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Alternative Boomerang Kids, Intergenerational Co-residence, and

Maternal Labor Supply

Abstract

This study investigates the boomerang phenomenon among adult children in Thailand. We
estimate the effect of having children on co-residence between parents and adult children using
Socio-Economic Survey panel data. We find that adult children who have moved out tend to
move back in with their parents after having children to save time and money on childcare. The
presence of young children increases the likelihood of intergenerational co-residence by over
30%. This study is the first to provide empirical evidence of boomerang kids in an Asian context,
which is distinctive compared with Western countries. The relationship between intergenerational
co-residence and the maternal labor supply is also examined using the instrumental variable
approach based on the cross-sectional Labor Force Survey, which has data covering over 30
years. Our results show that co-residence increases the female labor supply by 21% and also

extends women’s working hours by 10 hours.

Keyword: Boomerang Kids; Intergenerational Co-residence; Informal Childcare; Maternal

Labor Supply; Asia; Thailand
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Alternative Boomerang Kids, Intergenerational Co-residence, and

Maternal Labor Supply

Highlights

- This study investigates the boomerang phenomenon among adult children in Thailand, which is

distinct from the phenomenon in Western countries.

- Adult children who have lived independently tend to move back in with their parents after

having children to save time and money on childcare.

- Intergenerational co-residence increases the maternal labor supply and also extends women’s

working hours.



1. Introduction

In the last decade, an unprecedented increase in young adults moving back in with their parents
in some developed countries has attracted the attention of researchers and policy makers
(Dettling & Hsu, 2018; Kaplan, 2012; Stone, Berrington, & Falkingham, 2012). There is
growing interest in the study of so-called “boomerang kids” in Western countries; these are adult
children who have lived independently but choose to return home to co-reside with their parents
again. The main explanation is that co-residence acts as a protective method that hedges the adult
children from labor market uncertainty (Engelhardt, Eriksen, & Greenhalgh-Stanley, 2016;
Kaplan, 2009; Mykyta & Macartney, 2012; Stone, Berrington, & Falkingham, 2014; Wiemer,

2014).

In Asian countries, with their different cultural backgrounds, living arrangements, and family
concepts compared to Western countries, co-residence manifests in a different way. While most
parents in developed countries do not cohabitate with their adult children, no matter whether they
assist in taking care of their grandchildren or not (Posadas & Vidal-Fernandez, 2013), adult
children co-residing with their parents has been a prevalent living pattern in Asia for a long time,
where, in addition to grandparenting, adult children take care of their elderly parents under the

tradition of filial piety and law (Maurer-Fazio, Connelly, Chen, & Tang, 2011).

Population aging and changes in social conditions accompanying the modernization process in
Asia have tended to challenge the traditional family structure, i.e., filial piety and patrilineality

(Ko & Hank, 2014), which makes it interesting to study adult children’s choice of co-residence



in the region. In Asia, apart from the prevalence of extended families, the predominance of
nuclear families has been found (Demont & Heuveline, 2008; Khuat, 2009). However, to the best
of our knowledge, no study has focused on dynamic changes in the living arrangements of adult

children in the Asian context.

Thailand is the most distinctive case in Asia when it comes to family patterns (Bian, 1998). The
matrilocal preference of Thai families means that married couples are expected to live in the
woman’s parental house; furthermore, children are considered as elderly parents’ insurance, and
the tendency of Thai couples to live with parents with more resources has been found in previous
literature (Chamratrithirong, Morgan, & Rindfuss, 1988; Knodel, Chavoyan, & Siriboon, 1992;

Mason, 1992).

Moreover, despite the distinctive traditional features of Thai families, family structures have
been affected by recent cultural and demographic changes, such as the low fertility rate,
immigration, and urbanization (Knodel, Prachuabmoh, & Chayovan, 2013; Rittirong, Prasartkul,
& Rindfuss, 2014). The nuclear family is still the chief household type in Thailand, but the
percentage of nuclear families has decreased from 63.1% to 44%, while the extended family type

has increased from 35.2% to 51.6% over the past 30 years (NESDB, 2015).

