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The historical interpretation of “the” family in America has hovered between two poles.  On the one hand, Smith (1993) has situated American families within the Northwest European family system proposed by Hajnal (1965).  The marks of this system, in contrast  to Asia and other parts of Europe,  were late  marriage and celibacy.  Although this did not fit the American case where frontier conditions encouraged universal and early marriage, Smith   reinterpreted the basis of the Western European family system.  He saw it as resting on the necessity for the newly married couple to form a separate household.   More recently Fertig (2005) has  proposed a similar criterion for the system as it was manifested in Europe.   Under this new formulation, the age at marriage and extent of celibacy can vary: what was important was what drove these, the requirement that a couple be self sufficient before marrying.   In situations of economic difficulty this would take longer.  Since the requirement to establish an independent family is assumed to be unique to Europe, and transported to the New World, the  pole emphasizes the individualism of America (and Europe), contrasting it with  in a more collectivist Asia in which couples move in with one of their parents. 

Ruggles’ emphasis on the presence of multigenerational households in America stands at the opposite pole (2003).  On the basis of public use samples, he found that the proportion of elderly living with their adult children  was very high  in 1850 (among Whites),  70 % - the 1850 census was the first to attempt to enumerate all individuals in the household - and declined  to 20% in 1990.   More of the children in households with elderly were unmarried, and thus his data supports the idea that a couple must be self sufficient before marrying, but some of these children were married and the presence of other relatives calls into question the more individualistic view the Hajnal hypothesis has encouraged.  

Demographers might be quick to point out that this is more a matter of both / and.  In a society growing rapidly by natural increase there were more than enough children to do both:  one could remain with the parents and the others could establish separate households.   Also, the norms of a society depend very much on whose point of view is taken, the parents’ or the children’s.  In a rapidly growing society,  all elderly persons could be living with adult children but the opposite would not necessarily follow:  not all children would be living with elderly parents, as Ruggles has convincingly argued.    

An appealing feature of this view is that it acknowledges variation within a single society.  And it also acknowledges that “individualism” or its opposite is not an enduring cultural trait that has never changed, but has manifested itself historically in different ways.  Indeed the individualism we now espouse – that elderly want to live by themselves and always have unless too sick or disabled -  was not deeply rooted in our Western past, but a more recent development.   Ruggles attributed the existence of the complex households he found to the farm economy and also to sons desires to inherit.  

In this paper, I examine the living arrangements of the elderly in a sub population of the US North in 1850 and 1870 to shed light on these ideas. To do so I combine genealogical with census data:  from the census I am able to get a snapshot of the households of the elderly at these two dates.   But the individuals I am looking for in the census come  from a genealogical data base which provides  links to the households of the adult children who are not living with their parents.  The genealogy also provides a list of available children and allows me to distinguish between elderly who did not live with adult children because they did not exist and those which did not do so in spite of their existence. I provide  multivariate analyses of  co residence  from the point of view of the parents and from the point of view of the children.   Since our data for 1850 are more complete, I present a more complete analysis for that year and only a glimpse of 1870.  

The Genealogical Sample

The genealogical data base started with information from nine published genealogies of New England families. Starting in the 17th century, these genealogies traced people born into the families up to a few years before publication (Bisbee, 1956; Chaffee, 1909; Farwell, 1929; Faunce, 1973; Greely, 1905; Holman, 1928; Pelton, 1892; Shedd, 1921; Wellman, 1918). The selection was made on the basis of the quality of the information about migration, the place where the founding ancestors had settled and the uniqueness of their surnames. Because of the high quality of the vital records for both Massachusetts and Plymouth colonies,  we selected genealogies in which the founding ancestor had come to and  died in one of those colonies. All of these founders came during “The Great Migration”  - from 1620 to 1650 when the ancestors of  the  population that later became known as the Yankees had come .  Later arrivals went instead to the Middle Colonies.   Those who came to New England produced a population that grew rapidly and later spread across the Northern part of the US first to northern New England and, after the Revolution, to New York State and the Middle West (Matthews  1962).  To facilitate linkage with the later censuses, surnames were selected for which only one individual with that name was known to have come to what later became the United States before 1650. 

The individuals in the genealogies have  now been liked to the 1850, 1860, 1870 and 1880 censuses.  Because the population had increased exponentially, there were 2088 male descendents of the 9 progenitors in the male line over age 20, known to be alive in 1850, of whom we were able to locate 1651, or 72%,  on the census that year (Adams and Kasakoff 1991).
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tc  \l 2 ""  The population was quite rural:  in 1860 only 16 % were living in cities and towns. (which we defined as places with more than 5000 persons in 1860).  In this paper we will examine the 1850 and 1870 censuses analyzing the actual living arrangements of the men 65 or older in the light of the adult children (ages 20 or older) who may or may not have been in the household.  The linkage to the 1850 census was done manually using published indexes to surnames (e.g. Jackson, 1982);  for 1870 we used largely he indexes on the genealogical web sites (Ancestry.com and Genealogy.com).  In 1850 some 2% could not be found, simply because they were living in Canada. (Note: we have returned to the 1850 list using the genealogical web sites and have been able to find about half the people we did not find earlier, but they are not yet incorporated into the database.)  There were 145 men 65 or older found on the census.  This paper concentrates on them and their 227 sons alive in that year, 85% of whom had been found on the census.   

