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ABSTRACT 
 
 

This dissertation analyzes of the caregiving behavior of adult children towards 

elderly parents and their living arrangements.   

In the first part, we investigate the role of children’s characteristics, primarily 

wealth and wages, in determining coresidency outcomes using data collected as part of 

the Health and Retirement Study. We find that the effect of children’s wealth and wages 

is highly non-linear: primarily found at the lower end of the distribution and inexistent 

elsewhere. We show that this is best explained by children being helped by parents rather 

than providing help themselves. Second, we show that omitting one of the children or 

parent’s SES variables tends to overestimate the relationship between SES of the 

remaining member and coresidency outcomes. Together these two results highlight the 

value of considering rich information on characteristics of both parents and children 

when investigating the determinants of coresidency. 

In the second part, we analyze new intergenerational transfer data that has 

recently become available in the Chinese Social Survey of Family Dynamics (CSSFD) 

and assess whether or not it is useful to measure family support. In particular, we analyze 

the relationship between income and transfers in urban and rural areas. We argue that a 

social security pension system could not be effective without paying attention to its 

crowding out effect on intergenerational private transfers.     

In the third part of the dissertation, we analyze the determinants of financial and 

time transfers from adult children to their elderly parents in rural areas using the matched 

sample from the 2002 Chinese Social Survey of Family Dynamics (CSSFD) and the 2002 

Chinese Longitudinal Healthy Longevity Survey (CLHLS). This is the first survey 

containing rich private transfers information in China. We find that wealthy children are 

more likely to give money transfers and give more; poor parents are more likely to 

receive money transfers and receive more. Interestingly, we also find that children and 

parental income are uncorrelated with time transfers. The evidence suggests that money 

transfers are more determined by children’s financial status, while time transfers respond 

strongly to parental need. Results highlight the existence of strong private transfers from 

adult children to their elderly parents in rural China.  
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Chapter 1 Why don’t adult children live with their elderly 
parents?  
 
Introduction  

One of the most striking family changes in the twentieth century has been the increase in 

the fraction of older people living alone, mirrored by the decline in the share of them 

living with adult children. Over 54 percent of the decline in coresidency1 among retired 

men occurred between 1900 and 1990 (Costa 1997). Many economists, demographers 

and sociologists have been aware of the change and have tried to unravel the causes of 

that change using changing characteristics of the elderly parent population. This paper 

investigates whether characteristics of adult children are also related to coresidency and 

whether they can help understanding the decline in coresidency observed in recent 

decades.   

Several factors may have played a role in the increase of independent elderly 

households. One factor is changing demographics: recent cohorts of elderly have fewer 

children due to the decline in fertility which started in the 1970s (Wolf 1994). Other 

factors include better financial status, decline in disability and migration away from 

children at retirement. The rising income of the elderly, due in part to increased Social 

Security benefits, is viewed by many as a chief reason why so many elderly have chosen 

to live alone since 1950 (McGarry and Schoeni 2000). Also, declines in disability, mean 

that the elderly have fewer health problems and are better able to live on their own (Wolf 

and Soldo 1988). Finally, new cohorts of retirees are in large numbers resettling to new 

communities with a better climate or recreational amenities (Longino 1990). These 

communities are frequently far from children with whom the elderly might reside.   

Existing studies have reached different conclusions about the relative 

importance of these factors. But few have paid attention to the changing characteristics of 

the children. Since children are also participants in the decision-making process, the 

resources of children and constraints they face are at least theoretically linked of the 

living arrangements of the elderly. Adult children’s financial resources, health, 
                                                 
1 Costa (1997) defines coresidency as the elderly live with a family member other than the spouse. In this 
research we define it as an adult child lives with at least one elderly parent.     
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demographics and socioeconomic status likely influence the decision process. The lack of 

research on such determinants is partly explained by the lack of data on coresiding 

children. Using new data linking children to parents, we focus on the role of children’s 

characteristics in explaining coresidency patterns.    

This study uses data from the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) on the 

characteristics of adult children and their elderly parents. We examine whether 

coresidency is affected by children’s wage rate and wealth. We find that the relationship 

between coresidency and children’s wealth and wage rate is highly non-linear. 

Coresidents tend to be concentrated in the lowest wealth and wage quartile but no notable 

relationship is found beyond the first quartile. When wealth enters linearly or in logs, we 

find very small effects which I demonstrate fail to capture the drop in coresidency 

observed in recent years. We relate those effects to questions in the HRS which asked 

children who the move helped and who moved in. We find that such effects at the bottom 

of the distribution can be attributed to children being helped by parents rather than 

helping them themselves. Interestingly, we find omitting the parent or the child’s SES 

characteristics leads to an upward bias on the SES effect of the remaining member on 

coresidency. 

The paper is structured as follows. The following section provides a brief 

overview of previous studies while Sections 3 presents the empirical strategy. Section 4 

describes the data and Section 5 presents some descriptive patterns from the HRS. 

Section 6 presents the estimates results. In Section 7, we provide simulations that help 

gauge the magnitude of the effect. Section 8 concludes.      

 

Previous Related Literature 

Much of the research on coresidency has focused on factors associated with the elderly 

and has shed light on the economic determinants of coresidency. Costa (1997) shows that 

rising incomes of the elderly were the most important factor enabling the elderly to live 

alone prior to 1940. Costa uses 1910 Union Army pensions as the proxy for the income 

of retirees. McGarry and Schoeni (2000) find income growth, particularly increased 

Social Security benefits, was the single most important determinant of living arrangement, 
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accounting for nearly one-half if the increase in independent living. They draw on data 

from each of the last six decennial censuses (1940-1990) as well as complimentary 

datasets on Social Security Income and Old Age Assistance. They focus on elderly 

widows. In contrast, other researchers find the income effect is minimal. Börsch-Supan et 

al. (1992) find that increasing the income of the elderly does not raise the probability of 

their living alone relative to the probability of their living with their children. They use 5 

wave panel data (HRCA) in the 1980s. Schwartz, Danziger, and Smolensky (1984) show 

that income has a small impact on the propensity of the elderly to live alone.        

One difficulty in interpreting these studies is that they fail to control for the 

characteristics of the children of the elderly. Most of the studies include the number of 

living children as one of the “supply-side factors” and find it significant for choosing 

shared living arrangement. However, if characteristics of parents and children are 

correlated, then the estimated coefficient on the parental variables may capture, in part, 

the role of the child’s characteristics. For instance, since income of parents and children 

are commonly highly positively correlated, the measured effects of parents' income on 

living arrangement may be capturing part of the influence of the children's income. So 

does wealth. Wealth is arguably a more important measure for economic status and the 

wealth of parents and children are also linked through private transfers. Omitting 

children’s wealth may bias our estimate of the effect of elderly’s wealth on coresidency.  

Kotlikoff and Morris (1990) stress the role of children, in addition to the 

commonly employed attributes of the elderly. Their estimates from structural models as 

well as logit and probit models suggest that child characteristics such as income and 

marital status are as important as parent characteristics in explaining living arrangements. 

However, this income effect plays a rather minor role in determining living arrangements. 

Their sample has limitations though: the child is not randomly selected (the elderly parent 

chose which child is to be interviewed); the sample size is small (297 parent-child dyads). 

In contrast, Michael, Fuchs, and Scott (1980) examined income effects separately among 

young singles ages 25 to 34 and elderly widows ages 65 and over. They find income to be 

one of the principal determinants of the propensity to live alone and the magnitude is 

sizable (for example, a mean elasticity of about 1.4 for young singles). However, they use 

state level data and thus can not control for observed individual differences.      
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We expand on past work on this subject by exploring the role played by the 

wages and wealth of adult children as well as other relevant characteristics on 

coresidency, and by controlling for factors associated directly with the elderly. This paper 

takes advantage of the rich information from the HRS on adult children and their elderly 

parents to shed light on the subject. But, since information on the elderly in our sample is 

reported from their children, thus they are only proxies for the characteristics of the 

elderly. The ideal situation would be that we get the elderly information also from their 

own reports.     

 

Empirical Strategy  

We consider the choice of living arrangement in a utility maximizing framework in 

which the utility of two possible alternatives is compared. The individual adult child 

chooses the living arrangement that yields the higher possible utility among the two 

alternatives: not to coreside and to coreside (with his/her elderly parents). This 

specification ignores the elderly parents’ wishes (if an adult child is to coreside with 

his/her elderly parents, both parties must agree to the relationship). But, the HRS has 

information on both non-coresident and coresident elderly parents, and therefore we can 

control for characteristics of the elderly that may affect their willingness to provide 

housing for the child or to consent to such a relationship.  

We motivate the empirical work with a framework by Costa (1997) and revise it 

to an adult child’s perspective:  for a child who has an elderly parent, his/her utility under 

no coresidency can be written as );( * DZU nn  and utility under coresidency as );( * DZU cc , 

where *Z is the consumption bundle chosen and D  is a vector of demographics and of 

utility shifters like age or marital status. If );();( ** DZUDZU ccnn , the child will decide 

not to coreside. Transforming them into indirect utility functions will yield 

);,,,( DAhwpV nnn  and );,,,( DAhwpV ccc , where np , nh  are the price of the bundle and  

hours worked under no coresidency, cp , ch  are the price of the bundle and hours worked 

under coresidency, and w , A  are wage rates and wealth.  

Each arrangement is associated with wages and wealth, which determines the 
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arrangement’s utility. The wage rate, which is the opportunity cost of time, will affect the 

children’s financial resources. It is a factor determining how much care elderly parents 

would receive. We note here that coresidency implies some caregiving. As the 

opportunity cost of time rises, fewer hours are supplied to work and a child is less likely 

to coreside. Second, wealth may affect the coresidency decision within the family. 

Children with a house face a higher transaction costs of moving and thus may decide to 

living independently rather than coreside with parents. While the indirect utility functions 

are assumed to be linear, the utility maximizing the child evaluates the decision function,  

 

                        ');,,();,,,( ,
* XDAhwpVDAhwpVI nnnccc  

 

where  is a standard normal error term and X is a vector including the vector of the 

wage rate w  and wealth A ,  hours of work h and prices of consumption bundles under 

coresidency and no coresidency, utility shifters D  and of demographics, socioeconomic 

variables and parent covariates. Although we cannot directly observe the prices that a 

child faces, we can observe characteristics such as marital status, that will determine the 

price of goods that the child faces. Similarly, although we cannot observe hours worked, 

we can observe gender and education and proxies for it. The value of *I  is not observed 

either, but a discrete indicator can be observed and given by:   

 

     if  0*I  

     otherwise 

   

 

where 1 represents coresidency and 0 independence. The probit equation then estimated 

is )'()'(Pr)1( XXobIrob , where () is a standard normal cumulative 

distribution function.  

 

 

 

1
0

I
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The Data 

We rely upon the first wave of the Health and Retirement Study (HRS). The HRS is 

useful in two regards. First, it contains large samples of adult children and asked a 

number of direct questions on coresidency with each of their parents. Second, the 

economic data is of good quality due to the use of recent survey techniques such as 

bracketing; and missing values are well imputed.2 We provide an overview of the key 

aspects of the data set here.   

The HRS is an ongoing longitudinal survey that began in 1992. The first wave 

sample consists of approximately 7,700 households that contained at least one person 

born between 1931 and 1941 (aged 51-61 in 1992). Age-eligible household members and 

their spouses (regardless of birth year) were interviewed, resulting in approximately 

12,700 initial respondents. The HRS is rich in content and includes detailed information 

on demographics, employment, health status, and financial status. We use the release file 

from the RAND Corporation for the first wave of the HRS.3    

In this research, we limit my attention to respondents (adult children aged 35 to 

65) with at least one elderly parent (aged 65 above) alive. The final sample is composed 

of 5176 respondents (include spouses): 90% of them have a mother alive and 34% have a 

father alive; 23% have both mother and father alive. The respondent age is from age 30 to 

65 and the average is 54 years; 42 percent of sample persons are male; 82 percent are 

married.  

The measure of coresidency that we use as a dependent variable is a dummy 

variable equal to one if an adult child lives with at least one elderly parent. It is based on 

a question to respondents: “With whom does your mother/ father live?” 

The economic variables in this analysis include wages and wealth.4 Wages are 

                                                 
2 For example, see Hoynes, Hurd and Chand (1998) for wealth imputation. 
3 See http://www.rand.org/labor/aging/dataprod/. We use version G of the data released in March 2007. 
4 The HRS contains rich information on labor income and non-labor income too. Labor income is mainly 
wage/salary earnings. Non-labor income is composed of the following items: unemployment compensation, 
workers compensation, veteran’s benefits, pensions, annuities, Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and 
Social Security income. The reason why we do not use income in this research is that both of labor and 
non-labor are very likely to be endogenous to coresidency decision. For example, labor income measures 
both opportunity cost of time and hours of work choice (endogenous to coresidency decision); non-labor 
income like SSI is reduced by one-third if the recipient lives in another person's household (Favreault 2004). 
In past studies, researchers use Instrumental Variables Method to solve the endogeneity problem of income 

http://www.rand.org/labor/aging/dataprod/
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the respondent’s hourly wage rate. In the HRS, wage rates are missing if the respondents 

are out of the labor force or did not provide sufficient information to calculate an hourly 

wage. Out of the labor force includes retired, disabled, on temporary leave, and 

homemakers. We add a dummy variable to probit models for whether the respondent 

worked positive hours. In the final sample, the mean of wage rates is 14.95 and 35% of it 

is missing. Wages are a good measure for the opportunity cost of time and are 

fundamental in understanding family decisions such as caregiving. Second, wealth is the 

household wealth including both non-liquid and liquid categories. For example, it 

consists of the net value of the primary residence, other real estate, and vehicles, as well 

as businesses, individual retirement account (IRA or Keogh), stocks, bonds, checking and 

savings accounts, certificates of deposit, government saving bonds, Treasury bills, debts, 

mortgages and home loans. Wealth can be zero or negative, whereas in our sample 2% is 

zero and less than 5% is negative. We include those zero and negatives in the wealth 

quartile. 

The elderly parents are not interviewed and their information is collected from a 

number of questions to the respondent children. In this sample, the mother’s age is almost 

79 years and father’s is 80 years; 22 percent of mothers said they need help in personal 

care while 18 of fathers said so; the percent of mothers owning a home is 62 while that of 

fathers is 76.  

The means values for the variables used in the analysis are shown in Table 1-1. 