While family size has declined over time in Thailand, family structures have become more
diverse (Mahaarcha & Kittisukathit, 2009). Due to the decline in fertility and mortality,
population aging might be the reason for the increase in extended families in Thailand. Moreover,

the increase in life expectancy has also made extended families more prevalent. Knodel (2017)



notes that according to the national Survey of Older Persons in Thailand (SOPT), nearly

two-thirds of older parents either co-reside with or live next to a child. Liao and Paweenawat
(2018) found that Thailand has a historically high and stable labor supply of married women,
close to 80%. With this stable labor force participation, co-residence plays a small role in the

form of risk sharing for labor market uncertainty for adult children, unlike in Western countries.

This study departs from the existing literature. This is the first empirical study of boomerang kids
in an Asian context. e investigate the “boomerang phenomenon” among adult children in
Thailand, who act differently to their Western counterparts, and examine whether the presence of
such children will affect adults’ living arrangements using Socio-Economic Survey (SES) data

from 2005-2012.

Our results show that having young children increases the likelihood of adult children
co-residing with their parents. Thai adult children tend to live by themselves before marriage and
procreation, but when the presence of children generates more household chores, they tend to

move back in with their parents for assistance and to save money, especially on childcare.

Next, we further investigate the influence of co-residence on the maternal labor supply using the
Labor Force Survey (LFS) from 1985-2016. Even though several studies of the female labor
supply in Thailand have focused on the impact of wages and education (for example, Aemkulwat,
2014; Paweenawat & McNown, 2018; Schultz, 1990), to the best of our knowledge, no studies

on females have addressed the impact of intergenerational co-residence in Thailand.



Interestingly, we find a positive relationship between co-residence and the maternal labor supply
under the instrumental variable approach. Moreover, the positive impact of co-residence on labor
supply is robust based on the Thai SES panel data from 2005 to 2012, which enables us to
explore the panel nature of the dataset and control for the health of elderly parents. The results

are also robust under different disaggregations.

Note that one strong point of our work is its utilization of two main data sets to serve two main
purposes. In addition to using the cross-sectional LFS data collected over 30 years, which
provides a long time span and a large number of observations, we utilize SES panel data, which
allow us to track the dynamic changes in living arrangements for married couples before and
after they have children. The joint usage of two datasets in the paper ensured that the datasets

supplemented each other’s weak points.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. Section two provides background information and the
hypothesis for this study. Section three reviews the related literature and discusses how our study
contributes to the existing literature. Section four describes the data and variables used in the
estimation, and section five discusses the methodology. Section six presents the results and

includes a discussion and robustness check. Finally, section seven concludes the paper.

2. Background and Hypothesis

Extended families have become the dominant family type in Thailand, especially in rural areas

(NESDB, 2015). Based on the basic statistics from the LFS, the increasing trend of co-residence



for married couples from 1985 to 2016 is shown in Figure 1. It presents the percentage of
households that consisted of married and unmarried adult children who lived with their parents
from 1985 to 2016. During the 30-year period, more married people lived with their parents. The
percentage increased from approximately 17% to 26%, while the percentage of unmarried
children remained relatively stable. The overall percentage of co-residing households among the
total number of households increased, but the percentage of unmarried children in co-residing

households decreased over time.

To examine the dynamic changes in the living arrangements of adult children, we tracked the
number of co-residing households and the percentage of co-residence in a married and unmarried
sample of individuals aged 18-23 in 2005 throughout the time periods, until aged 25-30" in
2012. Table 1 shows the increasing number of married children living with their parents and the
lower number of unmarried children living with their parents. As age increases, more and more
individuals get married, and thus fewer people are unmarried. The percentage of co-resident
households among the married sample shows a decreasing pattern but bounces back at the ages
of 25 to 30 (63.5% to 61.6%). The percentage of co-resident households among the unmarried
sample decreases over time (74%% to 63.7%). The number of children in the household keeps

increasing over time (not shown in the Table 1).

Therefore, we hypothesize that there exist “boomerang kids” in Thailand who move out of their
parents’ homes and then move back in again after they get married and have children, mainly in
order to save time and money on childcare. Thus, the presence of children should increase the

likelihood of co-residence. Boomerang kids indicate the importance of the family structure in

! According to Public Health Statistics (1990-2014), the birth rate for Thai women is highest for those aged 25-29.



economic decisions and outcomes, especially for women.