For 1870 our data is much less complete and we have found 61% of the males ages 20 or older whom the genealogy led us to expect were living at that time.  We are in the midst of a second pass for this census year.  For this paper, we use 3 of the 9 families: Shed,  Pelton and Wellman.  There were 50 men over age 65 found on the census.  They had 81 living sons  of which 81% had been found on the census.

There are several issues concerning the usefulness of genealogical data.  First, women are not as well covered as men.  Although we originally sought genealogies that followed women as well as men, at least for one generation, in fact few did this consistently.   It will be possible to analyze the living arrangements of the widows of men in these families since they turn up on the census under the surname and my researchers have found them, but in this paper I will be discussing only the men.  I will include information on the daughters in the household, but since the genealogy does not always provide enough information to follow them out of the household after marriage, they are not included in those analyses.  In any case, the census work so far has concentrated on the men.  

A second issue is linkage bias.   Households with children  are more likely to have been found on the census and also linked  to the genealogy.  This is because there are many more clues for linkage when there are spouses and children present .   Also we have a higher likelihood of finding  individuals if they are with their children because researchers searched for the names of every person known to be alive.  The main obstacle to finding individuals using the census indexes is misspelling of names.   The chance of misspelling was probably greater if the individual lived away from his family since the information was provided by the head of the household, in this case not a family member.  So, the sample we are using of individuals that have been linked to the genealogies probably lacks some single individuals living away from family members.  This problem affects both 1850 and 1870 but since in 1850 we have found more of all the men known to be alive that year, it is less of a problem in that year.  

In studies where the data on the “same” individual has been linked across different sources, the process of linkage and the way in which the sample is chosen can greatly affect the results.  For example, in a recent paper (Egerbladh, Kasakoff and Adams 2006, forthcoming),  we reported much higher rates of co residence in the same “place” than we report in this paper because there we used only father son pairs where both had been found in the census.  Cases where one had been found but not the other were not included.  In contrast to living in the same “place”, when we find a household containing either a father or a son and the other is not there they must be living apart and thus rates of co residence would necessarily be lower than if we require that both be found.    

How representative are these families of a larger population ?  To answer this question for 1850 we took a set of people from the public use samples that would mirror the genealogical population. (More information about this comparison can be found in  Appendix A.) We limited ourselves to households in which at least one person had been born in the states where the people we were studying had been born.  Most of the genealogical sample had been in the United States 7 or 8 generations by 1850.
   But there was no way to distinguish people descended from the earliest migrants from those descended from more recent migrants in the census. It was only in 1870 that the census asked about the birthplaces of parents, and in 1880, the grandparents.  Only if an area had not been the destination of more recent immigration, then, could a genealogical sample “represent” the general population.  The genealogical sample was more concentrated in the New England States than the households selected on the basis of state of birth from IPUMS.  16% of the IPUMS sample was foreign born, while none in the genealogical sample was.  The genealogical sample was slightly more apt to be farmers 45% vs 41% in the IPUMS extract.  The genealogical sample was slightly more wealthy: median wealth of those with real property was $1500 while for those in the IPUMS extract it was only $1000.  The difference was due largely to the native born farmers, exactly the population we are studying.  Among men over 19, for example, only 29% of the  farmers in the genealogical sample reported no real property while the figure for the IPUMS extract was 40%.  Those with property had more ($1500 = median) then the foreign born farmers (median = $800) but only slightly more than the native born in IPUMS (median = $1300).   

In short,  genealogies reflect the more established residents of an area.  In our case, it is surprising that they were so close economically to the general population born in the same states who had come more recently since it is generally thought that the longer history in a place would be an economic advantage.    But this comparison did not answer a question about representativeness important to this paper: how does the  genealogical population compare with the White population in  the entire Public Use Sample for the United States ?  This is the population Ruggles has used to create his estimates of co residence of elderly with their sons and as we shall see our co residence rates differ from his.  I will return to this question later in the paper. 

Part One: 1850

A.  Coresidence 

Table 1:  Proximity of men ages 65 or older to their closest adult children in 1850*

	
	All (N)

	Same household
	54 %  (79)

	
	

	Same town
	17 %  (25)

	
	

	Same county
	 5%  ( 7)

	
	

	Same state
	 2%   ( 3)

	
	

	Different State
	 1%   (2 )

	
	

	No adult child on census
	 19% (28)

	
	

	       Younger child in household
	  1% ( 1)

	
	

	Total
	100 %  (145)


* This table includes one entry per father who was categorized according to where the child living closest in distance lived.  Adult children were those 20 and older.  Since we searched the censuses only for people with our surname, the children beyond the household were very likely to be sons, not daughters, but those within could be either.