Ideally we would collect the financial and health status from the elderly parents. We 

proxy for income using education, home ownership, and financial status rated by the 

child, while proxy for health using age and the child’s reports on whether the elderly 

needs help.    

 

[Table 1-1 about here] 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
(McGarry and Schoeni 2000; Costa 1997).   
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Descriptive Patterns 

Distribution of coresidency by wage rate and wealth of the child  

There is clear correlation in the sample between respondent’s wages/ wealth and 

coresidency. For example, higher wealth is strongly correlated with a decrease of co-

residence with elderly parents. This gradient is highly significant according to the Chi-

square test of independence ( 001.0p ). Table 1-2 shows that being in the highest 

wealth quartile are 6.4 percentage points lower than being in the lowest wealth quartile in 

co-residence (3.83 vs. 10.25), while being in the highest quartile is only 2.8 percentage 

lower than being in the second lowest (3.83 vs. 6.01). Second, although being in different 

wage quartiles have significant different coresidency rate at 0.008, the relationship may 

not be linear: the percentage of respondents in the second highest wage quartile is 1.2 

percentage points higher than that in the third highest (5.67 vs. 4.47).    

 

[Table 1-2 about here] 

 

Table 1-3 reports the results separately by marital status (singles, couples) and 

gender (female, male). Singles and females are commonly more likely to coreside. This is 

consistent with the literature that unmarried children or daughters as caregivers are more 

likely to live with elderly parents. Second, the wage and wealth gradient appears for 

singles but not couples. This implies that the wage or wealth effect on coresidency may 

be played mostly through unmarried child. And third, it looks like that there is a stronger 

gradient for males than for females.        

 

[Table 1-3 about here] 

 

               Third, Table 1-4 reports the result by gender, interacted with marital status. It is 

interesting that the wealth effect on coresidency is more significant for male singles. For 

example, male single children in lower wealth quartiles are less likely to coreside than 

those in higher wealth quartiles. In contrast, the wage effect has a less clear trend due to 

the small number in the cell.       
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[Table 1-4 about here] 

 

Who moves in? Who helps whom out?  
              

              Two important questions remain: for a family coresidency, does the child move 

in with parents, or does the parent move in with the child? Is the move made mainly to 

help the parent out, to help the child out, or because it is helpful to all?  

Table 1-5 presents the move-in probability of parent or child by wealth quartile 

of the child, conditional on coresidency. Since the distributions are similar for second to 

fourth quartile and due to small sample sizes, we combined them. Column 1 and 2 show 

that poor children are more likely to move in. For example, children being in the lowest 

wealth quartile are over 37 percentage points higher to move in with parents relative to 

children being in other three higher quartile (56.84 vs.19.35). 

 

 [Table 1-5 about here] 

 

Table 1-6 shows that coresidency helps poor children out. Children being in the 

lowest wealth quartile are over 15 percentage points higher to be helped out in 

coresidency than children being in the other three higher quartiles (16.67 vs. 1.24). Hence, 

the relationship between coresidency and wealth is more likely to reflect that poorer 

children are more likely to be helped by parents than helping their parents. 

 

[Table 1-6 about here] 

 

Estimation Results     

We present the results of estimating   

 

                        1 2 3( 0)i i i i iI I w A X                         
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where I  is a dummy variable equal to one if the respondent (adult child) coresides with 

an elderly parent; i indicates the individual adult child; w , A  are hourly wage rates and 

household wealth, respectively; X  is a vector of control variables of children that may 

importantly influence the coresidency decision (age, gender, marital status, education 

dummies, born in the United States, race dummies, number of siblings, number of 

children, self-reported health), as well as control variables of the elderly parent (age, 

marital status, an indicator for whether a parent needs help eating, bathing or dressing, 

education dummies, financial status dummies, home ownership);  is the random error 

term assumed normally distributed.  

The estimates of the empirical model are reported in Table 1-7. We report the 

marginal effect from the probit estimation. Significance levels are indicated by 

superscripts on the coefficient estimates. The results provide evidence of whether 

coresidency is likely to be associated with children’s wages and wealth. Note that the 

wage effect is conditional on working (We use a dummy variable for whether the 

respondent worked positive hours). We also report the effect separately by marital status 

(singles, couples) in column 2 and column 3. Estimation separately by gender (female, 

male) is showed in column 4 and column 5.  

The results in Table 1-7 column 1 are for the probability of the respondent 

coresiding with an elderly parent. There is a sizeable significant effect of wealth on the 

probability of coresidency. For example, being in the lowest wealth quartile increases the 

probability of coresidency by 3 percentage points while being in the second lowest 

wealth quartile is 1 percentage point more likely to coreside with an elderly parent 

relative to being in the highest quartile. Wages are a significant predictor of coresidency 

for low-wage children although their effect is nonlinear, with those in the second quartile 

being less likely to coreside than those in third quartile relative to being in the highest 

quartile. 

 

[Insert Table 1-7 about here] 
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Results by marital status and gender 

              We expect the behavior of singles and couples to be different and thus we 

estimate the model separately for each group. The second and third column of results in 

Table 7 shows, for a sample of singles or couples, estimates of the coresidency probit. 

Among singles, higher wealth is significantly correlated to a decrease in the probability 

of coresidency. For example, those in the highest quartile are 12 percentage points less 

likely to coreside than those in the lowest quartile. Second, this magnitude is much larger 

for singles than for couples.  

We also estimate the model separately by gender (female, male) in column 4 and 

5 of Table 7. Among both of them, higher wealth is associated with a decrease in the 

probability of coresidency. It is interesting that the adjusted R-squared in the singles 

model (0.29) is over 10 percent higher in the male model than the other four (all, singles, 

couple, and female).  

 

Other determinants of coresidency 

              Other important determinants of coresidency are gender, marital status, birth 

place, number of siblings, number of own children, and self-rated health status, according 

to column 1 in Table 1-7. The probability of coresidency is lower for males. Being 

married lowers the probability of coresidency by the substantial amount of 7 percentage 

points. Being foreign born may determine social norms governing the living arrangement 

and its coefficient implies that those born outside the U.S. are over 1 percentage point 

more likely to coreside. Those with more siblings are significantly less likely to coreside 

with elderly parents. The number of children is significant too. The estimates imply that 

each additional sibling or child decreases the probability of living with an elderly parent 

by 0.84 and 0.53 percentage points, respectively. Finally, self-reported health is a 

significant predictor of coresidency although the effect is nonlinear. Those in better 

health are less likely to coreside with elderly parents. It supports the argument that 

coresidency may benefit less healthy children.      

In Table 1-7 column 1, looking at parental variables, important determinants are 
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their age, marital status, and home ownership. Being older, single or not owning a home 

increases the probability of coresidency with adult children. For instance, not being 

married raises the probability of coresidency by an amount of 0.0238.     

 

Excluding parent or child variables  

              We estimate two models where we omit in turn the child or parent variables. 

These estimates are reported in Table 1-8 and 1-9. Comparing the first column in Table 

1-7 and Table 1-8, we find that children variables are more significant and their 

magnitudes are larger without controlling for parental variables. For example, having 

children in the lowest wealth quartile increases the probability of coresidency by 3.53 

percentage points relative to their being in the highest quartile. This is larger than the 

effect when controlling for parent variables (2.74 percentage points). Age becomes a 

significant predictor. Being male is significant at 1 percent level, compared with a former 

5 percent level.  A similar pattern is found when children characteristics are omitted. The 

effect of parent’s financial status is then estimated to be larger.        

              

[Insert Table 1-8 about here] 

 

[Insert Table 1-9 about here] 

   

Log transformation of wage rates and wealth 

              Instead of quartiles, we experiment using log transformations5 of wages and 

wealth. This is to reduce the effect of outliers but the assumption is that the effect of 

percentage changes is constant. The probit results shows that one hundred percentage 

increases in wealth lower the probability of coresidency by an amount of 0.0054, with 

significance determined at the 1 percent level.61 The predicted coresidency rate in the 

                                                 
5 Log transformation is for positive value thus the effect of wealth or wage is conditional on positive.   
6 Results available upon request. 
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model is 0.0314, compared with observed one 0.0603. Evaluated at the wealth mean, the 

elasticity of coresidency with an elderly parent with respect to wealth was -0.06. No 

sharp changes in coresidency at specific wealth amounts could be detected. 

Second, one hundred percentage increases in wage reduce the probability of 

coresidency by 0.0090, with significance determined at the 5 percent level. The elasticity 

of coresidency is -0.01 with respect to wages, evaluated at the wage mean.   

 

Simulations  

How does coresidency decision vary by economics? What do the magnitudes of the 

estimated coefficient imply? Are the estimated economic effects of the child sufficient 

large to explain the decline of coresidency? We will try to use wealth as an example to 

answer these questions. The following experiments are all based on the coresidency 

probit using log transformation for wealth and wages, instead of quartiles.  

Evaluated at the median level of wealth, which is $113,000 for children, the 

probability of coresidency is 0.0265. If the child’s wealth is reduced to $32,400, which 

means going down from the median to the 20 percentile, the probability increases to 

0.0329. Thus there is a 24 percentage increase in coresidency due to the 20 percentile 

decrease in wealth. In contrast, if the child’s wealth is raised to $291,000, which means 

going up from the median to the 80 percentile, the probability only declines to 0.0224. 

There is a 15 percentage decrease in coresidency corresponding to a 20 percentile 

increase in wealth.  

Another way to look at the magnitude is to estimate at the fraction of the 

observed decrease in coresidency which can be explained by children getting richer over 

the last decade. Selecting HRS respondents aged 50 to 54, we calculate their median 

wealth and coresidency rates with parents using 1992 and 1998 cohorts. We find that 

median wealth is $100,000 and $107,807 (all in USD 1992 using the BLS CPI index7), 

respectively; the coresidency rates are 5.53% and 4.35% respectively. Based on the 1992 

probit estimate (using log transformation of wealth), the marginal effect for wealth is -

0.0028. This means that a 100 percentage points increase in wealth lower the probability 
                                                 
7 Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index, see ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt 

ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt
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of coresidency by 0.0028. Using this marginal effect, we can calculate how many 

decreases in coresidency can be explained by the increase in wealth. For example, we 

find that an increase in median wealth from 1992 to 1998 would lead to a 0.0218 

[=
100000

100000107807 (-0.0028)] percentage points decrease in coresidency in this period. 

Since there is a 1.18% [=5.53%-4.35%] decrease in coresidency rates during this period, 

thus 1.9% [=0.0218%/1.18%] of the total change in coresidency can be explained by the 

change in median wealth (15 percentage points increase) from 1992 to 1998. Wealth of 

the child does not play a major role in the decline of coresidency during this period.    

 

Conclusion 

Previous studies focuses on the demographic variables affecting living arrangements. 

Analysis on economic factors was largely limited to elderly’s income. In contrast, this 

research uses the HRS data on the characteristics of children and their elderly parents to 

explore the role played by children’s wage rates and wealth in coresidency. 

Our findings are threefold. First, we find that the relationship between 

coresidency and wealth (and wages) is highly non-linear. There is a strong and 

statistically significant relationship for those in the lowest wealth and wage quartile but 

no notable relationship beyond that point. When wealth and wages enter linearly or in 

logs, we find very small effects which we demonstrate fail to capture the drop in 

coresidency observed in recent years. Second, we find that such effects at the bottom of 

the distribution can be attributed to children being helped by parents rather than helping 

them themselves. Third, we find omitting the parent’s financial status leads to an upward 

bias on the effect of children wealth on coresidency. Hence, this shows the value of 

considering both parent and children characteristics when investigating living 

arrangements.  

One weakness of our analysis is that it is essentially cross-sectional. Ideally, 

determinants of living arrangement choices should be estimated with panel data with an 

appropriate econometric model specification of persistence and unobserved heterogeneity. 

However, it is difficult to match parent’s information across waves in the HRS. Future 
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work using panel data will inform our understanding of children’s role in living 

arrangement choices.  
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Table 1-1: Summary statistics for respondents and their parents 
Variable Mean Std. Dev.
  (1) (2)
Respondent Economic Variables   
   Wage rate hourly (working) 14.95 35.13
   Household wealth (positive) $248,603 $506,556
   
Respondent Socio-demographic 
Variables   
   Age 53.73 4.78
   Gender: male 0.42 0.49
   Married 0.82 0.38
   Educ: less than high school 0.22 0.42
   Educ: high school 0.37 0.48
   Educ: college 0.40 0.49
   Race: Black 0.14 0.35
   Race: Hispanic 0.09 0.29
   Not born in the U.S.  0.10 0.31
   Number of children 3.26 2.08
   Number of siblings 3.06 2.54
   
Respondent Health Variables   
   Subjective health status   
       Excellent 0.25 0.43
       Very good 0.30 0.46
       Good 0.27 0.45
       Fair/poor 0.17 0.38
   
Parents Characteristics (alive)   
   Mother age 78.89 6.32
   Mother needs help with personal care 0.22 0.41
   Mother educ: less than high school 0.55 0.50
   Mother educ: high school 0.33 0.47
   Mother educ: college 0.09 0.28
   Mother's Financial status is excellent 0.16 0.36
   Mother's Financial status is good 0.34 0.47
   Mother's Financial status is fair/poor 0.50 0.50
   Mother owning a home 0.62 0.48
   Father age 80.00 6.27
   Father needs help with personal care 0.18 0.39
   Father educ: less than high school 0.56 0.50
   Father educ: high school 0.28 0.45
   Father educ: college 0.13 0.33
   Father's Financial status is excellent 0.21 0.41
   Father's Financial status is good 0.41 0.49
   Father's Financial status is fair/poor 0.38 0.49
   Father owning a home 0.76 0.43
   Note: Sample includes respondents in the 1992 wave of the HRS  
   who were age less than 65 in 1992 and who has at least one parent   
   alive.  
   N = 5176. Mother N = 4663, Father N = 1702. S.E.= standard errors.  
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Table 1-2: Distribution of coresidency rate by wage and wealth quartiles 
         coresidency rate   
     (with elderly parents)  
  N Percentage 
Respondent   (1) (2) 
Wage quartile    
(conditional on working)   
 Q1 (lowest) 64 7.57 
 Q2 38 4.47 