To understand the household formation process, Kaplan (2009) suggests that it is necessary to
understand the uncertainties and opportunities for boomerang kids in the labor market. A
negative relationship between fertility and maternal labor supply has been found under the
standard economic model, as mothers need to allocate time for childcare (Borjas, 2000).
However, this effect is mitigated in intergenerational households (Li, Yi, & Zhang, 2015) because
grandparents in these households free up time for mothers by providing childcare and taking care

of household chores.

Next, we further investigated the role of living arrangements in labor market outcomes. The
second hypothesis is that intergenerational co-residence should increase the labor supply of
mothers.” Considering the frequent time and monetary transfers in intergenerational households,
several studies have focused on the influence of this co-residence. While intergenerational
co-residence in Europe and the US has becomes less frequent, grandparents’ care for their

grandchildren shows a rising trend (Leira, Tobio, & Trifiletti, 2005; Tobio, 2001).

Work decisions made by mothers are mainly affected by childcare arrangements, which have a
substantial effect on mothers’ decision to join the labor force (Arpino, Pronzato, & Tavares,

2010). Many studies have suggested that childcare reduces the maternal labor force participation

rate (Angrist & Evans, 1998; Uunk, Kalmijn, & Muffels, 2005), and the availability and cost of

2 Applying the fixed effect model, we investigated the relationship between labor supply and the presence of young
children (under the age of six) using SES panel data. The results are presented in Table 1A in the appendix. We
found that the parenthood effect is significantly negative for women (-0.022), but the effect is not significant for
men.



alternative childcare will affect the negative effect of childcare on the female labor supply

(Albuquerque & Passos, 2010; Wheelock & Jones, 2002).

The positive impact of intergenerational co-residence on female labor supply has been found in
different countries (Chun, Kim, & Lee, 2009 in Korea; Compton & Pollak, 2014 in the US;
Sasaki, 2002 in Japan; Shen, Yan, & Zeng, 2016 in China). Several studies in China have
suggested that grandparents’ assistance in childcare and housekeeping is a prevalent and
common experience and is more desirable than paid childcare (Goh, 2009; Short, Chen, &
Entwisle, 2002). Moreover, in Western countries, the role of grandparents is also expected to
grow alongside kinship networks through generations because of demographic transformation
(Giarrusso & Silverstein, 1996 in the US; Grundy, Murphy, & Shelton, 1999 in the UK; Hoff,
2007 in Germany). However, as far as we know, none of the studies in Southeast Asia touch on

this matter.

3. Literature Review

Intergenerational co-residence leads to frequent reciprocal exchanges within households (Chen,
Liu, & Mair, 2011; Kolodinsky & Shirey, 2000; Liu & Dong, 2010; Shen et al., 2016). Living
with elderly parents can lead to married women spending more time on care and housework,
which lowers their labor supply. In addition, elderly parents may contribute income to the
household, further reducing the motivation for women to work. Alternatively, elderly parents in
the household may help with childcare and housekeeping, or they may require medical care that

increases the household’s costs, which could facilitate the female labor supply.

10



Isengard and Szydlik (2012) explain that there are two main reasons for co-residence: financial
and emotional aspects. In particular, the residents of a household can pool profits and share
resources; different generations in a household can also enjoy close and frequent contact.
Co-residence in adulthood may include children who never moved out and children who returned
to their parents’ homes after living independently for some time (boomerang kids). Studies in
Western countries have examined the determinants of boomerang kids. Generally, the

unemployment of adult children increases the likelihood of co-residing with parents.

McElroy (1985), who used a structural model of labor supply and household formation,
suggested that there is an ordered relationship between wages, employment, and household
formation. Further, co-residence acts as a form of non-employment insurance for adult children.
Ermisch (1999), using data from the British Household Panel Survey, found that unemployment
increases the probability of moving back home. Kaplan (2012) extended McElroy (1985) and
Ermisch’s (1999) frameworks and also suggested that the phenomenon of young adults moving

back home in the US is affected by labor market shocks.

