF data. This analysis found that stable
three-generation family coresidence was associated with less behavior problems for children of
married couples and some evidence of more internalizing behaviors for children of Black and
single parents. PPVT scores improved for children who stably coresided in a three-generation
family household, except among Hispanics where there was little or no association. Lastly, stable
three-generation coresidence was associated with higher odds of children being overweight for

most groups.

Chapter 4 investigated the associations between stable and unstable three-generation
family coresidence for child outcomes at age 5 using the ECLS-B. In these data, few differences
between stable and unstable coresidence were documented. Associations with child cognitive
outcomes were minimal, although coresidence was suggestive of lower reading and expressive
language scores for Asian children. Similar to the FF study, coresidence was associated with
higher odds of obesity and to a lesser extent overweight in the ECLS-B. For child behaviors,
there were differences between parent reports and teacher reports. In general, the teacher reports
of children’s behavior were more likely to be significantly associated with coresidence than the
parent reports. (This may be a result of better measurement from the teachers, as they are not
subject to shared method variance.) Among White children coresidence was associated with
more externalizing behaviors whereas for Hispanic children coresidence was associated with
fewer externalizing behaviors. Black children in unstable and Asian children in stable three-
generation family households exhibited more internalizing, fewer prosocial and fewer positive

learning behaviors.
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Comparisons between Chapters 3 and 4 are hard to make given differences in samples,
the age of the children studied and different child outcome measures. However, differences in
the associations of stable and unstable three-generation family households are of note. In the FF
study, differences in the stable/unstable coefficients were generally significant and nearly none
of the unstable coefficients were significantly associated with child outcomes. In comparison, in
the ECLS-B, differences between stable and unstable coresidence were nearly all insignificant
(some exceptions were in the teacher reported measures of child behavior). Differences in the
age of the child between the two studies, the timing of the surveys (longer lags between waves in
the ECLS-B) or differences in sample composition may drive this distinction. Stable coresidence
may be more salient in a disadvantaged sample such as the FF study. This dissertation tried to
account for selection factors that might distinguish the two samples (to the extent possible —
although the FF study only includes urban births) by stratifying on race, including many
potentially important control variables as well as conducting a number of robustness checks (e.g.,

income) but it is still possible that unobserved characteristics drive the differences in findings.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND PoLICY

The findings from this dissertation suggest that three-generation family coresidence (with
some exceptions) is generally associated with poorer outcomes for children. Although this
dissertation did not identify the reasons for these differences, coresidence may be indicative of
gaps in child development that social workers, policy makers and educators can try to close.
Educating social workers and teachers about potential gaps in school readiness or child
development among children in three-generation family households might help to mitigate
differences in the long run. Programming targeted at parents (such as parenting classes or efforts

to engage parents in school) could possibly be extended to grandparents as well. Further
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research would need to test the efficacy of providing services to grandparents, but many children
live with a grandparent and engaging with family members beyond the parent might provide an

opportunity to improve child wellbeing.

FUTURE RESEARCH

This dissertation aimed to study the association between three-generation family
coresidence and child wellbeing but as is the nature of most research, has only scratched the
surface of possible topics of study. Future research plans include the study of various mediating
mechanisms to try to better understand the associations found in this research. In particular, more

research on parenting practices might help elucidate the associations found here.

The findings of this dissertation were mixed with regard to the importance of stability in
three-generation family households. It is possible that stability matters more at earlier ages than
at later ages but it is equally possible that children older than those studied here (in middle
childhood or adolescence) might be more affected. Future research that looks at the association

between stable/unstable coresidence among older children is another important next step.

Although this research looked at differences in patterns and associations by race/ethnicity
as well as mother’s relationship status, there are other important groups worth investigating in
the future. In particular, current welfare policies (Temporary Aid to Need Families) require that
teen mothers live with a grandparent in order to receive benefits. Although some investigation of
differences by mother’s age were done here, additional research into differences among teen
mothers, as well as the role of the grandparents in these households could shed some light on the

consequence of this policy for children.
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Lastly, research into the role of grandparents in three-generation family households is
very slim, mostly due to a lack of data. In the last decade or so, efforts to track grandparents and
the role of grandchildren in their lives of grandparents have provided some information, but very
little data has been collected on the role of grandparents within three-generation family
households. If the prevalence of three-generation family households continues to grow as is
likely to occur as a result of current demographic trends (out of wedlock births, decreased
marriage, an aging population), then more data and better studies understanding the role of
grandparents in children’s lives will be important to help researchers, policymakers and

practitioners implement and craft policies and programs that help families and children.
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