 Q3 48 5.67 
 Q4 35 4.16 
        

Wealth quartile    
 Q1 (lowest) 131 10.25 
 Q2 78 6.01 

 Q3 53 4.09 
  Q4 50 3.83 

    Source: Author's calculations based on 1992 HRS  
    Note: Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly  
    parent alive.    
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Table 1-3: Distribution of coresidency rate by quartiles of wage and wealth, separately by marital 
status and gender 

coresidency rate
(with elderly parents)

Respondent       Singles         Couples      Female       Male
N* P** N P N P N P
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Wage Quartile
(condiional on working)
Q1 (lowest) 36 19.78 28 4.22 47 7.95 17 6.67
Q2 17 12.14 21 2.95 21 3.88 17 5.48
Q3 18 13.24 30 4.23 36 9.07 12 2.67
Q4 18 13.74 17 2.39 20 6.85 15 2.73

Wealth Quartile
Q1 (lowest) 99 20.93 32 3.98 82 10.65 49 9.65
Q2 30 13.57 48 4.46 46 6.26 32 5.69
Q3 20 13.99 33 2.86 35 4.67 18 3.30
Q4 9 9.57 41 3.39 39 5.26 11 1.95
      Source : Author's calculations based on 1992 HRS
      Note : Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly parent alive. 
      * Number of observations
      ** Percentage  
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Table 1-4: Distribution of coresidency rate by quartiles of wage and wealth, separately 
by gender interacted with marital status 

coresidency rate
(with elderly parents)

          Female        Female     Male      Male
Respondent      Singles     Married      Singles     Married

N* P** N P N P N P
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Wage Quartile
(conditional on working)
Q1 (lowest) 24 17.91 23 5.03 12 25.00 5 2.42
Q2 6 5.61 15 3.46 11 33.33 6 2.17
Q3 14 16.09 22 7.10 4 8.16 8 2.00
Q4 12 15.19 8 3.76 6 11.54 9 1.81

Wealth Quartile
Q1 (lowest) 57 17.01 25 5.75 42 30.43 7 1.89
Q2 15 10.27 31 5.26 15 20.00 17 3.49
Q3 13 13.00 22 3.38 7 16.28 11 2.19
Q4 6 9.38 33 4.87 3 10.00 8 1.50

      Source : Author's calculations based on 1992 HRS
      Note : Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly parent alive. 
      * Number of observations
      ** Percentage  
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Table 1-5: Distribution of types of coresidency by  
children's wealth quartiles 
       Who moves in 
  Parent Child
  (1) (2)
Wealth quartile of children     
Q1 (lowest) probability 43.76 56.84
 sample size 41 54
Q2 + Q3 + 
Q4 probability 80.65 19.35
 sample size 125 30
      Source: Author's calculations based on 1992 HRS 
      Note: Sample is respondent who has at least one  
      elderly parent alive.    
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Table 1-6: Distribution of "move-helps-whom" by children's 
wealth quartiles 
    The move helped whom out 
  Parent Child Both 
  (1) (2) (3) 
Wealth quartile of children    
Q1 (lowest) probability 40.63 16.67 42.71
 sample size 39 16 41
Q2 + Q3 + Q4 probability 72.67 1.24 26.09
 sample size 117 2 42
    Source: Author's calculations based on 1992 HRS   
    Note: Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly parent   
    alive.  
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Table 1-7: Coresidency probits (marginal effect)  
All Singles Couple Female Male

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Respondent Economic Variables
  Wage
     1st wage quartile (lowest) 0.0208 * 0.0558 0.0082 0.0148 0.0091

(0.0117) (0.0484) (0.0088) (0.0154) (0.0122)
     2nd wage quartile 0.0002 -0.0307 -0.0020 -0.0139 0.0057

(0.0090) (0.0388) (0.0064) (0.0111) (0.0102)
     3rd wage quartile 0.0135 -0.0050 0.0106 0.0219 -0.0031

(0.0103) (0.0425) (0.0084) (0.0173) (0.0078)
     4th wage quartile (omitted)
     Wage unknown (not working) 0.0175 ** 0.0612 0.0039 0.0071 0.0127

(0.0088) (0.0430) (0.0063) (0.0126) (0.0088)

  Household wealth:
     1st wealth quartile (lowest) 0.0274 *** 0.1151 *** 0.0103 0.0381 ** 0.0215 *

(0.0105) (0.0447) (0.0080) (0.0156) (0.0128)
     2nd wealth quartile 0.0139 * 0.0500 0.0116 * 0.0113 0.0206 *

(0.0084) (0.0524) (0.0062) (0.0114) (0.0117)
     3rd wealth quartile 0.0019 0.0656 -0.0003 -0.0029 0.0113

(0.0072) (0.0595) (0.0048) (0.0096) (0.0101)
     4th wealth quartile (omitted)

Respondent Characteristics
Age -0.0000 0.0013 0.0003 0.0007 0.0004

(0.0006) (0.0037) (0.0004) (0.0008) (0.0006)
Male -0.0101 ** 0.0515 ** -0.0188 ***

(0.0046) (0.0252) (0.0040)
Marital Status -0.0710 *** -0.0388 *** -0.1270 ***

(0.0103) (0.0107) (0.0219)
Educ: Less than HS -0.0001 0.0763 ** -0.0074 * -0.0109 0.0119

(0.0061) (0.0347) (0.0040) (0.0081) (0.0083)
Educ: HS and GED (omitted)

Educ: Some college 0.0063 0.0454 0.0016 0.0079 0.0036
(0.0057) (0.0309) (0.0041) (0.0082) (0.0060)

Born in the U.S. -0.0143 ** -0.0894 *** -0.0012 -0.0131 -0.0095 *
(0.0060) (0.0257) (0.0058) (0.0101) (0.0051)

Black 0.0097 0.0603 ** 0.0012 0.0144 -0.0005
(0.0073) (0.0296) (0.0059) (0.0106) (0.0063)

Hispanic 0.0171 0.1297 ** 0.0003 0.0200 0.0063
(0.0119) (0.0618) (0.0072) (0.0178) (0.0101)

Number of siblings -0.0084 *** -0.0232 *** -0.0054 *** -0.0093 *** -0.0054 ***
(0.0011) (0.0053) (0.0009) (0.0016) (0.0012)

Number of children -0.0053 *** -0.0311 *** -0.0006 -0.0052 *** -0.0029 ***
(0.0012) (0.0061) (0.0008) (0.0017) (0.0011)

Health: Excellent (omitted)
Health: Very good 0.0159 ** 0.0240 0.0132 ** 0.0160 0.0126

(0.0078) (0.0368) (0.0064) (0.0105) (0.0100)
Health: Good 0.0254 *** 0.0655 * 0.0171 ** 0.0153 0.0330 ***

(0.0086) (0.0394) (0.0070) (0.0112) (0.0125)
Health: Fair or Poor 0.0126 0.0061 0.0153 0.0029 0.0255 *

(0.0096) (0.0393) (0.0096) (0.0123) (0.0145)
    (continued)  
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Table 7                   (continued) All Singles Couple Female Male
Parent Characteristics
Parent age 0.0011 *** 0.0055 *** 0.0004 0.0010 * 0.0010 **

(0.0004) (0.0021) (0.0003) (0.0006) (0.0004)
Parent marital status -0.0238 *** -0.0638 ** -0.0148 *** -0.0333 *** -0.0083

(0.0048) (0.0266) (0.0037) (0.0067) (0.0057)
Parent needs help -0.0038 -0.0217 -0.0008 0.0053 -0.0106 **
     (eat, bathe, dress) (0.0051) (0.0259) (0.0040) (0.0083) (0.0043)
Parent educ: Less than HS 0.0100 * 0.0205 0.0084 ** 0.0079 0.0101 *

(0.0052) (0.0264) (0.0040) (0.0074) (0.0059)
Parent educ: High school 
      (omitted)
Parent educ: Some college -0.0077 -0.0304 -0.0042 -0.0118 -0.0044

(0.0077) (0.0390) (0.0058) (0.0105) (0.0076)
Parent educ: Missing -0.0180 ** -0.0745 ** -0.0080 -0.0166 -0.0141 ***

(0.0070) (0.0325) (0.0063) (0.0117) (0.0048)
Parent financial situation- excellent -0.0088 -0.0505 -0.0009 -0.0096 -0.0042

(0.0064) (0.0310) (0.0055) (0.0094) (0.0068)
Parent financial situation- good -0.0003 -0.0249 0.0045 -0.0034 0.0052

(0.0051) (0.0243) (0.0041) (0.0070) (0.0057)
Parent financial situation- poor 
      (omitted)
Parent owning a home -0.0367 *** -0.0179 -0.0387 *** -0.0478 *** -0.0178 ***

(0.0063) (0.0243) (0.0064) (0.0095) (0.0064)
Number of Obs. 5176 931 4245 2996 2180
R-squared 0.1876 0.1553 0.1646 0.1692 0.2868
 Source:  Author's estimates using 1992 HRS data.
 Note : Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors.
 *Significant at the 10 percent level.
 **Significant at the 5 percent level.
 ***Significant at the 1 percent level.  
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Table 1-8: Coresidency probits (marginal effect) 
for adult children 
      
 Adult children  
Variable (1)   
   
Respondent Economic 
Variables   
  Wage   
     1st wage quartile (lowest) 0.0215 * 
 (0.0130)  
     2nd wage quartile -0.0011  
 (0.0104)  
     3rd wage quartile 0.0137  
 (0.0117)  
     4th wage quartile (omitted)  
     Wage unknown (not working) 0.0161  
 (0.0099)  
  
  Household wealth:  
     1st wealth quartile (lowest) 0.0353 ***
 (0.0120)  
     2nd wealth quartile 0.0188 * 
 (0.0100)  
     3rd wealth quartile 0.0035  
 (0.0086)  
     4th wealth quartile (omitted)  
  
Respondent Characteristics  
Age 0.0021 ***
 (0.0006)  
Male -0.0145 ***
 (0.0055)  
Marital Status -0.0776 ***
 (0.0111)  
Educ: Less than HS 0.0020  
 (0.0074)  
Educ: HS and GED (omitted)  
  
Educ: Some college 0.0029  
 (0.0064)  
    (continued)   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 - 25 - 

 

Table 8                   (continued)
Born in the U.S. -0.0175 **

(0.0073)
Black 0.0113

(0.0084)
Hispanic 0.0293 *

(0.0152)
Number of siblings -0.0098 ***

(0.0013)
Number of children -0.0060 ***

(0.0014)
Health: Excellent (omitted)
Health: Very good 0.0189 **

(0.0090)
Health: Good 0.0305 ***

(0.0099)
Health: Fair or Poor 0.0186

(0.0116)
Number of Obs. 5176
R-squared 0.1390
Source:  Author's estimates using 1992 HRS data.
Note: Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors.
 *Significant at the 10 percent level.
 **Significant at the 5 percent level.
 ***Significant at the 1 percent level.  
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Table 1-9: Coresidency probits (marginal effect)  
for elderly parents 
     

 
Elderly 
Parents  

Variable (1)   
   
Parent Characteristics   
Parent age 0.0010 ** 
 (0.0005)  
Parent marital status -0.0388 ***
 (0.0065)  
Parent needs help (eat, bathe, dress) -0.0020  
 (0.0072)  
Parent educ: Less than HS 0.0093  
 (0.0067)  
Parent educ: High school (omitted)  
  
Parent educ: Some college -0.0076  
 (0.0111)  
Parent educ: Missing -0.0240 ** 
 (0.0102)  
Parent financial situation- excellent -0.0193 ** 
 (0.0081)  
Parent financial situation- good -0.0020  
 (0.0068)  
Parent financial situation- poor 
(omitted)  
Parent owning a home -0.0453 ***
  (0.0077)   
Number of Obs. 5176  
R-squared 0.0566   
 Source: Author's estimates using 1992 HRS data.  
 Note: Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors. 
 *Significant at the 10 percent level.   
 **Significant at the 5 percent level.   
 ***Significant at the 1 percent level.   
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“While your parents are alive, do not journey afar.
If a journey has to be made, your direction must be told.

[Verse 19 of Analects of Confucius Chapter 4]

Chapter 2 Intergenerational transfers: measurement, 
explanation and policy discussion  
 

Background and Significance 

China has been experiencing rapid economic growth in the past twenty years. Between 

1979 and 2004, the average GDP growth rate was 9.6% annually. Income levels are 

rising tremendously and income disparities within the population are also expanding 

quickly. Different from developed countries, China has a large rural population (737 

million and 56% in 2007) and income difference is large between rural and urban areas.   

China is also one of the fastest aging populations in the world. Fast decline in 

fertility, associated with the implementation of One Child policy in the 1980s, is one 

attribution of the rapid aging. Medical improvement, as well as non-medical factors such 

as better living conditions and hygiene, reduces mortality and increases life expectancy 

further contributing to the aging process. Aging leads to additional social security 

expenditures towards the elderly (social security, pension, health care, and long-term care) 

while revenues shrink due to a smaller workforce.                 

The elderly in China are largely supported by their adult children or relatives. 

The share of family support in urban areas is 50 percent vis-à-vis 60 percent in rural areas 

according to the 2005 National Population Statistics (Table 2-1).1 However, current old-

age support faces challenges especially in rural China. Policymakers worry that families 

can no longer be depended upon to the same extent. One important contributor to this 

situation is the large number of young adults migrating from rural to urban areas in 

search of jobs, leaving elderly parents behind. It is estimated that by the end of 1990s, 

cities had attracted over 100 million rural migrants, most being young male (Ping et al. 

2003).  

 

                                                 
1 In China, city and town belong to urban areas, and county belongs to rural.   
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[Table 2-1 about here] 

 

Aging combined with other likely economic and social trends – rising income 

and wealth, increased rural-to-urban migration, and independent living arrangement - 

foretells a need for a reliable old-age security system. However, China has been (and is 

still) in transition from a planned to a market economy and current public programs such 

as social security and health care cannot meet the needs of rapid aging. For example, the 

social security pension program is limited to the urban areas. Similarly, the rural elderly 

have to pay most of not all of their medical expenditures and many may avoid seeking 

medical care due to costs.   

Given the above conditions, it is important to document accurately family 

support in China. This includes upstream and downstream transfers in either money or 

time: from children to parents (in-laws) and from parents to children. These transfers will 

shed light on links across generations in current China.      

Understanding the mechanisms of such transfers is important from the point of 

view of public policy. Policy changes such as the new social security pension system or 

health insurance may impact a great number of elderly persons and their family members. 