In 1850  54 %  of the  men 65 or older found on the census, were living with adult children.  One man who had no adult children at home lived with a 16 year old child.   This figure is somewhat below what Ruggles reported for his public use sample at that date: 70%.  But a further 17% had children in the same town.   Given the linkage bias in our data one would expect an even higher rate than Ruggles’ found, but it is lower.

Also to be noted was a strong male bias in the adult children living with their fathers: 

48 cases of more sons than daughters but only 21 cases of more daughters than sons in 1850.  44 cases of men living only with their sons vs 20 cases of  men living only with their daughters in 1850.  Such large differences are not likely to have been produced by differences in age at marriage which was probably no greater than 5 years later for men. 

Why was the figure lower than Ruggles ?  Part of the reason is the women were not included.   Ruggles  include them and he also showed  (2003:143)  that unmarried women (presumably many of them widows) were more (about 4% more ) likely to live with their own children than were unmarried men.  While this might contribute to the difference, it is much less than the 16% difference between our two samples.  Our rates are for adult children, while Ruggles are for all children, but this probably made little difference: there was only one man living with a younger child who did not also have adult children in his household.  Since our sample is concentrated in New England, the most industrialized region, it is perhaps composed of fewer farmers than the general White population and that might account for the lower rates, particularly if, as we shall see, co residence was more common among farm families.   55% of the labor force was employed in agriculture (see Ruggles 2003:161) while in our sample only 45% were farmers overall. But this occupation was more common among the older men. Among those with occupations (87% had them listed), 72% of the elderly men we are studying were farmers ( Ruggles does not provide a breakdown of the labor force by age).    
Still even with the somewhat lower rates, it is clear that a majority of elders did live with their adult children and removing those with none available, it was even higher. It is to this that we now turn. 

B. Demographic Availabililty

In 1850 the vast majority of the men whose children had not been found on the census did not have any alive in 1850.  6 had never married; of those who had married over half had not had children (13).  The rest had children but no sons had survived to 1850.  There were only 3 cases of sons who had survived but had not been found on the census with their fathers so they have to be counted as not in the household (11%).   When availability is taken into account  66% lived with at least one adult child. 
Ruggles (2003) estimate of the proportion without children available -  about 20% would  is actually very close to what we found. In his estimate:7 % had never married; 8% had married but had no children; 5% had children but all had died.   The percentages in our figures for 1850 were: 4% had never married; a further 9% had married but not had children (sons or daughters);  3% had had sons but all had died.  Total was 16% but if we had been able to estimate the daughters who had survived to adulthood, it would have been higher.  Including children younger than 20 would also increase the proportion. But the proportion is close so it does seem that more of the men in our sample were living away from adult children than in his.  

Table 2:  Living Arrangements and Wealth of Men 65 and older in 1850

	
	           Farmer
Mean    Median > 0   %0

 (N)
	     Non Farmer
Mean    Median > 0   %0

 (N)

	Adult Child in Household
	$1248 (49)
	$1800
	43%
	$2089 (19)
	$2000
	37%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No Adult Child in Household
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        Adult Child elsewhere
	$1650

(27)
	$ 1100
	18%
	$2043

( 7)
	$2000
	29%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        No Adult child on census
	$1433

(16)
	$1300
	37 %
	$1100

(10)
	$1000
	50%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All
	$1398 (92)
	$1400
	35%
	$1805 (36)
	$1500
	39%


Note: Elderly men were assigned to categories on the basis of the whereabouts of the adult child found on the census who lived closest to them. 

In this table we see it was no more likely for farmers to reside with their adult children than men who were not farmers.  But this table also reveals that men with no children found on the census were poorer than men whose children had been found. Since all but three of the men without adult children found on the census did not have any available, this suggests that poorer men were less likely to live with children because they were less likely to have them. Ruggles finding of poverty of men without their adult children could have been at least partly due to the men without any available, not a desire of sons to inherit.  In what follows we test this with multivariate analysis.

C.  Factors affecting residing in the same household with adult sons

Logistic regressions on likelihood of fathers living with sons produced different results from those reflecting the son’s likelihood of living with their fathers.  These regressions only included men who had adult sons available.  Because daughters were not always followed after marriage by the genealogist, and thus we did not know if they were available or not,  we did not analyze coresidence with adult daughters.

First, the point of view of the fathers: When looking at the fathers and asking what affected their chances of living with an adult son, there was only one significant variable: the age of the youngest living adult son.  It did not matter whether the father was a farmer or not, nor was his  wealth important.    The number of existing adult sons was significant if the age of youngest was not in the regression.  But when they were both included, the number of existing sons was no longer significant;  probably the age of the youngest adult son is a good proxy for the number of available sons.  