Engelhardt et al. (2016) further confirmed and extended the findings of Kaplan (2012) and
suggested that parents use their living arrangements as a form of risk sharing to protect their
adult children from labor market uncertainty; moving from full-time employment to part-time
employment or unemployment raises the likelihood of co-residence. Dettling and Hsu (2018)
estimated a series of OLS regressions and found that indebtedness increases the likelihood of

parental co-residence for young adults.

11



The term “boomerang kids” has been solely applied to Western cultures in the literature, starting
from the time of the economic downturn in the 2000s. In the US, the portion of young adults
living with their parents increased by 15% from 2005 to 2014 (Dettling & Hsu, 2018). As we
mentioned earlier, this boomerang phenomenon should manifest differently in an Asian context.
Instead of being a form of protection from labor market uncertainty, co-residence mainly acts as
a way for mothers to save time and money on childcare. In Thailand, the proportion of married

couples living with their parents has increased by nearly 10% over time (Figure 1).

Most of the previous studies found a significantly positive impact of co-residence with parents
on the maternal labor supply. The related branch of studies includes the effects of informal
childcare, family proximity, and grandparental care on the female labor force supply
(Albuquerque & Passos, 2010; Arpino, Pronzato, & Tavares, 2014; Compton & Pollak, 2014;
Dimova & Wolff, 2008; Kanji, 2018; Kolodinsky & Shirey, 2000; Posadas & Vidal-Fernandez,
2013; Zamarro, 2011). The results consistently show the positive impact of grandparents’

childcare and their support for household chores on the labor supply of married women.

Del Boca (2002) found a positive relationship between having living grandparents and the labor
market participation of Italian women. Grandparents who live nearby and are in good health
have a negative impact on the decision to send children to formal childcare. Garcia-Moran and
Kuehn (2017) suggested that as the regular providers of free childcare, women in Germany
living close to their parents are more likely to hold a regular job. Chen, Short, and Entwisle
(2000) found that co-residence or nearby residence with parents significantly reduces mothers’

involvement in childcare, but does not significantly affect mothers’ involvement in work in

12



China. Oishi and Oshino (2006) found a positive impact of co-residence with husbands or wives’
parents on wives’ labor force participation. However, the impact was highly underestimated if

co-residence was assumed to be exogenous.

Since the decision to co-reside with parents and mothers’ labor force supply are jointly
determined, simple estimates suffer from endogeneity bias. The endogeneity of co-residence
arises from unobserved preferences, correlating with both living arrangements and labor supply,

such as family values, filial piety, the career ambitions of women, or the care needs of parents.

On the one hand, if women are highly attached to their families, they tend to live with their
parents and spend more time taking care of household work and have a lower probability of
joining the labor market or have less time to spend on market work, which leads to a downward
bias in the relationship between co-residence with parents and the maternal labor supply. On the
other hand, considering the lack of public childcare and the high cost of private childcare and
housekeeping, mothers who want to stay in the labor force prefer to live with their parents, as
they can share a large amount of household work and childcare, which incurs an upward bias

(Sasaki, 2002).

To solve this problem, an approach employing an instrumental variable is often used in the
literature. Sasaki (2002) used wives and husbands’ birth order, their number of siblings, housing
property, housing type, and area as instruments for co-residence. After controlling for
endogeneity biases, co-residence with parents had a significantly positive effect on married

women’s labor force participation in Japan. However, housing may have reflected the wealth of

13



the family and correlated with women’s decision to work (Landmann, Seitz, & Steiner, 2017),

which affected the validity of the instruments.

Chun, Kim, and Lee (2009) produced a different result by using husbands’ birth order among
siblings as the instrument for co-residence for married women in South Korea. After correcting
for the endogeneity problem, the positive relationship between female labor supply and
co-residence disappeared, which cast doubt on the significant positive effect of co-residence on

married women’s labor supply.

Maurer-Fazio et al. (2011) proposed using the percentage of households with co-resident parents
over the age of 70 in prefectures, the interaction of wives and husbands’ ages, and a set of
provincial dummies as instruments, which have been demonstrated as having strong predictive
powers for co-residence, to correct for the endogeneity of co-residence. They found that
co-residence with parents significantly increased the labor force participation of married women
in China. As suggested by Landmann, Seitz, and Steiner (2017), if the labor supply is different

across provinces, living in a specific province may affect the female labor supply.