To assess policy instruments and evaluate their goals, we need a better understanding of 

behavioral responses from families. The effects of public transfers policy depend in part 

on private responses. For example, some government aid is being provided to the poor 

elderly. But the effect of such program might be neutralized by a reduction in private 

transfers: public programs may reduce incentives for younger household to help their 

elderly parents.      

Inadequate data have been the major limitation to conduct research and policy 

analysis on this topic. The major family surveys - Survey of Aging and Intergenerational 

Relations in Baoding City (Baoding) and the Health and Nutrition Survey (CHNS) – 

provide some information about what family support is like for older people in China. 

But policymakers need more comprehensive and new data to prepare themselves for the 

incoming economic and population reality. In light of this reality, we use a new survey 

(the 2002 Chinese Social Survey of Family Dynamics, CSSFD) to expand our knowledge 

of Chinese intergenerational transfers in both rural and urban areas.     
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This paper is divided into three sections. Section 2 describes transfers facts 

available in the CSSFD. We include results from both urban and rural sample although 

this survey is more representative of urban/costal areas and selection is less of an issue 

for urban regions. Section 3 attempts to investigate why Chinese has large transfers than 

elsewhere. Section 4 attempts to take advantage of the new data and previous related 

literature for policy analysis.      

 

How is the Intergenerational Transfers in China? Why?   
 

New Data 

The Chinese government is trying to improve economic and health status of population. 

Over the last half century, strong administrative and propaganda instruments have been 

effective. For example, the One Child policy and massive household registration have 

had important impacts on the Chinese society. Since the 1980s, government started to 

implement more “market” driven economic and health policies. To evaluate policy 

instruments and goals requires knowledge of the behavioral reaction of households and 

service providers. Without an understanding these important behavior reactions, well-

intentioned policy may fail.  

First, we need detailed data on transfers. The new survey includes state-of-the-

art measurement of interest (for example SES and health) as well as the attributes of the 

individuals and families. A significant number of researchers are now involving in new 

data collection efforts. The Chinese Survey of Family Dynamics (CSSFD) is one of these.   

The CSSFD has several advantages over most other data sets in China: it allows 

transfers to be examined in a family context because it contains detailed information on 

both the donor and the recipient, including some measures of both income and health of 

each party.2 It recognizes that the child or the elderly do not live in isolation and that 

generations must be linked. For example, an survey – The China Health and Nutrition 

Survey (CHNS) - does not collect information about family members that do not reside 

                                                 
2 More detailed information on elderly parents, especially health and demographics, can be ascertained by 
linking to the CLHLS elderly survey.    
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with the elderly persons, such as their adult children’s siblings.  

This survey captures all time and money transfers that took place within a recent 

time period (the last year). This has the advantage of completeness and places the least 

strain on recall [What do you mean by recall? Delete previous sentence?]. It also collects 

the detailed information on the supply of people who can give transfers. For example, this 

survey asks about the number of siblings, the oldest and the youngest as well as their 

living arrangements with parents, their marital status, education, and occupation.  

The CSSFD integrates health, economic and family modules into a single survey 

design. It also collects community-level information such as natural conditions 

(temperature, area of forest coverage, main soil type, and people’s main diet in this area), 

demographics (age distribution, mortality), SES (education, urbanization, GDP per 

capita), health care (number of registered medical personnel, number of hospital beds per 

10,000 persons, nursing homes facilities for the elderly), social support (monthly 

subsidies to the elderly).  

Economic variables are critical in behavioral analysis. The CSSFD collects 

income information based on a set of questions on labor supply, occupational status, 

bonus receipt, and job history. It also includes earnings per month and yearly bonus thus 

we can calculate the yearly income. But since a significant share income is dispensed in 

non-monetary form in China (for example housing compensation is widespread in 

government agencies), it is difficult to measure total income. Consumption is arguably 

the best income measure in developing countries (Smith 1994) and the CSSFD collects 

information about household consumption on food, clothes, utility, education, medicine, 

nanny and touring. Lastly, assets and wealth are only measured partially because 

privatization started in early 2000. Hence, few individuals had private assets.   

Central to our analysis is the measurement of time transfers. Respondents are 

asked about the provision of time assistance:  

 

  “In the last year, about how many days did you spend on helping your father [your    

   mother/ father-in-law/ mother-in-law]?”  

 

This is similar with the Panel Study of Income and Dynamics (PSID) question regarding 
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time assistance. For example, the question asked in 1988 PSID is:  

 

   “In 1987, did (you/your family living there) spend a lot of time helping your parents?  

About how many hours in 1987 did you (your/your family living there) spend helping  

them?”  

 

However in the CSSFD, 67 percent of the sample resides in rural areas and time help is 

likely to take the form of labor days at farms. To better measure time assistance (instead 

of labor help in farm), the question asked can be specified like the Health and Retirement 

Study (HRS):  

 

“How about another kind of help: Have you [or your(husband/partner)] spent 100 or  

 more hours in the past 12 months helping your [your(husband’s/partner’s)] (or  

 stepparents) with basic personal needs like dressing, eating and bathing? ”  

 

The CSSFD actually contains such component. But the questions lead to another 

dimension that aims to examine the caring pool. It asks 9 questions respectively: who 

take care of your father [mother, father-in-law, and mother-in-law] in bathing, dressing, 

toilet, eating, going to hospital, buying, cooking, transporting, and managing finance? 

Alternative options are spouse, joint care from children, son and daughter-in-law, 

daughter and son-in-law, grandchildren, other relative/ neighbors/ friends, nanny, nursing 

home, and no need for help.  The respondent child is then asked to estimate the frequency. 

The alternatives given are: (1) every day, (2) often, (3) sometime, (4) seldom, (5) no need 

to help.    

 Lastly, it is reasonable to suspect that the accuracy of measurement and 

explanation of transfers may be better when all living children, no matter in same 

cities/counties or not, can be included in the random selection than only living-nearby 

children are likely to be chosen. The coresidency rate with parents is around 47 percent 

for both rural and urban children in this survey. Hence, this may suggest that our sample 

will select on having a child living close by, i.e. we miss the household where a (all) 

children is living away and was not interviewed. Sample selection is a major concern and 
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we will discuss this issue in the following section.        

 

Sampling frame  

The CSSFD is the adult children survey of the 2002 Chinese Longitudinal 

Healthy Longevity Survey (CLHLS). The CLHLS is primarily a national survey of the 

oldest old (over 80 years old). It attempted to interview all centenarians (aged 100 and 

above) in the randomly selected half of the counties and cities of the 22 provinces 

(exclusion of other 9 north-west underdeveloped provinces). For each centenarian, one 

near-by octogenarian (aged 80-89) and one near-by nonagenarian (aged 90-99) of pre-

designated age and sex was interviewed. In 2002, 93 out of 22 provinces are selected to 

add 4894 young elderly (aged 65 to 79) who are nearby residents to those oldest-old 

The 2002 CLHLS is not representative of the Chinese elderly population. The 

sampling frame is focused on areas where longevity is high and costal provinces. For 

example, Table 2-2 show that those aged 80 years old and above are in 70 percent 

]5.301[  of the CLHLS sample. Those aged between 65 and 79, from 9 provinces 

instead of 22, are representative of costal and rich areas of China.        

 

  [Table 2-2 about here] 

             

Sample selection  

The basic sampling method for both CSSFD and CLHLS suffers from one 

selection problem as noted earlier. For the rural elderly, their adult children are very 

likely to migrate to cities for work and thus not included in the Child sample. But, for the 

urban elderly, this is much less of an issue because it is rarely seen that urban residents 

move to rural areas in China. In the following section, we will investigate the selectivity 

problem.   

First, if most of the elderly who are out of our sampling scheme, do not actually 
                                                 
3 These provinces are Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Fujian, Guangdong, Guangxi, Liaoning and 
Shandong. They are near costal areas and relatively rich.  
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have children, then selection may be less severe. We find that there are 4173 elderly 

persons who have at least one child alive but are not included in the sample. This means 

51% )]43644173/(4173[ of eligible elderly are out.       

Second, in Table 2-2, we find that females are under-represented in the matched 

Child survey. Only 30 percent of female sample is matched from the Child survey [IS 

THAT CORRECT, ADJUST IF NOT]. We hypothesize that female children are more 

likely to married in other cities or counties, which decreases their probability to be 

selected.    

Lastly, we use other questions in the CLHLS to assess overall transfer pattern. 

These two questions are:   

 

       “What is your primary means of financial support?”    

       “Does your son [daughter] frequently visit you if he [she] still is alive?” This 

question is asked in children’s birth order (from 1 to 14).    

 

We find that 49.85% of the urban elderly, who have at least one child alive, report 

primarily relying on children for financial support. In contrast, 70.34% of the rural 

elderly say so. Also more than 90 percent of the elderly report having visits from living 

children frequently, in both urban and rural areas.     

                 Above investigations show that transfer facts from the CSSFD may not be 

generalized to the whole population. Selectivity is an issue. The CSSFD is developed 

within the CLHLS which centers around the very old. Both the elderly and the child 

sample are very selective. However, this new data can serve a constructive role in 

measuring a certain type of family support (for the very old) in wealthy and healthy areas 

(costal and longevity sampling frame). In the following section, we will document those 

facts using the CSSFD.  
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Descriptive Statistics on Transfers from the CSSFD 

 
Transfers to parents 

Because there are good reasons to believe that transfers differ significantly by 

type of living arrangement, we tabulate the incidence and magnitude across these groups.  

 

Incidence 

We first describe transfers to both parents and parents-in-law. Table 2-3 shows 

the percentage of children giving transfers by type of transfer. Children are important in 

family support. Most parents receive either money or time assistance. There are more 

than 90 percent of children giving transfers to parents. In contrast, more than 80 percent 

of children give to their parents-in-law.   

Much fewer children give only money or only time assistance to their parents or 

parents-in-law. Taking rural non-coresident children as an example, 63.14 percent give 

only money to parents relative to 71 percent to parents-in-law. Alternatively, 0.64 and 

0.20 percent give only time to their parents and parents-in-law.  

Finally, children are more likely to give both money and time transfers to their 

own parents than to parents-in-law. More than 30 percent of urban non-coresident 

children give both financial and time transfers to parents, while half (15.31 percent) give 

both to parents-in-law.   

 

[Table 2-3 about here] 

 

Magnitude 

If a child gives money help, the amounts are substantial. Table 2-4 shows that 

conditional on giving, a child gives between the smallest 491 rmb (rural non-coresident 

children to their parents-in-law) and the largest 1469 rmb (urban coresident children to 

their parents) annually.4 According to 2002 China Household Income Survey (CHIS), per 

capital income is 3302 rmb and 9766 rmb for rural and urban resident. Thus this transfer 

                                                 
4 RMB ( , yuan) exchange rate against U.S. dollars is around 8.28 rmb to one U.S. dollar on July 20, 2002 
(The People’s Bank of China 2002). 
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amount is roughly equivalent to about 15 percent of income of children. Secondly, 

children are more likely to provide more money to their own parents instead of parents-

in-law. On average, a rural non-coresident child provides 626 rmb to parents relative to 

491 to parents-in-law. Third, coresident children give more money than non-coresident 

children in both rural and urban areas.      

The amount of hours of care is substantial for coresident children. For instance, 

an urban coresident child provides over 268 days to parents or parents-in-law. In contrast, 

a non-coresident child provides significantly less time to help. If not coresiding with 

parents, an urban child provides only 37 and 45 days to parents and parents-in-law. This 

implies coresidency exerts an important role in time help to parents.      

 

[Table 2-4 about here] 

 

Transfers to children  

We test for differences between transfers to children and transfers to parents by 

coresidency status.   

In Table 2-5 and Table 2-6, we report the mean probability of a transfer and the 

mean, standard deviation, and the 5th, 25th, median, 75th, and 95th percentiles of the 

distribution of positive transfers using the urban and rural sample, respectively. The 

results are based on the 1405 and 2959 matched sample. Statistics reported in the paper 

are based on unweighted sample. In the following part, we present the urban sample 

result in Table 2-5 as an example.  

Table 2-5 shows that money transfers from parents to children is positive in over 

23 percent of the cases. The overall mean transfer is over 211 rmb. The mean and median 

of the positive transfers are 1904 rmb and 1000 rmb for coresident children to parents, 

while the mean and median are 887 rmb and 450 rmb for non-coresident children to 

parents.  

In comparison, the probability of transfers from the child to the parents is much 

higher but the amount conditional on giving may be not. The money transfers from child 

to parent remain a probability of 0.88 with a mean of 1469 rmb (coresidents) and 1065 
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rmb (non-coresidents) for positive transfers. It could be the case that some parents hold 

substantial resources and they are generous when they decide to give.       

Help in form of time is common in both directions. Almost 12 percent of non-

coresident parents help their children in housework or babysitting, while over 31 

coresident parents do so. The mean of days is 81 and 13 days, respectively. Their means 

and medians among the positive cases are 261 and 200 for coresidents, and 118 and 65 

for noncoresidents.    

The children report giving help to their parents in 63.47 and 32.16 percent of the 

cases by coresidency. The mean is 180 and 35 days; the mean and the median of the 

positive cases are 283 and 365 for coresidents, 108 and 50 for non-coresidents.     

 

[Table 2-5 about here] 

 

[Table 2-6 about here] 

 

Transfers by income of the child 

Table 2-7 and Table 2-8 breaks out transfers by the income quartiles of the child 

using the urban and rural sample, respectively. We find different patterns for coresident 

and non-coresident children with money transfers. For example, in Table 2-7 Column 2 

and 3 show that the coresident child in the highest income quartile has the highest 

probability of receiving a money transfer (0.3333). There is a clear tendency for the 

amount of the money transfers to increase with the child’s income. This simple tabulation 

fact is consistent with Cox (1987, 1992) finding in a generalized tobit model that the 

relationship between the size of parental transfers and the child’s income is positive. 

However, some studies have found negative effects using a tobit model (Cox and Raines 

1985; Altonji et al. 1992; Schoeni 1993; McGarry and Schoeni 1995). This can be 

confirmed in Column 2 and 3 non-coresident child result: the lowest income quartile has 

the highest probability of receiving a money transfers from parents (0.3571).    

There is no monotonic relationship between the income of the child and time 

transfers. It appears that effects of the income are concentrated at the bottom of the 
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distribution.  