Table 3

Logistic Regression on fathers living with their adult sons in 1850:

Father variables

          Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates                            

                                                 Standard          Wald                        

          Parameter            DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq          

          Intercept             1     -0.9365      3.2935        0.0809        0.7761          

          Age in 1850           1      0.0600      0.0512        1.3747        0.2410          

          No.adult son          1      0.2159      0.1567        1.8980        0.1683          

          Spouse in hhold   

                    absent      1      0.1062      0.3366        0.0996        0.7524

                    present          

          Log of real property  1     -0.0961      0.1323        0.5281        0.4674          

          Occupation

                    farmer      1    -0.00315      0.2921        0.0001        0.9914 

                    non farm

          Region

                    midwest     1     -0.0799      0.6553        0.0149        0.9030          

                    nneweng     1     -0.3879      0.3975        0.9519        0.3292          

                    nypa        1     -0.3316      0.4550        0.5314        0.4660 

                    sneweng         

          Size of settlement

                    5000 +      1     -0.0736      0.4891        0.0226        0.8804

                    lt 5000          

          Age of youngest son   1     -0.1026      0.0381        7.2519        0.0071    
                    Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq                    

                    Likelihood Ratio        22.9175       10         0.0111                    

                    Score                   20.7310       10         0.0230                    

                    Wald                    17.0099       10         0.0741

          N = 101 fathers of whom 49 lived with their adult sons.                    

Table 4: Sibling Order  Differences among  adult sons in 1850

	
	Eldest
	Middle
	Youngest
	Only 

	Proportion living with father *
	18 %
	15 %
	42 % 
	21 %

	
	
	
	
	

	Mean age
	43
	38
	31
	38

	
	
	
	
	

	Proportion married
	93%
	92 %
	71 %
	91 %

	
	
	
	
	

	Median wealth in 1850 (%0) *
	$825(31%)
	$700 (37%)
	$ 0 (54%)
	$ 0 (55%)

	
	
	
	
	

	Proportion farmers in 1850*
	58%
	51%
	52%
	41%

	
	
	
	
	


*These include only sons found on the census.  The others include all existing sons.  Median wealth includes those with no property. 

Surprisingly whether or not the father was married did not affect co residence, at least with an adult son.   Ruggles had reported that it had a great influence (2003:157), but his analysis did not control for the age of the parents.  As parents aged so did their children and it was more likely the parent would be widowed and that their children would marry.  Thus any association between parents’ widowhood and children’s marriage could simply reflect age, not the cost involved in setting up a household, or the need for a woman in the house. 

The next regression looks from the point of view of the sons.  What factors led to a particular son living with his father ?   Here we see the importance of the factors Ruggles wrote about.  Since the sons’ ages in 1850 were correlated with sibling order, we did not include this variable in the analysis and when it was not included the sibling effects became stronger.   The most important determinant of a son’s co residence with his father was whether or not he was married.  Second was being the last born male sibling alive in 1850.   Third was being a farmer.   The son’s wealth  was not significant .

Table 5

            Logistic Regression on sons living with their fathers in 1850: 

Son variables

                           Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

                                                 Standard          Wald

          Parameter            DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq

          Intercept             1     -1.1487      0.7831        2.1519        0.1424

          No. adult brothers    1      0.0316      0.1090        0.0839        0.7721

          Married   

     No          1      1.2899      0.2339       30.4229        <.0001

                    Yes

   Log of real property  1     -0.0207      0.1150        0.0323        0.8573

          occupation   

                    farmer      1      0.4319      0.2123        4.1403        0.0419

                    non farm

          region    

     midwest     1     -0.6976      0.4397        2.5171        0.1126

                    nneweng     1      0.1434      0.2768        0.2684        0.6044

                    nypa        1     -0.2450      0.3420        0.5131        0.4738

                    sneweng

   size of settlement  

               5000 +    1     -0.3165      0.2598        1.4838        0.2232

               lt 5000

   sibling order

                    Eldest      1     -0.0352      0.3175        0.0123        0.9117

                    Youngest    1      0.6038      0.2936        4.2283        0.0398

                    Middle      1     -0.3990      0.3720        1.1505        0.2835

                    Only

                    Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq                    



Likelihood Ratio             64.0245       11         <.0001

                    Score                   70.8463       11         <.0001

                    Wald                    49.1499       11         <.0001



N = 303 of which 61 lived with their fathers. 

A third regression was done using the sons but adding some characteristics of their fathers to the regression.  For example when both the father’s and the son’s wealth were included,  neither was significant and sign on both was negative, that is the less wealth the more likely the co residence.  In this regression I combined the occupation categories:  if both father and son were farmers the son was much more apt to stay than if either were not a farmer (p = .06).   Not being married and being a youngest sibling remained significant but sibling differences were more pronounced.