Shen, Yan, and Zeng (2016) found a positive relationship between co-residence and the female
labor supply. They selected whether a woman had any surviving brothers or sisters and whether
the woman was the youngest surviving child as instruments for co-residence with parents.
Landmann, Seitz, and Steiner (2017) used being married to a youngest son as an instrument for
co-residence and found that co-residence did not increase the female labor supply in Kyrgyzstan.

In addition, women co-residing with parents work fewer hours than those who do not co-reside.

14



Distinct from the existing studies on Western developed countries and Asian countries, Thailand
offers an interesting case study to explore the influence of co-residence with parents on the
maternal labor supply. Thailand has changed from a low-income country to an upper-income
country and has shown remarkable progress in social and economic development (World Bank,
2018). Although women are still mainly responsible for household work, they tend to play a
more important role in the economy;, politics, and social scene. Over time, women have become

less able to combine their roles as mothers and laborers.

Although the literature on Thailand does not provide much information on family childcare, the
strength of extended family ties is clear (Richter, 1996). Furthermore, contrary to most
developed countries, Liao and Paweenawat (2018) found an inverse relationship between
married women’s labor supply and wages in Thailand, which demonstrates that this group has

distinct features and is worth further study.

Hempisut and Isarapathanasakul (1997) suggested that more than 85% of babies are taken care of
by grandparents or relatives in Thailand, and the government should provide more support for
childcare, such as community services that care for babies. Moreover, research conducted by the
Global Workforce Roundtable in 2007 suggested that flexible working arrangements (FWA) are
not commonly offered in Thailand, and the nature of certain jobs does not allow for FWA. Hence,
by considering these economic changes and unique features of Thailand over time, our study
draws attention to the impact of co-residence with parents on the maternal labor supply in

Thailand from 1985 to 2016.
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4. Data and Variables

Two data sets are used in this study, first to determine the existence of boomerang kids in
Thailand, and second to understand the impact of intergenerational co-residence on mothers’

labor supply.

4.1 First hypothesis: Boomerang kids (SES panel data)

As suggested by Borsch-Supan, Hajivassiliou, and Kotlikoff (1992), ideally, living arrangement
choices should be estimated using panel data because of the unobserved person-specific
attributes and time-varying disturbances. We used the Thai Socio-Economic Survey panel,
conducted by the National Statistical Office of Thailand in 2005, 2006, 2007, 2010, and 2012 to
analyze the living arrangements of married couples. The data contain the information of each

household member, including education, income, health, marital and work status, and so forth.

Individuals were assigned to three educational groups according to their education attainments:
primary level (with none, some, or completed primary level education), secondary level (with
some or completed secondary level education), and university level (with some or completed
university level education). The health indicators provided by the survey had four categories: 1 =
very good, 2 = good, 3 = fair, and 4 = poor. The SES data did not contain information on

working hours.

16



Table 2 shows the summary statistics of the SES panel data. The overall sample included
individuals between the ages of 18 and 50. The labor force participation rate for men was higher
than for women (0.93 to 0.819). Slightly fewer men than women had only obtained a primary

education, and men made up a lower proportion at the university level.

4.2 Second hypothesis: Maternal labor supply (LFS cross-sectional data)

We used the annual LFS from Thailand from 1985 to 2016, which is collected by the National
Statistical Office of Thailand. Following Sussangkarn and Chalamwong (1996), in order to
hedge the immigration of Thai agricultural workers during the dry and rainy seasons, we only
used the data from the third quarter of the year (Lekfuangfu, 2017; Paweenawat & McNown,

2018).

We included only married women aged 25 to 50. The information available from the survey
covered individuals’ basic attributes, including age, marital status, education, working hours,
income, and relations in the household. However, the LFS did not have variables for
co-residence, the number of children, and spousal information. Using the household number and
relations in the household, we generated a dummy variable to indicate whether individuals lived

in an intergenerational household, the age of their spouses, and their education.