 

[Table 2-7 about here] 

 

[Table 2-8 about here] 

 

 

What causes the difference?  

Policy can not be well conducted without an understanding of mechanisms of 

human behavior response; correlations are always not enough. Income might cause 

transfers, transfers might cause income, or both might be correlated with other factors; all 

three possibilities may be operating simultaneously.5 The relative importance of each 

story is different at different times, for difference types of transfers, and at different 

points in life. Unfortunately, the comprehensive transfer literature has not provided us 

with a general agreement about causes. We are in the early stage in the development of 

empirical models. In this section, we will briefly discuss the relationship between 

children’s characteristics such as income and their transfers (money assistance or time 

help) to parents based on literature review.    

 

Effects of income on transfers 

One of the clearest messages from the literature is that children’s income raises 

the probability and amount of money transfers to parents.6 Children who are better off, in 

terms of income, are more likely to make transfers and make more. However, evidence is 

not clear about the effect on time transfers.7 Income appears to play a rather insignificant 

role in the provision of time.  

 

                                                 
5 Income refers to the income of the child; transfers refer to financial and time assistance from the child to 
the parents.    
6 Unless indicated, money transfer to parents is not counted as the income of the parent in our research. 
7 See Börsch-Supan et al 1992; McGarry and Schoeni 1995; Altonji et al.2000; Ma 2008. 
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Effects of transfers on income 

Money transfer is a part of children’s income. The more transferred to parents, 

the less income left for themselves.   

Most studies confirm large opportunity costs of informal care8 for the elderly in 

the form of reduced occupational attainment. 9 Most recently, Bolin et al. (2008) use the 

Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (the SHARE) and find informal care 

reduced the probability of employment and the number of hours worked. It is likely that 

the effect of time transfers (care-giving) on income work through the ability in labor 

supply.   

 

Why Transfers are Larger in China than Elsewhere?  

Family values are strong in China if seen from the US American perspective. Traditional 

Confucian “filial piety” helps maintain family care for the elderly. For instance, Analects 

of Confucius, which is the most important Chinese classics, teach people to live closer to 

parents: “While your parents are alive, do not journey afar.” 

Family law can be viewed as a reflection of the values of practice of society. 

The Marriage Law (1981) still stipulates that children have the duty to provide support 

for their aged parents, and violators are subject to criminal penalties. “If children fail to 

perform their duty, parents who are unable to work or have difficulties in providing for 

themselves shall have the right to demand support payments from their children.” 

Communist policy towards families also strengthens the links across generations. 

Household registration system prohibits residents from migration and may keep families 

together in the same villages or cities.     

Table 2-9 shows the big difference in transfers between US and China. Almost 

88 percent of urban children give money transfers to parents in China, while less than 15 

percent give in the United States. The fraction of money amount in average income of the 

                                                 
8 Informal care is unpaid care by family, friends or neighbors. It is corresponding to formal care which is 
managed by formal agencies or institutions and paid for by the receiver and provided by (necessarily) 
trained professionals.   
9 See Muurinen 1986; Ettner 1996; Johnson & Lo Sasso 2000; Pavalko & Henderson 2006; Bolin et al. 
2008. 
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child is almost more than twice in China than in the United States.  

 

 [Table 2-9 about here] 

 

In China, these transfers serve a variety of social and economic functions, 

including insurance against income shortfalls, support for the elderly in retirement, and 

help during illness. It too helps overcome imperfections in capital market. However, the 

economic reform may weaken family links and decrease transfers. For example, 

economic expansion has lured many younger workers out of impoverished rural regions 

to take factory and service jobs in cities, possibly reducing the provision of care to the 

rural elderly.    

 

Policy Discussion 

China is a large population which is heterogeneous along many dimensions such as SES 

and health. To analyze desirable policies in China, it is helpful to think in terms of 

individual well-being within an equity-preferring objective. We also need to respect other 

considerations: a policy that harms no one while making at least some people better off is 

a good policy (Pareto improving). Lastly, it is essential to understand and quantify 

processes of substitution and crowding out of public programs in designing policy.         

Component of individual welfare 

Substitution between time and money transfers should be taken into account. 

What counts is the elderly and the children’s welfare. We must be careful not to give 

incentives to increase money transfers to the elderly if this only means that children with 

decrease their time assistance while leaving unchanged welfare. The elderly’s welfare is 

neither money nor care but depends on both. Literature suggests that in the US, richer kid 

may substitute money assistance for time help. 10 It would perhaps be welfare-enhancing 

if Chinese elderly receive both assistances, given that the market for care has not been 

                                                 
10 See Zissimopoulos 2001.  
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well developed yet.  

A second important issue is that China has been undergoing a rapid economic 

and population transition. The public programs such as social security and health care can 

not meet the needs of the elderly yet. We should be aware of the possibility that rural 

elderly are being deprived of or losing both public and private transfers. For example, the 

2000 Survey of the Aged Population shows that less than 2 percent of rural elderly (over 

60 years old) were receiving pensions. Also the percent of rural elderly living with 

children declined from nearly 70 in 1991 to around 60 in 2000 based on the Chinese 

Health and Nutrition Survey (CHNS). This could imply fewer private transfers from 

children.               

A policy that does not involve much conflict is one that improves the health care 

or health insurance. Better health improves income of the child and the elderly as well as 

time transfers to the elderly, making it attractive from three different point of views.   

 

Crowd out effect of social security pension on transfers to parents?   

Private transfers can be crowded out by public transfers in the form of social 

insurance programs. To design policy, and to understand the impact of existing age-based 

or need-based policies, it is essential to understand and quantify these processes of 

crowding out. In particular, the interaction between public and private transfers depends 

in part on the motives for private transfers, for example whether they are motivated by 

altruism (in which case there should be a high degree of crowding out) or by exchange (in 

which case there should be very little).  

If private transfers respond sharply to changes in household resources, public 

transfers could have limited distributional effect because they might simply “crowd out” 

private ones. Benefit from public transfers to the elderly may spill over to adult children 

since the burden of elderly support is relaxed. For developed countries, empirical 

evidence suggests that crowd out may not be an issue. However, developed countries 

may be the wrong place to look for crowding out. Existing social insurance programs in 

the United States are strong that may render it as a fait accompli. For example, in the 

United States, these programs include Social Security retirement, disability and survivor 
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insurance, unemployment insurance, and the Medicare health insurance for those age 65 

and over. Together they accounted in 2003 for 37 percent of federal government spending 

and more than 7 percent of GDP (Feldstein 2005).  

China as a transition economy, is struggling to establish effective social 

insurance programs. Social security pension is one of the main challenges. With a history 

in which SOEs (state-owned enterprises) provided retirement income, there is a current 

need for substantial state-provided retirement pensions. China has designed an urban 

social security pension system that combined a taxpayer financed basic benefit with 

mandatory individual investment-based accounts. The basic benefit, known as the social 

pooling benefit, is equal to some 25 percent of the regional average wage. The individual 

accounts are intended to finance an annuity equal to 35 percent of the final level of 

earnings for someone who has contributed for a full working life. The combination of the 

two would provide benefits equal to 60 percent of final earnings for an average worker 

(Feldstein et al, 2006). 

Despite this appropriate structure, the Chinese social security pension system 

has not worked well in practice. Government has failure to collect the revenue to finance 

this pension program; rural pension system is nonexistent so far. Finally, benefits from 

social security pension could conceivably spill over to non-elderly persons whose burden 

of elderly support is eased by such programs.    
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Table 2-1: Economic Support for the Elderly in China 
  National City Town County 
Sources of support (%) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
  Labor Income 22.0 5.6 13.0 32.1 
  Pension 26.3 65.5 34.0 5.7 
  Insurance and 
Allowance 2.0 2.3 2.6 1.8 
  Family Support 47.5 24.6 47.6 58.5 
  Other 2.1 2.1 2.7 2.0 
  Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
    Source: 2005 Population Statistical Yearbook (0.966‰ Micro Sample),   
    China. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 - 43 - 

 

Table 2-2: Age and sex compositions of the 2002 CSSFD and CLHLS surveys 
Age Female Male Total Percentage

CSSFD   35-65 1,346 3,132 4,478 100.0

CLHLS   65-79 2,438 2,456 4,894 30.5
  80-89 2,083 2,127 4,210 26.2
  90-99 2,094 1,538 3,632 22.6
  100+ 2,602 719 3,321 20.7
  Total 9,217 6,840 16,057 100.0

  Source : Author's calculations.  
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Table 2-3: Financial and Time Transfers from Children to Their Parents and Parents-in-Law 

Parents Parents-in-Law

Number Percentage Number Percentage
of Cases of Cases

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Children Giving Only Financial Transfers

 Urban coresident childlren 661 29.20 43 37.21
  Urban non-coresident children 744 57.80 751 65.91

 Rural coresident childlren 1388 35.52 74 51.35
  Rural non-coresident children 1571 63.14 1538 71.00

Total 4364 48.30 2406 68.20
Children Giving Only Time Transfers

 Urban coresident childlren 661 4.69 43 9.30
  Urban non-coresident children 744 1.75 751 2.53

 Rural coresident childlren 1388 1.80 74 2.70
  Rural non-coresident children 1571 0.64 1538 0.20

Total 4364 1.81 2406 1.16
Children Giving Both Financial and Time 

 Urban coresident childlren 661 59.00 43 39.53
  Urban non-coresident children 744 31.05 751 15.31

 Rural coresident childlren 1388 57.56 74 41.89
  Rural non-coresident children 1571 28.96 1538 12.81

Total 4364 42.97 2406 14.96
Children Giving No Transfers

 Urban coresident childlren 661 7.11 43 13.95
  Urban non-coresident children 744 9.41 751 16.25

 Rural coresident childlren 1388 5.12 74 4.05
  Rural non-coresident children 1571 7.26 1538 15.99

Total 4364 6.92 2406 15.67
      Source : Author's calculations based on the 2002 CSSFD.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Table 2-4: Amount of Transfers to Parents and Parents-in-Law Conditional on a Positive Amount 

                          Transfer amount
                             (rmb or days) 

Parents                  Parents-in-Law
N Mean Std Dev * N Mean Std Dev

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Money Transfers
 Urban coresident childlren 582 1469.54 1522.97 33 976.58 1023.96

  Urban non-coresident children 660 1065.04 1485.40 607 764.45 1032.45
 Rural coresident childlren 1289 964.04 1018.01 69 827.82 765.10

  Rural non-coresident children 1447 625.73 782.26 1280 490.88 783.32
Total 3978 931.69 1158.56 1989 594.12 881.27

Time Transfers
 Urban coresident childlren 417 283.03 128.95 21 268.00 143.52

  Urban non-coresident children 657 37.21 89.91 127 45.44 71.11
 Rural coresident childlren 816 265.30 141.22 32 250.38 157.80

  Rural non-coresident children 1441 26.29 73.74 188 56.20 79.96
Total 1929 206.63 156.42 368 81.46 116.06

      Source : Author's calculations based on the 2002 CSSFD.
     * Std Dev stands for standard deviations.  
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Table 2-5: Distribution of Positive Transfers, Urban Sample 
Fraction Mean Mean Std Dev* Percentiles

> 0 > 0 > 0 5th 25th 50th 75th 95th 99th
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Money transfers
   parent to child

coresidency 29.95 570.61 1904.92 2096.41 60 300 1000 3000 7000 9600
no coresidency 23.79 211.18 887.68 1334.01 50 200 450 1000 4000 6600

   child to parent
coresidency 88.18 1295.87 1469.54 1522.97 60 500 1000 1900 4600 7800

no coresidency 88.83 946.06 1065.04 1485.40 50 250 600 1300 3500 7000

Time transfers °
   parent to child

coresidency 31.01 81.08 261.44 224.12 4 60 200 365 730 730
no coresidency 11.16 13.17 118.08 138.18 1 12 65 183 365 730

   child to parent
coresidency 63.47 179.64 283.03 128.95 5 200 365 365 365 365

no coresidency 32.16 34.78 108.17 126.67 2 20 50 150 365 365
      Source : Author's calculations based on the 2002 CSSFD. N=1405.
       * Std Dev stands for standard deviations.
       ° time transfers can be larger than 365 days because we combine both parents' contribution.      
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Table 2-6: Distribution of Positive Transfers, Rural Sample 

Fraction Mean Mean Std Dev* Percentiles
> 0 > 0 > 0 5th 25th 50th 75th 95th 99th
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Money transfers
   parent to child

coresidency 13.76 99.98 726.56 1037.03 30 100 300 1000 2500 6000
no coresidency 12.48 59.26 474.98 810.26 25 50 150 600 1850 5750

   child to parent
coresidency 93.07 897.22 964.04 1018.01 125 400 650 1200 3000 5000

no coresidency 92.11 576.34 625.73 782.26 60 200 400 800 2000 4000

Time transfers °
   parent to child

coresidency 26.80 60.75 226.66 196.49 10 60 183 365 720 730
no coresidency 15.21 15.74 103.46 133.05 5 17 52 123 375 665

   child to parent
coresidency 59.13 156.87 265.30 141.22 10 105 365 365 365 365

no coresidency 29.33 24.57 83.76 111.99 4 12 30 100 365 365
      Source : Author's calculations based on the 2002 CSSFD. N=2959.
       * Std Dev stands for standard deviations.
       ° time transfers can be larger than 365 days because we combine both parents' contribution.       
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Table 2-7: Probability of Transfer and Mean Transfer Amount by Income of Children, Urban Sample  
avg. prob. of avg. prob. of avg. prob. of avg. prob. of avg. 

income money transfer money transfer money transfer money transfer time transfer time transfer time transfer time transfer
parent to child parent to child child to parent child to parent parent to child parent to child child to parent child to parent

 if >0  if >0 if >0 if >0
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Income quartile of
coresident child
Q1 (lowest) 2139 14.29 525 85.71 1413 57.14 458 57.13 322
Q2 4747 31.43 1255 85.71 1119 38.57 348 60.00 247
Q3 9677 28.57 1736 86.33 1174 39.29 274 49.64 278
Q4 26802 33.33 1922 92.59 1771 38.27 205 56.88 241

Income quartile of
non-coresident child
Q1 (lowest) 1987 35.71 380 100.00 583 7.14 100 42.86 203
Q2 4922 15.79 904 92.11 497 15.79 121 23.68 89
Q3 9623 26.90 748 83.45 787 9.66 130 23.78 99
Q4 25192 29.86 647 90.00 1544 17.54 129 28.23 98
      Source : Author's calculations based on the 2002 CSSFD. Urban coresident child N = 661, urban non-coresident child N = 744.  
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Table 2-8: Probability of Transfer and Mean Transfer Amount by Income of Children, Rural Sample  
avg. prob. of avg. prob. of avg. prob. of avg. prob. of avg. 

income money transfer money transfer money transfer money transfer time transfer time transfer time transfer time transfer
parent to child parent to child child to parent child to parent parent to child parent to child child to parent child to parent

 if >0  if >0 if >0 if >0
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Income quartile of
coresident child
Q1 (lowest) 1952 11.23 534 94.12 654 21.93 230 56.58 284
Q2 4648 12.46 553 91.78 878 24.93 229 61.14 274
Q3 9568 15.22 895 93.75 1086 37.72 213 51.04 214
Q4 23463 15.87 997 93.55 1514 39.68 241 60.48 245

Income quartile of
non-coresident child
Q1 (lowest) 1931 8.41 459 90.63 331 9.13 69 27.71 71
Q2 4589 13.73 359 91.88 547 15.69 96 29.69 87
Q3 9305 13.68 345 92.10 670 23.71 119 24.70 81
Q4 24978 16.58 588 95.72 1125 19.79 116 26.74 116
      Source : Author's calculations based on the 2002 CSSFD. Rural coresident child N = 1388, urban non-coresident child N = 1571. 