Table 6

Logistic Regression on sons living with their fathers in 1850:

Father and Son Variables
  Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

                                                 Standard          Wald

         Parameter             DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq

         Intercept              1     -0.1993      1.2132        0.0270        0.8695

         No. adult brothers     1      0.0909      0.1260        0.5202        0.4708

         Married  

    No           1      1.2117      0.2741       19.5483        <.0001

    Yes

         Occupation

              bothfarm          1      0.6996      0.3689        3.5957        0.0579

              bothnon           1      0.4984      0.4741        1.1053        0.2931

              fa not son farm   1     -0.3308      0.7043        0.2206        0.6386

              son farm fa not

         Log of real property   1     -0.1165      0.1307        0.7940        0.3729

         Region

                   midwest      1     -0.2830      0.4522        0.3916        0.5315

                   nneweng      1    -0.00227      0.3237        0.0000        0.9944

                   nypa         1     -0.3259      0.3994        0.6658        0.4145

                   sneweng

         Size of settlement   

                   5000 +       1     -0.5015      0.3327        2.2725        0.1317

                   lt 5000

         Sibling order   

                   Eldest       1     -0.4261      0.3662        1.3535        0.2447

                   Youngest     1      0.8422      0.3333        6.3824        0.0115

                   Middle       1     -0.6986      0.4323        2.6115        0.1061

                   Only

         Log of fa’s real prop  1     -0.1063      0.1126        0.8913        0.3451




N = 226 of which 53 lived with their fathers

                    Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq                    

                    Likelihood Ratio        66.1818       14         <.0001

                    Score                   66.3139       14         <.0001

                    Wald                    41.8455       14         0.0001

This regression shows that married sons were more apt to live away from home.  I did not include the marital status of the father in this regression.  Perhaps it would clarify whether an unmarried father would be more likely to live with his son than one whose spouse was still alive.  Again neither the father’s nor the sons’ wealth was a significant determinant of co residence. 

So the last born remaining would seem to be a farm pattern.  Whether or not this particular sibling inherited the farm is a subject for another paper.  The norm, however, was that even though he would take it over, his brothers would have been paid shares from the farm operations before the father died. So while, in fact, the youngest son did probably take over the farm, this was not the sum total of the inheritance.  We are also not so sure that inheriting was a boon.  We would have to see how the other brothers fared several years later.  Also it is possible that a farm with sons could have produced more so the causation might go the other way. Certainly the finding that men with no adult sons in their households were poorer could be interpreted that way.  Issues of farm partition were not clear. When father and son lived together about half the time the son had no wealth and the father had wealth and half the opposite was the case.  

Wealth was not as important in determining co residence in 1850 as being a farmer with a father who was also a farmer. 

Part Two: 1870 

A.  Co Residence of men with their adult children

Table 7:  Proximity of men ages 65 or older to their closest adult children*

	
	1850 (N)
	1870 (N)

	Same household
	54 %  (79)
	56% (28)

	
	
	

	Same town
	17 %  (25)
	8% ( 4)

	
	
	

	Same county
	5%  ( 7)
	0 %

	
	
	

	Same state
	2%   ( 3)
	8 % (4)

	
	
	

	Different State
	1%   (2 )
	2 % (1)

	
	
	

	No adult child on census
	19% (28)
	24 % (12)

	
	
	

	      Incl. younger child in   

              hhold        
	1% ( 1)
	2 % (1)

	
	
	

	Total
	100 %  (145)
	100% (50)


* This table includes one entry per father and  he was categorized according to where the child living closest in distance lived.  Adult children were those 20 and older.  Since we searched the censuses only for people with our surname, the children beyond the household were very likely to be sons, not daughters, but those within could be either.

In 1870 the rate of co residence was nearly identical to what it had been 20 years earlier : 57%.  A further 8% had adult children in the same town.  Also one lived with a younger child.    

This is different from  Ruggles finding from public use samples (2003:142) where co residence rates had begun to fall in 1870, from  70 % to about 62% (in 1860 it had been at about the same level as it was in 1850).    

While it looks from this table that children who lived away from their fathers lived farther away in 1870 than then they had 20 years earlier, this is probably the result of the fact that we have found fewer people from the genealogies on this census than in 1850. Linkage bias is stronger in this case because the sons we have found were more likely to live with their fathers. 

There was still a  bias towards sons as opposed to daughters  in 1870: 18 cases of men 65 or older living with more sons than daughters vs 10 living with more daughters than sons. 

 17 men were living only with sons vs 8 living only with daughters.

This  bias towards living with adult sons rather than daughters could also be seen in 1870 when men 65 and older  lived with  married children: 2 lived with married or widowed daughters vs 11 with married sons.  This does not support an explanation of male bias based upon later ages at marriage for men . 

What about living with relatives other than children ? Ruggles found this accounted for a further 10% of the households, raising the proportions of elderly living with relatives in the public use samples to 80%.  I have only one example of this among 50 men ages 65 or older in 1870:  a married couple living with an unmarried sibling of the husband. Possibly, this was more common for women, who are not included in this analysis.   