There were two major types of intergenerational household structures for married couples in our
analysis based on the availability of the data: (1) head of the household, spouse, married son or

daughter, and son- or daughter-in-law; and (2) head of the household, spouse, and parents. Each

17



type could include underage children.

The presence of young children—i.e., preschoolers—in a family will affect the female labor
supply more than older children who are in school (Maurer-Fazio et al., 2011). Thus, we
disaggregated children into three age groups with different time and income needs: preschoolers
aged 0 to 5, young schoolers aged 6 to 13, and older schoolers aged 14 to 18. We included a full
set of control variables in all regressions: age, age squared, spouse’s age, spousal education, and
three children group dummies. To account for regional differences, we also controlled for the

regional labor force nonparticipation rate of women.

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for our sample. Over 80% of the sample participated in
the labor force. Those who co-resided with parents had a higher participation rate than those who
did not. The average weekly working hour for married women was 47.4 and there was not much
of a difference between those who co-resided with parents and those who did not. The
percentages of those with children aged 0 to 5 or 6 to 13 were higher for those co-residing with

parents, but the percentage with children aged 14 to 18 was lower for this group.

Figure 1A (in the Appendix) shows the labor force participation rates of married women with
children (under the age of five), without children, and with children over the age of five, drawn
from the Thailand LFS data from 1985 to 2016. There was a clear participation difference
between the three groups over this period. The gap between mothers with young children and
older children was relatively stable at nearly 6%, while the gap between mothers with young

children and those without children increased over time.
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Figure 2A (in the Appendix) compares the weekly working hours for the three groups. A decline
in the average working hours for all groups has been found (Liao & Paweenawat, 2018), and
those with young children work slightly fewer hours than the other two groups. Figure 3A (in the
Appendix) compares the labor force participation rates of married women with young children
who co-reside with their parents and those who live independently. The nuclear family has a
lower maternal participation rate, and this gap (approximately 10%) was present throughout the
period. Figure 4A (in the Appendix) shows the downward trend in working hours for the two
groups and shows that women in multi-generational households work slightly more than those in

nuclear households.

5. Methodology

5.1 Boomerang kids

To test our first hypothesis that having children will increase the likelihood of co-residence, we

used logit regression on the probability of living with parents.

The probability that an adult child chooses to live with their parents is as follows:

Pr(y =1|z,x) = G(zf + xy)

where y is the observed living arrangement, which is equal to 1 if an adult child chooses to live

19



with their parents and 0 otherwise; z is a dummy for having a child under the age of five in the
household, and x is a set of control variables including three levels of educational dummies,

marital status, gender, parental health, age, and regional dummies.

To address the notion that residence choice may be correlated with an individual’s unobserved
characteristics, which may also affect their decision to have children, we also ran fixed effect
regressions. As mentioned earlier, filial piety requires that children take care of their parents,
which will affect the children’s living arrangements. Moreover, it also ensures heirs for the
family, mainly male, which is related to the decision to have children. An individual’s preference
of family size also correlates with their decision to co-reside and has an effect on the decision to

have children.

The fixed-effect model for the alternative specification is as follows:

Pr(yir = Uz, xi, BV, a;) = Aa; + zief + xi1Y)

where ;. is an indicator that equals 1 if an adult child lives with their parents at period t and 0
otherwise, and «; is the individual specific effects, the unobserved heterogeneity in children’s
taste for co-residence. [ represents the impact on co-residence of having young children in the

household.

Next, we move on to determine the role of living arrangements in labor market outcomes, in

which our second hypothesis was that co-residence positively impacts the labor supply of

20



mothers.

5.2 Maternal labor supply

Under the assumption that living arrangement decisions are exogenous, to estimate the
relationship between co-residence and maternal labor supply we applied a probit model for labor
force participation. Tobit and Heckman’s models were employed to deal with sample selection

for working hours:

Yi = Bo + B1Ci + B2 X; + &

where Y; indicates the labor supply of married women. If ¥; was the binary outcome of labor
force participation, the linear probit model was applied; if Y; was the working hours, the Tobit
model and Heckman selection model were applied, as we only observed the values when the
individual was employed; otherwise the working hours were 0 or missing. C; is the dummy
variable; if women co-resided with parents in the same household, it was equal to 1, if not, 0. X;
is a vector of control variables, including age, education level, the regional labor force

nonparticipation rate of women, spouse’s age, spouse’s education level, and children dummies.