 
Table 2-9: Transfers to parents reported in the HRS and the CSSFD 
Type of Transfer HRS 1992 CSSFD 2002
Financial assistance

Proportion giving 14.7% 87.2%
Fraction of money tranfer in avg. income* 8.7% 15.1%

Time help
Proportion giving 5.4% 45.4%
Mean days given 12 days 114 days

  Source : amount conditional on positive transfers; HRS results from 
       Zissimopoulos (2001), N=3690;  *average income of children 
       calculated by the author; CSSFD results from author's calculations. 
       Only urban Sample N=1405.   
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Chapter 3 The role of adult children in caring for the 
elderly in a rural setting 

 

Introduction 

Has the family support of the rural elderly declined since the 1990s in China? While the 

jury is still out, there is substantial evidence pointing in that direction. Less than 58 

percent of the rural elderly (those over 65) live with an adult child in 2000 compared with 

over 69 percent in 1991 (Giles 2006). In addition to not living with the elderly, there has 

been wide concern over whether children are providing fewer private transfers.1 This may 

be explained by demographic and economic factors: elderly parents may have relatively 

few children due to the implementation of one-child policy in the 1970s; economic 

reform improved the income of the child and the elderly permitting them to live alone; 

economic expansion has lured many younger workers out of impoverished rural regions 

to take factory and service jobs in cities, possibly reducing the provision of care to the 

rural elderly. This paper investigates the determinants of the financial and time transfers 

provided by adult children to their parents. 

Empirical studies of private transfers in China are scarce. Yet, they provide 

important stylized factors. For example, Benjamin et al. (2000) uses a 1995 survey2 data 

and find that over 70 percent of rural only-elderly household3 receive transfers and the 

average transfer is 632.4 Silverstein et al. (2006) collected data from a sample of aged 

60 above in one rural region5 in 2001 and find that 98 percent of elderly parents have 

received financial transfers from at least one child in the preceding 12 months. These two 

                                                 
1 Unless otherwise indicated, private transfers refer to both interhoushold and intrahousehold transfers  
of money and time. 
2 This survey was conducted by authors and their Chinese colleagues in 1995. It provides detailed         
household- level information on income, expenditure, labor supply, and farm management. It covers   
780 households in six counties and 30 villages in two Northern provinces (Liaoning and Hebei).   
3 Only-elderly households are defined as those households with members over 60 years of age only.  
Their sample size is 64.  
4 RMB ( or yuan) exchange rate against U.S. dollars has increased from 8.3 yuan to one U.S. dollar        
in 1995 to 7.7 yuan in 2008. 
5 The rural region is Chaohu, which is in the center of Anhui province. As the author said in Pp258 of the 
paper, “we chose this region specifically for its high level of out-migration of working-age adults to the 
provincial capital of Hefei and to other cities such as Nanjing, Shanghai, and Beijing,” This survey has 
1641 sample of the elderly who had at least one living adult child.  
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studies used surveys from only two provinces in China. We use data from the 2002 

Chinese Social Survey of Family Dynamics (CSSFD) and the 2002 Chinese Longitudinal 

Healthy Longevity Survey (CLHLS) to investigate not only the occurrence and amount of 

such transfers but also their socio-economic determinants. By understanding the 

determinants, we can better assess how rapid economic change in China may affect 

family support to the elderly in rural areas. Rural areas are of particular importance for 

two reasons. First, 70% of the elderly live in rural areas (China National Committee of 

Aging 2006). Hence they form a large group. Second, less than 6% of the elderly 

population in rural China receives a pension, 84% do not have a bank account and 91% 

do not have health insurance (Ministry of Health 2000 National Health Statistics; China 

Research Center on Aging 1994).  Hence, they are a vulnerable group.   

The effectiveness of social insurance aimed to protect the elderly against 

poverty in rural areas will depend in part on the extent to which most of them already rely 

on important help from their children. Much has been written about transfer motives (Cox 

1987; Bernheim et al., 1985; Barro 1974; Becker 1974) and economic determinants 

(McGarry 1998; Altonjo et. al. 2000) in the United States. However, there has been little 

empirical work in China. The data we use is well-suited for the task of understanding the 

determinants of transfers.  

We find substantial financial transfers from children to their elderly parents. 

Time transfers are common and large. Second, wealthy children are more likely to give 

money transfers and give more. Poor parents are more likely to receive money transfers 

and receive more. We also find that children and parental income are uncorrelated with 

time transfers. Finally, the evidence suggests that money transfers are more determined 

by children’s financial status, while time transfers response strongly to parental need.   

This paper begins with a review of the literature. This section is followed by a 

discussion of the model to understand private transfers within the family. The subsequent 

section presents empirical results on the determinants of private transfers. A concluding 

section synthesizes the results.  
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Literature 

There is substantial literature on private transfers looking at the motive behind the 

transfers, who from the family is involved, and the types of transfers. Two alternative 

hypotheses for the motivation exist: altruism and exchange. Under the altruism 

framework, proposed by Becker (1974), a benevolent individual (say the child) cares 

about the well-being of other individuals in the family (say the elderly). In the exchange 

model (Bernheim, Shleifer, and Summers 1985), children provide time to the elderly in 

exchange for money or in anticipation of future bequests. Both altruism and exchange 

motives undoubtedly affect transfer behavior but the existing literature provides no 

consensus as to whether one motive predominates. The few empirical studies available to 

date have produced conflicting results.  

Understanding transfer motives is crucial: these two models predict different 

behavior responses to changes in public transfers. For instance, altruistic individuals 

would cut transfers to their elderly parents following an increase in government aid. In 

contrast, public transfers would not crowd out private ones if private transfers are 

motivated by exchange. There is evidence showing that exchange-motivated private 

transfers can actually reinforce rather than offset the effects of public income 

redistribution (Cox and Rank 1992).    

This paper does not aim to distinguish between transfer motives. We take a 

reduced-form approach of looking at the effect of children or parent’s income on 

resources provided to parents. There are several studies on which this paper builds on. 

First, Börsch-Supan et al. (1992), who use the 1986 Hebrew Rehabilitation Center for the 

Aged (HRCA) survey of the elderly and children and find that children’s wage rate and 

income levels appear to play a rather insignificant role in the time transfers. Second, 

McGarry and Schoeni (1995), using  the 1992 Health and Retirement Study (HRS), find 

that the children’s household income and wealth are uncorrelated with time transfers but 

positively correlated with financial transfers. And third, Altonji et al. (2000) use the 

matched supplement transfer data of the 1988 PSID and find that children’s income raises 

the probability and amount of money transfers from the child to parents; child income has 

a weak negative relationship to the probability and amount of time transfers. Lastly, 

Zissimopoulos (2001), who uses the 1994 Health and Retirement Study (HRS), finds that 
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an increase in an adult child’s income and wealth increase transfers to parents while an 

increase in the wage rate increases financial transfers and decreases time transfers. This 

result is consistent with the hypothesis that a high wage child substitutes financial 

transfers for time transfers.  

 

Theoretical Framework 

We motivate our empirical work with a model proposed by Cox (1987). We adapt the 

model so that it reflects an adult child’s perspective. This is useful for China rural regime, 

where the child dominates the bargaining arrangement but not the parent. Our assumption 

is that the child generally possesses more resources and parents are more likely to rely on 

them in rural areas of China. The child’s utility function is 

 

                                    )),(,,( rcVrcUU pkkk                                                                  (1)  

                                                    +   -     +   + 

 

where kU = child’s level of well-being, kc = child’s consumption, r = time services 

provided by the child to the parent 6, V = parent’s level of well-being, and pc = parent’s 

consumption. The sign of each first derivative is shown beneath each argument in the 

utility function. The child is altruistic so that 0VU k . Both child and parent 

consumption are assumed to be normal goods. Assume that the parent likes the services 

provided by the child, then 0rV ; assume that the child dislike providing services, 

then 0rU k .  

               The budget constraints for this problem are  

 

                                     TIC kk                                                                                    (2) 

                                     TIC pp                                                                                   (3) 

                                                 
6 Time services refer to housework, running errands, affection, phone calls, family visits. They do not have 
clear market substitute thus enter the utility function directly. 
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where I denotes income and T denotes money transfers from child to parent. Another 

constraint should be introduced: the change in the utility of the parent from entering into 

transfer-services relationship with the child must be nonnegative. The parent’s “threat 

point” utility level is )0,(0 pIV . This is the level of utility associated with receiving no 

services and consuming only his/her own income. The assumption of child-dominance is 

explicit here because the parent receives his/her threat point utility. The nonnegativity 

constraint is )0,(),( 0 pp IVrCV . Assume that constraints (2) and (3) are binding, the 

Lagrangian for the child’s maximization problem is  

 

            ))0,(),(()),(,,( 0 pppkk IVrTIVrTIVrTIUL .                                (4) 

 

Assume that there are interior solutions for r and T . As an outcome of the optimization 

program, we obtain r and T as a function of income kI  and pI .  

 
Empirical Implementation  
 
Data 

 
The 2002 CLHLS (Elderly Survey) and the 2002 CSSFD (Child Survey)7 

The 2002 CLHLS is part of an ongoing panel survey of the elderly in China began in 

1998. In addition to the 1998 and 2002 surveys, the elderly sample was re-interviewed in 

2000, 2004, and 2006. The 2002 CSSFD is a survey of the children of those elderly 

interviewed in the 2002 CLHLS survey of the elderly. At the close of the 2002 CLHLS 

survey the elderly respondent was asked for information about his/her children. Although 

all living children’s information is included in the family roster, only one of them living 

in the same city or county was randomly chosen for the interview in the CSSFD. The 

                                                 
7 CLHLS is the Chinese Longitudinal Healthy Longevity Survey, and CSSFD is the Chinese Social Survey 
of Family Dynamics. In this research, I will use Elderly survey to refer to CLHLS while Child Survey for 
CSSFD. 
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child was asked a set of questions concerning his/her job and income, demographics, 

education, marriage history, family composition, types of transfers given to each parent 

(include in-law) and received from each parent (include in-law).     

The original 1998 CLHLS sample of 8,959 oldest old (those over 80) was drawn 

from 22 provinces. In 2002, in addition to the 11,163 oldest old (6,243 re-interviewees 

and 4,920 new interviewees), 4,894 respondents aged 65 to 79 from 9 provinces were 

first added into the CLHLS survey. Therefore, the oldest old (over 80) is much 

oversampled and weight is generated according to the age, sex, and rural/urban residence. 

The original 1998 CSSFD sample was drawn from 7 provinces and surveyed about 4339 

persons approximately aged between 35 and 65.    

One of our goals in this paper is to assess the care received by the rural elderly, 

measured by the financial and time transfers from adult children. The CSSFD has a good 

structure which aims to shield children’s transfer behavior. However, because of funding 

limitation, the random selection of children was defined to those who were in the same 

cities/ counties as the elderly. Those children living in different cities/counties are 

ignored. Therefore we need to point out that the research result is not a generalization of 

the general state of caring in rural areas because of the selection problem.              

 

The Sample 

The final sample in our analysis contains 2933 matched child and elderly for 

financial transfer, while contains 2924 for time transfers. We exclude 5 children with 

missing information on money transfers; excluded 14 children with missing information 

on time provided to their parent; 3 cases reporting time transfer larger than 366 days; 13 

cases whose parent is less than 65 years of age (due to different age reporting method 

using Chinese Lunar Calendar). 

Of the 2933 child in our sample, 45 percent are age 35 to 50, and 55 percent are 

age 50 to 65. The parents are in the age range 65 to 114; 36 percent are under 80, 52 

percent are between 80 and 100, and 12 percent are above 100.  

Only 26 percent of children are female and most of them (93 percent) are 

married. We hypothesize that female adult children may have lower probability to be 
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selected due to marriage to counties far away. Marriage is highly stable in rural areas. In 

contrast to their children, 54 percent of the elderly are female and only 33 percent are 

married. This low marriage rate is due to substantial amount of widows (or widowers) in 

the elderly sample.        

Over 46 percent of children coreside with the parent. Conditional on giving days 

of care, those coresident children provide significantly more days (272 days) than 

noncoresident children (88 days). The same pattern remains for money assistance: 

coresident children offers 983 RMB compared while non-coresident offers 633 RMB.    

 

The Transfer Data 

In the Child Survey, there are five questions measuring actual financial transfers 

from the child to each parent. These questions are  

 

[1] In the last year, about how much did you give to your father (or mother)?  

[2] In the last year, about how much did you lend to your father (or mother)? 

[3] In the last year, about how much did you pay medicine for your father (or mother)? 

[4] In the last year, about how much value of food did you give to your father (or mother)?  

[5] In the last year, about how much did you give to your father (or mother) for other          

     purposes?  

               

We combine these five types of money transfers to get the total amount.        

The time transfer question in the Child Survey that provides the dependent 

variable for our analysis is: “In the last year, about how many days did you spend on 

helping your father (or mother)?” 58 percent of the child reports not spending time 

helping for their own parents (0 day).   