Why did coresidence rates not fall in this population ?  I believe the explanations lies with the prosperity of farmers in this ethnic group.

B. Availability in 1870

The proportion of men with no adult children found on the census increased somewhat in 1870.  This is consistent with a decline in fertility. 

In 1870 there were  12 men with no adult children in their households. Of these, 8 had no existing adult sons: two of these had never married and one who had married had had no children.  But a much higher proportion in 1870 (33% ) of men not living with their adult sons actually had them but were not living with them than in 1850, when that proportion was only 11 %.   If we recalculate the rate of co residence to include all with sons available,  67 % were living with adult children, exactly the same proportion as had done so 20 years before.

C.  Factors affecting residing in the same household with adult sons in 1870

The sample sizes for 1870 were too small for the logistic regressions to be meaningful.  

However, some observations can be made about the economic circumstances of the men in 1870. In 1870, farmers were much more wealthy than men out of farming compared with 1850.  37.5% of elderly men out of farming had no property at all and the median amount for property holders among them was $1200.  For farmers, on the other hand, only 6.5% had no property at all and the median for farm property holders was $5000.  So these elderly men were much more differentiated than the elderly had been in 1850.   And in contrast to 1850, the farmers with no adult children on the census were actually wealthier than those whose children were living elsewhere. 

Also the sibling differences in the proportion living with their fathers were even more pronounced in 1870 than in 1850: 79% of the youngest were living with him but only 11% of the eldest.  Also at this time many more of the youngest were farmers compared with the others  than was the case in 1850.  There were also many more only sons in 1870.  

Why did the rate of co residence not decline for this population ?  Perhaps it was due to the prosperity of the farmers and the closing of the frontier.  Perhaps in 1870 it was much more attractive to stay on their parents’ farms than it was to leave.

Discussion:  Future Research

This study is based upon two snapshots of the same genealogical population separated by 20 years.  It makes use of one advantage of genealogies: their ability to link family members and provide a picture of where relatives were living at a particular point in time.  There are things I would like to add to this snapshot: a more detailed analysis of household composition in 1850 to study the presence of other relatives than children and in particular the tendency to live with married sons, and a study of elderly women parallel to that of men I have presented here.

But this has not been a truly longitudinal study in the sense of tracing individuals through time.  There are several ways I would like to continue the research by utilizing this aspect of a genealogical sample.

While it might seem that an event history analysis would be useful, genealogies do not tell us a great deal about households.  That is the strength of censuses.  So we will not know when a person leaves home except at 10 year intervals.  We would know if the person had left the parents’ town, however, usually from the births of children in the new place.  So it might be useful to model at least that aspect of coresidence using event history analysis which would include various wealth and occupation measures from the censuses, along with sibling order and the like.  

There is also the question of whether what we are observing as co residence is indeed a delay in leaving home, that is the child has “always”  lived with his parents or whether it represents a “return” to the parental home, perhaps to care for ailing parents. Unfortunately short term moves are very hard to see in genealogical data.   But it would be possible to judge, at least for the married sons living with their parents, whether or not they had “returned”  to the same town after a sojourn elsewhere, using information about where their children had been born.  In an earlier study of residence of sons in the same towns as their fathers, what appeared to be a dip in sons living away at ages 40 to 50 in 1850 followed by an increase proved to be a cohort effect:  the older sons  had benefited from their fathers’ migration to the frontier in the 1820’s.  The fathers and sons cleared large tracts of land and the sons in this particular cohort were able to remain rather than migrating elsewhere.  Ruggles has argued using an analysis by age of the parents that there is little evidence for an up tick in co residence as the parents age, at least before 1880.  The pattern, however, became much more common in recent years.

Another longitudinal question: was there a “developmental cycle” of the household as people age which is not visible in these two snapshots ?  Possibly children leave home in order of their age, with the first going first.  Does the last eventually leave if his father lives to a very old age ? In 1870 I have analyzed the household composition in greater detail and there are several consisting only of married couples.  This could be checked by comparing the younger old with the older old.  What happens when one of the married couple dies ?  Does the survivor remain in a household with her youngest son or is this a time when the household dissolves and she moves to the house of another child ?  

Whether the son who lived with his elderly parents benefited economically can  also be answered best by forward tracing of the sons.  In fact,  I have found some of the 1850 sons  in 1870, but have not yet analyzed these data to see if there was a benefit or not to remaining behind.  

Summary

In 1850, at  least one adult child stayed with parents over 65 or older in 54% of the cases,  and in a further 17% an adult son was living in the same town.  If one eliminates the cases when no adult children existed, the proportion rises to 67 %.  The rate was lower than what Ruggles has reported for the white population, but it still is much higher than it would be if  multigenerational families were a response to hardship.   Thus our data support his view that it was normal, especially for farm families, for one child, usually the youngest son, to remain at home with elderly parents.  