As we explained in section 3, the decision to co-reside with parents is unlikely to be random. It
may be affected by several unobserved factors, such as family values, filial piety, and the career
ambitions of women, which cause the endogeneity problem. Previous studies have used a variety

of instruments to solve the problem based on the availability of the dataset. We followed
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Maurer-Fazio et al. (2011) in using the percentage of households that had co-resident parents
over the age of 70 in the region, a set of wives and husbands’ age interactions, and a set of

regional dummies as instruments for co-residence.

The valid instruments should have strong predictive power for co-residence but should not
directly affect the labor supply. Shen et al. (2016) noted that age and regions may directly affect
the labor supply, which challenged the validity of the instruments. Note that we performed the
test of the endogeneity of co-residence and a series of tests to check the appropriateness of these
instruments, overidentification, and weak instruments; the results indicated that the instruments

are valid.

According to the SOPT (2011), more than half of the elderly live with at least one married child,
and for those over the age of 70, the percentage is higher than for those in their 60s. Undoubtedly,
older people have a higher chance of being widows or widowers and their children are more
likely to be married, indicating that those over 70 years of age are more likely to live with their
children. Further, the percentage of those over the age of 70 with co-resident grandchildren is

higher than that of people in their 60s.

In addition to the base model, we separately estimated the model under different age categories,
accompanied by the birth cohorts, to mitigate the age effect on the labor supply. The results were
generally consistent with our main results in the following section.® The percentage of

household types varied across regions. The difference between regional intergenerational

® The youngest birth cohort, born after 1980 with relatively small observations, showed an insignificant impact of
co-residence on the labor supply, which is consistent with the disaggregation results in section 5, indicating that the
younger generation tends to care more about their career development and react less to co-residence.
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co-residence ratios was the largest when compared to other types of household, such as nuclear
families and one-person families, which showed a more than 10% gap between the northeast and

south, the central region, and the Bangkok region (UNFPA, 2015).

As living in a specific province may affect the female labor supply, to capture the differences in
labor force participation rates in different regions we calculated the regional average rate of
females who did not participate in the labor force by aggregating the labor force participation
information for all female regional residents (Albuquerque & Passos, 2010; Maurer-Fazio et al.,

2011). For working hours, the difference was very small across all regions.

We applied two-stage least-square estimation, where in the first stage (2) the endogenous

variable is treated as a linear function of three sets of instruments and control variables to obtain

the predicted value C;; in the second stage (3), the predicted value is used to obtain the 1V

estimates:

Ci =Yoo+ V121 +V2Zy +v3Zs+vaXi+v;

Yi=ay+ a1éi + a,X; +1;

where Z is the instrumental variables, which are highly correlated with the co-residence

variable, C;. Y; isthe labor supply of married women; «; indicates the effect of co-residence

on the female labor supply.
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6. Results and Discussion

6.1 Boomerang kids

Table 4 presents the estimation results of the logit and fixed effect models for the three samples,
men and women, only women, and only married women. Marginal effects are presented to help
facilitate the interpretation. Each of the specifications shows the positive impact of having young
children on co-residence. The effect of having children under five on the fixed effect model is
smaller than that for the logit model, indicating an upward bias of the unobserved characteristics
mentioned earlier. Having young children increases the likelihood of adult children co-residing
with their parents by approximately 32—-34% under the fixed effect model. The results supported
our first hypothesis that for boomerang kids, co-residence meets their needs for childcare and
household support, and the presence of grandchildren will increase the likelihood of

co-residence.