 

Other Key Variables 

The Child Survey has a set of questions to measure annual income of the child: 

monthly earnings and yearly bonus. We use them to construct the income of the child. In 
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our sample, 18 percent report zero income and they are housekeepers (38%), retiree 

(34%), disabled (12%), and unemployed (10%). The average income conditional on 

positive is 7529 rmb. We can also identify the occupation of the rural adult children. 54 

percent of them are in farming, forestry, animal husbandry and fishery. Manufacture is 

the second largest occupation but only in 6 percent.     

Further, respondents were asked about each parent’s financial resources. These 

questions are of the form  

 

 [1] In the last year, how much is your father (or mother)’s pension income? 

 [2] In the last year, how much did your father (or mother) get from his (her) spouse? 

 [3] In the last year, how much did your father (or mother) get from his (her)  

       sons/daughter-in-laws? 

 [4] In the last year, how much did your father (or mother) get from his (her) daughters or  

      son-in-laws? 

 [5] In the last year, how much did your father (or mother) get from other relatives? 

 [6] In the last year, how much did your father (or mother) get from social financial aid? 

 [7] In the last year, how much did your father (or mother) get from other sources? 

                 

              We summarize [1] [2] [5] [6] and [7] to proxy for the elderly’s annual income. 

We exclude child transfers as an income component of the parent. Because one 

dependent variable is money transfer from the child to the parent, counting them into 

income may cause spurious relationship between income and transfers. The average 

income of the elderly parent is 2622 rmb. Children's money transfers would count 23 

percent for the elderly's income, which shows children is an important support for parents 

in rural China.      

The questions in the Child Survey concerning the respondent’s characteristics 

include age, gender, marital status, living arrangement, work and health status, 

occupation, industry, education, family composition, and types of family expenses.  

The Elderly Survey provides rich information on the parent’s age, gender, 

education, health, living arrangement, life style, and family composition. It has a 

comprehensive set of questions to measure health. Beside self-rated health, it provides 



 - 59 - 

 

answers on ADL (Activities of Daily Living), IADL (Instrumental Activities of Daily 

Living), health conditions (up to 21 types. i.e. high blood pressure, diabetes, cancer, lung 

cancer, heart disease) and MSE (Mental State Examination). The elderly reported 1) 

without assistance, 2) one part assistance and 3) more than one part assistance with six 

ADLs: bathing, dressing, eating, indoor transferring, toileting, and continence. The 

elderly respondent were asked whether they are able to do, a little difficult to do or 

unable to do each eight IADLs. The eight IADL are going outside to visit neighbors, 

shopping alone, making food, washing clothes, walking one kilometer, carrying 5kg 

weight, able to crouch and stand for three times, and taking public transportation.       

 

Frequency and Magnitude of Private Transfers  

Table 3-1 summarizes the evidence for the frequency and magnitude of financial 

and time transfers from adult children to their elderly parents, reported in the 2002 Child 

Survey. First, in column (3), over 70 percent of children give money directly or pay food 

for their parents, while over 40 percent report paying for the medicine of parents. In total, 

over 90 percent of children give any types of financial transfers. In contrast, the 

frequency of time spent helping parents is far less: less than half of children (43 percent) 

reports positive days. Second, looking at the magnitude reported in column (4), the mean 

RMB value of transfers for those who gives a nonzero amount is 809.  For those who 

spent time in help, the mean number of days is 207. Time help appears substantial.       

 

[Table 3-1 about here] 

  

In Table 3-2, we report the 5th, 25th, median, 75th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the 

distribution of positive transfers. In column (3), the median of money transfers is 500 

and the median of time transfers is 200 days. Since the mean of money transfers is 809, 

the distribution of money transfers is highly skewed. 

 

[Table 3-2 about here] 
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Table 3-3 breaks out transfers by the income quartile of children. Column (2) 

shows that the probability of money transfers changes little with the child’s income, but 

there is a clear tendency for the amount of the transfers to increase with the child’s 

income. Column (5) reports no pattern for time transfers and income quartiles. Last, in 

column (4), we find the fraction of money transfers in income decreases in income. For 

example, children in lowest income quartile spent 23 percent of their income in money 

transfers to parents relative to 5 percent for children in fourth income quartile.            

 

[Table 3-3 about here] 

 

Who are Caregivers?  

The means of children and parent variables are presented in Table 3-4 for the 

entire sample of 2933 children, and separately by whether the child provide money to 

their elderly parents. The table is primarily used to test whether those children giving 

money transfers are better off financially (measured by income). The relationship is weak 

and not monotonic: for children in lowest and highest quartile, those giving money 

transfers are better off than those not giving transfers; but for children in middle two 

quartiles, the result is reversed. The children giving transfers are on average older, more 

likely to be female, to be married, to have more siblings, to have more children of their 

own, to be working, to be coresiding with parents, or to own a home. They also have 

lower education (measured by years of schooling) and less likely to be the only child. 

One point should be mentioned. Given that schooling is not prevalent in rural China 

(average around 6 years in our sample), the relationship of it with transfers would be 

difficult to identify. The largest difference is with respect to residence areas. Children 

residing in north areas are twice likely to give money assistance to their parents. This is 

not surprising given north rural areas are less developed and family members are more 

closely linked.  

 

[Table 3-4 about here] 
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In Table 3-5, the differences between those who provide and do not provide time 

help are pronounced. From the comparison, those who provide help are less well off 

financially. They are older on average and less likely to work, both of which likely to 

indicate the availability of time. They are less likely to be female, which is surprising. 

One of the explanations could be that rural respondent could count farm work as time 

help and male children are possibly helping parents more in labor. They are also more 

likely to be single, to have more years of schooling, to have more number of siblings, or 

to own a home. They are more likely to be the only child, to have more children of their 

own, to reside in north areas, or to coreside with parents. The measures of exchange offer 

some interesting results: first, children who provide time help are more likely to have a 

parent who takes more days to care for grandchildren and does more housework for them. 

Second, they are also more likely to provide money assistance for their parents, despite 

the fact that their average incomes are lower. Consider coresidency, only the second 

result is true.     

The decision of a child to provide time help should be influenced by the amount 

of help provided by his/her siblings. However, there is no such information in the Child 

Survey. In addition, Wolf et al. (1997) do not find a significant effect of sibling’s hours 

on one’s own supply of time help.  

 

[Table 3-5 about here] 

 

Empirical Strategy     

We analyze the probability that a child give a transfer (money and time, 

respectively) to his/her parents. The dependent variable is a latent variable *
iy . However, 

we only observe iy  which takes the value of 1 if the latent variable is *
iy  > 0, i.e. the 

child i gives a transfer to the parents, and 0 otherwise. The model is:  
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                                                                  (5) 

                                                                                                                                

  if  0*
iy ; 

  otherwise  

  

                       
k

iI  and p
iI  denote child and parent incomes, respectively. iX  is a vector of other 

characteristics that may influence the probability of giving a transfer. Assuming i  is 

normally distributed error terms with mean zero, we estimate a probit equation. Secondly, 

we use a Tobit model for amount of transfer that takes into account the censoring of the 

dependent variable reported as either log annual financial transfers or log annual hours.  

The dependent variable is the amount of transfer in rmb given by child i ( iY ) and the 

explanatory variables are the same that enter into the probit regression:  

                             

                                                                       (6) 

 

i  is the error term, which is assumed to be normally distributed. In both regressions, the 

vector X contains child’s characteristics such as age, gender, marital status, education, 

coresident dummy, residence dummy (north and south), number of siblings, number of 

children, whether the child is the only one for the parent, self-rated health status, as well 

as the parent’s characteristics such as age, gender, marital status, ethnic, self-rated health, 

ADL, IADL, incidence of diseases. Two exchange variables are included in financial 

transfer analysis: parents spend days on child care and on housework. We aim to find 

whether the exchange exists: parent who helps are more likely to receive money transfers 

from their children. One more exchange measure is added in time transfer analysis to test 

substitute effect: well-off children substitute money assistance for time help.    
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Results     

Column (1) and (2) of Table 3-6 report probit and tobit results of financial 

transfer estimates. We find money transfers flow from rich to poor. Children who are 

better off are more likely to giving money to their elderly parents and there is a 

significant positive effect on the magnitude. For example, being in the lowest income 

quartile decreases the probability of giving by 7 percentage points and the amount by 73 

percent while a child in the second lowest quartile of income is 5 percentage points less 

likely to give money and give 60 percent more money relative to being in the fourth 

highest quartile. If the highest income quartile children gives 500 rmb, according to our 

estimate, the lowest and the second lowest quartile children would give 135 and 200 rmb, 

respectively. Parents who are worse off are more likely to receive financial transfers and 

there is a significant positive effect on this magnitude. For example, transfers are 7 

percentage points more likely to happen for parent in lowest income quartile compared to 

one in the highest quartile.8    

     

[Table 3-6 about here] 

 

The results for the transfer of time are somewhat different (Table 3-7). Income 

does not have an effect on the probability of time transfer or the magnitude. For example, 

there is no clear monotonic relationship between a child’s income and the probability of a 

transfer. Second, parental income is not related to the probability or the magnitude.  

    

[Table 3-7 about here] 

 

Additional Results 

The probit estimates in Table 3-6 column (1) indicate that money transfers are 

made by working, female, married and northern children. They are more likely to own a 

                                                 
8 Note that these effects are conditional on giving or receiving. 
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home and have more children or siblings. The tobit estimates in column (2) are similar to 

the probit: working, female, married and northern children transferred more money to 

their parents and more money are transferred by children who own a home or have more 

children. In parental part, estimates shows that money transfers are targeted to the older 

persons and those who are suffer more diseases; more money are transferred to older and 

ill elderly persons.   

It is interesting to note that coresidency of children is a significant predictor for 

the magnitude of money transfers, but not for the incidence of such transfers. In parental 

part, being married or Han ethnic are strong predictors for magnitudes but not for the 

incidence.       

Time transfers show a different pattern. The findings in Table 3-7 indicate time 

help respond more strongly to parental need. Demographics and health of the parent - age, 

gender, self-rated health, marital status, the number of IADLs and health conditions - 

each have a large impact on the probability of receiving time help and the magnitude of 

such help. For example, time help from children is strongly related to the number of 

IADL limitations of the parent - each limitation increases the probability by almost 2 

percentage points – but is not at all affected by the number of ADL difficulties. This is 

evidence that children help with housekeeping tasks rather than with personal care.  

For the donor child, residence area and coresidency are the only two significant 

predictors of giving time help and the magnitude. Interestingly, one factor that could be 

associated with exchange is a significant predictor of assistance (Parents spend days on 

child care). Children whose parents provide grandchild care are more likely to give time 

help for their parent (but not money, see Table 3-6). There is no evidence that children 

substitute between proving time and money. In fact, the more financial assistance the 

child gives, the more likely he is to give time assistance as well. Giving any money 

transfer increases the probability of proving time help by over 7 percentage points. Each 

percentage increases in money transfers would yield 0.72 percentage increase in time 

help.            

Overall, estimates suggest that money transfers are mostly determined by 

children’s financial resources. In contrast, time transfers are dominated by parental needs. 

The results also show that residence areas, parental age and their prevalence of disease 
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remain to be strong predictors in all estimates of transfers, which suggest they may play 

important roles.     

               In addition, we expect the behavior of children in north/ south areas to be 

different, as well as coresident / non-coresident and female/ male. Thus we estimate the 

model separately for each group. We find that children’s income effect on financial 

transfers is larger for non-coresident, south and males.9 

 

Conclusion 

This paper has provided a descriptive analysis of the caregiving environment faced by the 

rural Chinese elderly who has an adult children living in the same county. We find there 

are substantial amount of money transfers and time help from adult children to their 

elderly parents.  

More importantly, we find that money transfers flow from rich to poor within 

the rural family. Income has a large effect on money transfers. For example, transfers are 

131 percent higher for a child in the highest income quartile compared to one in the 

lowest quartile. Parental income significantly reduces the probability and amount of 

money transfers from children to parents. Second, children and parental income are not 

related to the incidence or magnitude of time transfers. Third, we find time transfers 

response more strongly to parental need while money transfers are determined by 

children’s financial resources. This result is encouraging in that parental need is the 

strong predictor of receiving care. Aged, worse self-rated health, more IADL limitations 

or health conditions are associated with receiving time help from adult children. Finally, 

there is no evidence that children substitute between proving time and money. Thus it is 

not the case that children who are unable to spend time helping a parent compensate with 

financial assistance.  

Although we observed large effect of income on giving behavior of children, we 

have no plausible method to generalize its incidence and amount to the Chinese 

population. Also, we are aware of the fact that transfers between a child and a parent 

should be influenced by the resources and needs of the child’s siblings, in-laws (if 
                                                 
9 These estimations results will not be shown and are upon request from the author. 
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married) and other relatives. These omitted variables may bias the estimate of income 

effect. But, such information is not available in this data. In future research we will 

investigate this relationship by studying more family members such as the spouse. In 

addition, parent’s income is potentially endogenous. In this paper, we construct parent’s 

income by pension, social support and transfers from family members other than children. 

Employees of social support program may have awarded more money to the parent not 

receiving transfers from their children, if they regarded transfers as an indicator of need.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 - 67 - 

 

Table 3-1: Incidence and Magnitude of Transfers to Parents 
Number of Number of Proportion         Mean Amt S.E.