What, then, was the reason for this ?   Ruggles had a two pronged explanation: farming and wealth:  on the one hand, the sons wanted to inherit the farm or the family business so they stayed behind; on the other the decline was the result of the decline of farming.  Both were related since family farms were the major form of family business in the US.  I have found the farm explanation to be more valid than an explanation based upon wealth.  Wealth was not important in the regressions , but occupation was. Even though land was cheap and costs of setting up separate households were low, still in 1850 the last born son remained with his parents.  Care for elderly was provided by children and more often it was the son rather than the daughter.   This gender bias is related to the farm economy.  Farm households (the census was taken in summer when farming was being done) rarely contained only one male.  The work there was ordinarily done by two adult men.  Thus the division of labor on farms (Yankee women did not work in the fields, but instead did dairying) and scarcity of labor outside of families in a land rich labor poor economy explains why at least one son remained.   An important further question is why they remained in the household and did not leave for another household in the same town, especially upon marriage. The data presented here showed that at both dates the majority of sons not in the same household were in the same town.  What services were provided  in a household that could not be provided by a neighbor ?  

In 1870 the rate did not fall in this particular population, as it did in the general population, perhaps due to the preponderance of prosperous farmers.  However, there were some indications that  the farm economy was changing.  In contrast to 1850.  farmers not living with their children were wealthier than those who did. Perhaps they relied upon hired help.   Also the demography was changing: there were more only sons than in 1850. 

I think we need a more complex view of causation, particularly since wealth was related to  the availability of sons.  Poor families had fewer children.  The children would increase the value of the farm by clearing land and its income by providing labor. A broader view of the family would show how wealth impacted fertility and perhaps also infant and child mortality.  Also inheritance occurred not only at a father’s death but also throughout his life as his adult children were paid off by the father and the younger sons.  We have very little documentation of this process but as far as we know this is what  happened.  The youngest son may well have been exploited, especially if he had to delay his marriage. This would be especially so in 1850 when there were many opportunities outside of farming or to move to the frontier where land was cheap and would eventually be worth more than many farms in New England.

Wealth and inheritance may well have been more important in 1870, however.  Then, farmers were much more wealthy then than men out of farming, moreso than they had been in 1850.   But also in  1870 there were more cases where children were available but their parents were not living with them.   This might have been because they could afford to hire servants. The value of the farms had grown enormously and labor was more available from recent immigrants.  

Conclusions

The data I have presented raise interesting questions about the respective roles of culture,  economics and demography as they affected social institutions such as households.  How useful are the typologies that contrast entire regions of the world, typologies that have governed research for the past several decades in family history and historical demography ?   Comparisons between Northern Sweden and the population I have discussed to day have revealed surprising similarities in proximity of parents and children even though the two are located on different continents (Egerbladh et. al. 2006, forthcoming) and one is supposed to have a “stem family system”  and the a “nuclear family system”.   If the Hajnal hypothesis is redefined to the extent that early marriage is possible, is it at all useful ?  And yet it makes a great deal of sense that whatever form of “family system” existed, it would have to adjust to changes in the economy.  But  rather than “essentializing” typologies contrasting Northern and Southern Europe as being more or less family oriented (e.g. Reher 1998),  and similar contrasts  between Asia and Europe, I think that it is more useful  to stress the amount of variation within each region of the world and to look at the reasons it might exist.

The advantages of a non-typological view of family structure are many.  Families can be seen as adjusting to economic circumstances in a more active way.  The setting up of invidious contrasts between the West and the rest or between Northern and Southern Europe is avoided and it becomes possible to see people in different regions of the world coping with similar problems, in sometimes similar, sometimes different, ways.  This is not to say that there are no cultural differences, but simply that often these are imposed on data in order to buttress the superiority of one way of life over another.  In the case of the living arrangements of the elderly, a “tradition” of independence and individualism has been emphasized instead of the roles families played .   Are these scholars using the past to justify leaving today’s elderly alone or in institutions ?    It is gratifying,  at least to me,  when a careful  look at data exposes the ideological nature of these supposed “facts”.  

Appendix A:  Comparison of the Genealogical Sample with IPUMS in 1850.

The IPUMS extract contained all households in which at least one person had been born in all of the following states in New England,  the Old Northwest, and the Middle West.  These households also contained individuals who had been born elsewhere including outside of the US. 