Cases Giving Cases* of Giving Giving** of Mean
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Money transfers to parents
   Cash 2229 2929 76.1 % 376 484
   Medicine 1294 2923 44.3 381 619
   Food 2064 2915 70.8 356 447
   Others 284 2918 9.7 236 323
   Total*** 2684 2933 91.5 794 938
Time transfers to parents
   Days spend in helping 1238 2924 42.5 207 158
      Source : Author's calculations based on 2002 CSSFD.
      Note : Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly parent alive. 
      * Number of cases differ because of missing values on transfers
      ** Means are over positive values. S.E. is standard error.
      *** Sum of transfers given that at least one transfer exists  
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Table 3-2: Distribution of Positive Transfers 
      Percentiles       
 5th 25th 50th 75th  95th 99th 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Money transfers       
   rmb value  100 260 500 1000 2400 5000 
Time transfers       
   Days 10 30 200 365 365 365 
      Source: Author's calculations based on 2002 CSSFD.   
      Note: Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly parent alive.  
      Money transfers are the summation of cash, food, medic and other transfers.   
      Both transfers are for the past year.     
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Table 3-3: Probability of Transfer and Mean Transfer Amount by Income 
avg. prob. of avg. fraction of prob. of avg. 

income money money money transfer time time 
transfer transfer in avg. income transfer transfer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Income quartile of 
the child
Q1 (lowest) 1972 0.919 449 22.7 0.405 87
Q2 4634 0.914 674 14.2 0.448 97
Q3 9427 0.911 829 8.6 0.355 63
Q4 24325 0.932 1239 4.9 0.388 80
      Source : Author's calculations based on 2002 CSSFD and CLHLS.
      Note : Sample is respondent who has at least one elderly parent alive.  
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Table 3-4: Characteristics of Respondents and Their Parents by Money Transfers Status of 
Respondent  

All                 Give Money                     Do Not Give Money
n = 2933 a            n = 2691 a                 n = 242 a

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(1) (2) (3)

Demographics
   Age 50.734 8.707 50.949 8.672 48.339 8.759
   Female 0.262 0.440 0.265 0.441 0.227 0.420
   Marital Status 0.918 0.274 0.923 0.267 0.868 0.339
   Schooling 6.071 3.516 6.032 3.502 6.512 3.656
   Number of siblings 3.169 1.678 3.186 1.677 2.988 1.686
   The only child 0.083 0.275 0.081 0.273 0.095 0.294
   Number of children 2.450 1.327 2.493 1.322 1.971 1.290
   Residence in North province 0.162 0.368 0.168 0.374 0.091 0.288

Income
   1st income quartile (lowest) 0.268 0.443 0.268 0.443 0.264 0.442
   2nd income quartile 0.238 0.426 0.237 0.426 0.248 0.433
   3rd income quartile 0.210 0.407 0.208 0.406 0.223 0.417
   4th income quartile 0.128 0.334 0.131 0.338 0.096 0.296
   income unknown (not working) 0.179 0.383 0.178 0.383 0.186 0.390

Health
   Subjective health status
       Very good/ good 0.804 0.397 0.800 0.400 0.843 0.365
       Fair 0.153 0.360 0.157 0.364 0.103 0.305
       Bad/ very bad 0.043 0.204 0.042 0.201 0.054 0.226

Exchange
  Parents spend days on child care 1.622 5.909 1.602 5.887 1.839 6.153
  Parents spend days on housework 3.613 8.415 3.567 8.318 4.120 9.432

Living Arrangement
   Coresidence 0.463 0.499 0.466 0.499 0.426 0.495
   Own home 0.767 0.423 0.778 0.416 0.645 0.480

Parents Characteristics (alive)
   Income 
   (other than child transfers)
       1st income quartile 0.149 0.356 0.156 0.363 0.066 0.249
       2nd income quartile 0.121 0.326 0.117 0.322 0.157 0.365
       3rd income quartile 0.076 0.265 0.068 0.251 0.165 0.372
       4th income quartile 0.098 0.298 0.087 0.281 0.197 0.399
       Income unknown 0.617 0.486 0.627 0.484 0.517 0.501
   Health: very good/ good 0.452 0.498 0.450 0.498 0.483 0.501
   Health: fair 0.368 0.482 0.368 0.482 0.360 0.481
   Health: bad/ very bad 0.135 0.342 0.135 0.342 0.132 0.339
   Number of ADLs 0.551 1.314 0.562 1.326 0.434 1.173
   Number of IADLs 3.128 3.059 3.197 3.056 2.355 2.996
   Number of diseases 1.000 1.208 1.017 1.218 0.810 1.069
   Age 84.090 10.969 84.465 10.894 79.926 10.960
   Female 0.537 0.499 0.540 0.499 0.504 0.501
   Married 0.325 0.468 0.313 0.464 0.455 0.499
   Han ethnic 0.887 0.317 0.888 0.316 0.876 0.330
   Source:  Author's calculations based on 2002 CSSFD. Note: Std.Dev. = standard deviations.
    a Number of observations for some variables differs due to missing values.  
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Table 3-5: Characteristics of Respondents and Their Parents by Time Transfers Status of 
Respondent  

All         Give Time Help Do Not Give Time Help
n = 2924 a      n = 1238 a       n = 1686 a

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(1) (2) (3)

Demographics
   Age 50.732 8.708 53.257 8.240 48.877 8.578
   Female 0.261 0.439 0.234 0.424 0.281 0.450
   Marital Status 0.919 0.273 0.896 0.306 0.935 0.246
   Schooling 6.074 3.514 5.877 3.486 6.219 3.528
   Number of siblings 3.167 1.678 2.954 1.650 3.324 1.681
   The only child 0.083 0.276 0.099 0.299 0.071 0.256
   Number of children 2.452 1.326 2.620 1.391 2.329 1.263
   Residence in North province 0.162 0.369 0.206 0.405 0.130 0.337

Income
   1st income quartile (lowest) 0.268 0.443 0.257 0.437 0.277 0.448
   2nd income quartile 0.238 0.426 0.252 0.434 0.228 0.420
   3rd income quartile 0.210 0.407 0.176 0.381 0.235 0.424
   4th income quartile 0.129 0.335 0.124 0.330 0.132 0.338
   income unknown (not working) 0.178 0.382 0.218 0.413 0.148 0.355

Health
   Subjective health status
       Very good/ good 0.804 0.397 0.758 0.429 0.837 0.369
       Fair 0.153 0.360 0.196 0.397 0.121 0.326
       Bad/ very bad 0.043 0.204 0.046 0.210 0.042 0.200

Exchange
  Parents spend days on child care 1.627 5.917 1.865 6.433 1.451 5.503
  Parents spend days on housework 3.624 8.426 3.953 8.756 3.382 8.170
  Gave parents money 0.914 0.280 0.972 0.166 0.872 0.334
  Amount of money assistance 726.168 924.845 1006.968 1098.552 519.982 705.228

Living Arrangement
   Coresidence 0.463 0.499 0.643 0.479 0.332 0.471
   Own home 0.766 0.423 0.746 0.435 0.781 0.414

Parents Characteristics (alive)
   Income 
   (other than child transfers)
       1st income quartile 0.149 0.356 0.185 0.388 0.122 0.328
       2nd income quartile 0.121 0.326 0.139 0.346 0.108 0.310
       3rd income quartile 0.076 0.265 0.069 0.254 0.081 0.272
       4th income quartile 0.098 0.298 0.090 0.286 0.106 0.308
       Income unknown 0.617 0.486 0.568 0.496 0.652 0.476
   Health: very good/ good 0.452 0.498 0.396 0.489 0.494 0.500
   Health: fair 0.368 0.482 0.363 0.481 0.372 0.483
   Health: bad/ very bad 0.134 0.341 0.168 0.374 0.110 0.313
   Number of ADLs 0.551 1.313 0.860 1.590 0.323 1.007
   Number of IADLs 3.127 3.060 4.238 3.013 2.311 2.829
   Number of diseases 1.001 1.208 1.161 1.267 0.883 1.149
   Age 84.092 10.954 88.120 10.203 81.134 10.539
   Female 0.536 0.499 0.576 0.494 0.507 0.500
   Married 0.325 0.469 0.187 0.390 0.426 0.495
   Han ethnic 0.886 0.317 0.900 0.300 0.877 0.329
   Source:  Author's calculations based on 2002 CSSFD. Note: Std.Dev. = standard deviations.
    a Number of observations for some variables differs due to missing values.  
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Table 3-6: Probit and Tobit Estimates for Financial Transfers 

Probability Log of Money Amount

Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E.
Variable (1) (2) 
Income
   1st income quartile (lowest) -0.0664 *** 0.0252 -1.3136 *** 0.1485
   2nd income quartile -0.0530 ** 0.0237 -0.9061 *** 0.1434
   3rd income quartile -0.0408 * 0.0225 -0.5870 *** 0.1420
   4th income quartile (omitted)
   income unknown (not working) -0.0751 ** 0.0296 -0.8433 *** 0.1579

Health
   Subjective health status
       Very good/ good (omitted)
       Fair 0.0196 * 0.0114 0.1263 0.1066
       Bad/ very bad -0.0230 0.0271 -0.3771 ** 0.1885

Exchange
  Parents spend days on child care 0.0000 0.0008 0.0017 0.0071
  Parents spend days on housework 0.0007 0.0006 0.0030 0.0053

Living arrangements
   Coresidence 0.0114 0.0105 0.5235 *** 0.0900
   Own home 0.0320 *** 0.0121 0.3089 *** 0.0908

Demographics
   Age -0.0003 0.0008 0.0073 0.0070
   Female 0.0270 *** 0.0098 0.2753 *** 0.0959
   Marital Status 0.0416 * 0.0246 0.4030 ** 0.1592
   Educ: illiterate -0.0073 0.0378 -0.4169 0.3198
   Educ: elementary -0.0056 0.0374 -0.3141 0.3183
   Educ: high school -0.0197 0.0379 -0.4152 0.3148
   Educ: college and above (omitted)
   Residence in North province 0.0461 *** 0.0089 0.2151 ** 0.1062

Family composition
   Number of siblings 0.0057 * 0.0030 0.0272 0.0248
   The only child -0.0080 0.0182 0.0344 0.1481
   Number of children 0.0139 *** 0.0042 0.0811 ** 0.0336
    (continued)  
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Table 6                   (continued) Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E.
(1) (2) 

Parents Characteristics (alive)
   1st income quartile 0.0742 *** 0.0087 1.0394 *** 0.2210
   2nd income quartile 0.0426 *** 0.0124 0.6034 *** 0.2239
   3rd income quartile 0.0186 0.0173 0.1592 0.2377
   4th income quartile (omitted)
   Income unknown 0.0941 *** 0.0248 0.8081 *** 0.2026
   Health: very good/ good (omitted)
   Health: fair 0.0018 0.0100 0.0458 0.0853
   Health: bad/ very bad 0.0027 0.0146 0.0695 0.1254
   Number of ADLs -0.0038 0.0044 -0.0076 0.0353
   Number of IADLs -0.0003 0.0023 0.0236 0.0188
   Number of diseases 0.0093 ** 0.0042 0.1200 *** 0.0327
   Age 0.0021 *** 0.0007 0.0159 *** 0.0057
   Female -0.0088 0.0095 -0.1136 0.0803
   Married -0.0164 0.0116 -0.2864 *** 0.0954
   Han Ethnic 0.0249 0.0177 0.6013 *** 0.1257
Constant 2.5659 *** 0.5974
Number of observations 2933 2933
R-squared 0.1067 0.1102
 Source:  Author's estimates using 2002 CSSFD and CLHLS data.
 Note : Sample is respondent with at least one elderly parent alive. 
 Probit estimates report marginal effect. 
 S.E. stands fro standard errors. 
 *Significant at the 10 percent level.
 **Significant at the 5 percent level.
 ***Significant at the 1 percent level.  
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Table 3-7: Probit and Tobit Estimates for Time Transfers 

Probability Log of Days Amount

Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E.
Variable (1) (2) 
Income
   1st income quartile (lowest) -0.0569 0.0399 -0.4332 0.3557
   2nd income quartile -0.0102 0.0389 -0.0294 0.3403
   3rd income quartile -0.0762 ** 0.0371 -0.8038 ** 0.3405
   4th income quartile (omitted)
   income unknown (not working) -0.0155 0.0423 -0.0406 0.3688

Health
   Subjective health status
       Very good/ good (omitted)
       Fair 0.0869 *** 0.0295 0.7192 *** 0.2400
       Bad/ very bad -0.0140 0.0499 0.0114 0.4317

Exchange
  Parents spend days on child care 0.0059 *** 0.0019 0.0617 *** 0.0161
  Parents spend days on housework 0.0012 0.0014 0.0100 0.0121
  Log of money transfers 0.0753 *** 0.0063 0.7233 *** 0.0576

Living arrangements
   Coresidence 0.2318 *** 0.0234 2.7721 *** 0.2104
   Own home -0.0434 * 0.0249 -0.1817 0.2107

Demographics
   Age 0.0025 0.0019 0.0172 0.0162
   Female 0.0520 * 0.0267 0.2885 0.2290
   Marital Status -0.0238 0.0431 -0.2608 0.3538
   Educ: illiterate 0.0154 0.0865 -0.1041 0.7351
   Educ: elementary 0.0411 0.0865 0.0908 0.7312
   Educ: high school 0.0146 0.0850 -0.1179 0.7248
   Educ: college (omitted)
   Residence in North province 0.1718 *** 0.0295 1.5643 *** 0.2406

Family composition
   Number of siblings -0.0073 0.0067 -0.0793 0.0586
   The only child -0.0462 0.0382 -0.3851 0.3317
   Number of children 0.0050 0.0091 0.0636 0.0769
    (continued)  
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Table 7                   (continued) Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E.
(1) (2) 

Parents Characteristics (alive)
   1st income quartile -0.0117 0.0605 -0.2956 0.5117
   2nd income quartile -0.0010 0.0617 -0.1375 0.5192
   3rd income quartile -0.0604 0.0628 -0.6267 0.5587
   4th income quartile (omitted)
   Income unknown -0.1532 *** 0.0562 -1.3372 *** 0.4727
   Health: very good/ good (omitted)
   Health: fair 0.0196 0.0232 0.1459 0.2021
   Health: bad/ very bad 0.0970 *** 0.0345 0.7537 *** 0.2854
   Number of ADLs 0.0087 0.0096 0.0578 0.0758
   Number of IADLs 0.0171 *** 0.0050 0.1564 *** 0.0429
   Number of diseases 0.0206 ** 0.0088 0.1632 ** 0.0749
   Age 0.0051 *** 0.0016 0.0470 *** 0.0134
   Female -0.0362 * 0.0219 -0.3158 * 0.1889
   Married -0.1116 *** 0.0251 -1.1516 *** 0.2366
   Han Ethnic -0.0094 0.0352 -0.1237 0.3019
Constant -9.6599 *** 1.4391
Number of observations 2924 2924
R-squared 0.2219 0.1088
 Source:  Author's estimates using 2002 CSSFD and CLHLS data.
 Note : Sample is respondent with at least one elderly parent alive. 
 Probit estimates report marginal effect. 
 S.E. stands fro standard errors. 
 *Significant at the 10 percent level.
 **Significant at the 5 percent level.
 ***Significant at the 1 percent level.  
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