Table A 1:  Residence in 1850 (%)

	
	Genealogical Data
	IPUMS Sample

	
	 
	

	     Connecticut
	 6.0
	  2.8

	     Rhode Island
	 1.2
	  1.1

	     Massachusetts
	23.2
	  9.1

	     New Hampshire
	 9.4
	  2.8

	     Vermont
	 9.7
	  2.8

	     Maine
	13.4
	  5.8

	Total New England
	                      62.9 %
	                     24.4 %

	
	
	

	     New York
	19.1
	 26.3

	     Ohio
	  6.9
	 17.0

	     Pennsylvania
	  1.5
	   2.5

	Total Old Northwest
	                      27.5 %
	                      45.8 %

	
	
	

	      Illinois
	  2.3
	   7.3

	      Indiana
	  1.0
	   8.8

	      Iowa
	  0.1
	   1.5

	      Michigan
	  3.3
	   3.5

	      Minnesota
	  0.0
	   0.0

	      Missouri
	  0.1
	   1.4

	      Wisconsin
	  1.6
	   2.4

	Total Middle West
	                        8.3 %
	                        24.9 %

	
	
	

	Other North (DC, DE, NJ, PA)
	                        1.6 %
	                          3.4 %

	
	
	

	West (CA, UT, TX)
	                        0.3 %
	                           1.0 %

	
	
	

	South
	                        0.3 %
	                           2.6 %


Table A 2: Comparison of Wealth between genealogical data and IPUMS sample: 1850 census, males 20 years and older 

	
	Genealogical Data
	IPUMS Sample

	% farm
	 45 %
	41 %

	
	
	

	% 0 real property
	 54 %
	59 %

	
	
	

	Among property holders:
	
	

	
	
	

	       25 % real property
	 $ 800
	$ 500

	
	
	

	      Median real property
	 $1500
	$1000

	
	
	

	      75 % real property
	 $2500
	$2500

	
	
	


Note: % farm is the proportion who were listed as “farmer” in the census.  No persons in group quarters counted in the IPUMS sample. 

Table A 3A:  Wealth of farmers  in 1850 : men over 19 in 1850                                                         

	
	Genealogy
	IPUMS 

native
	IPUMS

foreign
	IPUMS

     all

	% 0 real property
	29 %
	 40 %
	 38 %
	40 %

	
	
	
	
	

	Among property holders:
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	        25 % real property
	$800
	$ 600
	$ 480
	$ 600

	
	
	
	
	

	        Median real property
	$1500
	$1300
	$ 800
	$1200

	
	
	
	
	

	        75 % real property
	$2500
	$2700
	$1600
	$2500

	
	
	
	
	


Table A 3B:  Wealth of non farmers in 1850: men over 19 in 1850                                                         

	
	Genealogy
	IPUMS 

native
	IPUMS

foreign
	IPUMS

   all

	% 0 real property
	69 %
	 70 %
	83 %
	75 %

	
	
	
	
	

	Among property holders:
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	        25 % real property
	$600
	 $ 400
	$ 339
	$400

	
	
	
	
	

	        Median real property
	$1200
	 $1000
	$ 600
	$900

	
	
	
	
	

	        75 % real property
	$2200
	 $2000
	$1350
	$2000

	
	
	
	
	


Appendix B:  Wealth and Living Arrangements in 1870 

Table B 1:  Living Arrangements and Wealth of Men 65 and older in 1870

	
	
	Farmer
	
	
	Non Farmer
	

	
	Mean

 (N)
	Median > 0
	% 0
	Mean

(N)
	Median

 > 0
	% 0

	Adult Child in Household
	$4387 (18)
	$4100
	6%
	$5757

(14)
	$2150
	29%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No Adult Child in Household
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        Adult Child elsewhere
	$2906

(8)
	$5577
	37 %
	$24380 

( 5)
	$8500
	20%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        No Adult child on census
	$12063

(12)
	$ 5400
	 8%
	$ 519

( 7)
	$1700
	57%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All
	$6499 (38)
	$4200
	13 %
	$8036 (26)
	$2100
	35%


Note: Elderly men were assigned to categories on the basis of the whereabouts of the adult child found on the census who lived closest to them.  This table includes the Farwell family along with the Shed, Pelton and Wellman family.

Overall median Farmers with child in household =  $4100; adult child elsewhere = $2600.
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Endnotes





� The data set for the American North has been compiled with funds from NICHD Center for Population Research for the grant “Migration and Intergenerational Processes,” a fellowship from the National Endowment for the Humanities awarded by the Newberry Library, an EPSCOR grant and grants from the National Science Foundation (Geography Regional Science Program) and the Anthropology Program, and a Newberry Library Fellowship (Spring 1987), and a research award from the College of Liberal Arts, University of South Carolina. The Swedish American Foundation provided funds for travel to Umeå University to begin this research collaboration. 








� The database contains individual level data on some 36,000 individuals over 10 to 12 generations: all of the individuals born to men in these families up to 1860 along with several people born later so that all of the children of men born before 1840 were included (18,067 individuals) as well as the women who married into these families (about 8,000 individuals.





�  45 % of the entire genealogical sample found on the 1850 census was in the 7th generation and 32 % in the 8th.  Among men age 20 or older,  30 % were in the 6th generation and 55% in the 7th.   There were interesting differences among the families: due to timing of arrival in America and birth of children, as well as extinction of some lines, some families were  effectively one generation behind others. 
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