To understand this distinct household formation process in Thailand, it is necessary to understand
the impact of this living arrangement on women in the labor market. The work decisions by
mothers are mainly affected by childcare arrangements (Arpino et al., 2010). In developing
countries, the shortage of public childcare and the lack of work flexibility for mothers have
pushed the childcare issue onto grandparents. Grandparents in multi-generational households
provide the primary childcare and housekeeping services, which significantly reduces the time
that married women spend on childcare and household chores (Chen et al., 2000). Next, we move

on to our second hypothesis that co-residence increases the maternal labor supply.
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6.2 Maternal labor supply

6.2.1 Basic estimation results

Table 5 shows the estimation results for the effect of co-residence on female labor force
participation. Marginal effects of the explanatory variables were found. Both the probit model
and the IV (Instrument variable) model showed the positive and statistically significant impact of
co-residence. The magnitude of the 1V estimate on co-residence was much larger than the probit
model, indicating a downward bias caused by unobserved preferences such as family values. The
IV model suggested that women living with their parents are 21% more likely to participate in
the labor market than those who do not live with their parents, while for the probit model the
value was just 4%. For the sample of parents older than 70, the marginal effect was similar to the

basic estimation.

Table 6 shows the impact of co-residence on women’s working hours. The OLS results suggested
a negative effect of co-residence on working hours, where the co-residence was assumed to be
exogenous; the 1V results were positive, indicating that women who live with parents work 10.22
hours more per week on average, after correcting for the endogeneity problems. The presence of
older parents in the household, over the age of 70, increased the weekly working hours of women
by 6.7 hours, which was less than the basic specification (the Tobit model results were similar to

the OLS and are not shown in the table.)
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Consistent with our hypothesis, co-residence has intensively and extensively increased the labor
supply of Thai mothers. Similar findings were found in other Asian countries; for example,
Nakamura and Ueda (1999) suggested that new mothers who co-reside with their parents are 30%
more likely to participate in the labor market in Japan; Shen, Yan, and Zeng (2016) showed that
women co-residing with parents are 27.9% more likely to work than those who live apart, and

there was an increase in women’s working hours by 20 to 26 hours in China.

6.2.2 Disaggregation results

The basic results showed the impact in the average behavior of the sample, which may have been
affected by the different composition of the labor. To further check the effect of co-residence on

the maternal labor supply, we separated the sample into different educational attainments.

Table 7 shows the disaggregation results for the three education levels. Generally, with higher
educational attainment, the maternal labor supply was less affected by co-residence. For the
extensive margin, if they co-resided with parents, the labor supply of women with primary-level
education increased by 28.4%, while the labor supply of women with secondary-level education
increased by just 9.5%, and those with the highest education were not significantly affected by

co-residence.

Similarly, for the intensive margin, the working hours of women with primary education
increased by 8.4 hours per week if they lived with parents. The hours decreased along with the

increase in educational attainment. These results are consistent with the idea that higher educated
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women care more about their career development and may place their careers ahead of or equal
to their marriages and children (Goldin, 2006). In addition, education can act as a proxy for
income (Maurer-Fazio et al., 2011). Childcare should be more affordable for higher educated

women, and therefore they should be less affected by co-residence.

6.3 Robustness check

The key advantage of LFS is that it contains a large number of observations covering a long time
period. It also enables us to analyze both intensive and extensive margins. However, it lacks
detailed information on married women and elderly parents, such as individual health

information, which may be associated with the probability of a daughter’s labor supply.

Parents in good health can assist with childcare and household chores, while parents in poor
health will need assistance from their adult children, thus lowering the labor supply of women.
Parents’ characteristics are important for the estimation but are commonly unavailable, which has
been addressed in previous studies (Del Boca, 2002; Maurer-Fazio et al., 2011; Oishi & Oshio,

2006; Shen et al., 2016).

Therefore, we used SES panel data from 2005 to 2012, which contained information on parents’
heath status, allowing us to explore its panel nature and employ a variety of estimation

techniques to examine the relationship between co-residence and the maternal labor supply.

We ran individual fixed effect regressions to account for the unobserved heterogeneity related to
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co-residence and to also determine the labor supply. The results were statistically significant and
showed the positive effect of co-residence on labor force participation by women. Under the

fixed effect model, co-residing with parents increased the labor supply by 1.68% (Table 8).

7. Conclusion

This study investigated boomerang kids in the Thai context, a topic that has thus far only been
addressed in Western countries as a protective method in the face of uncertainty in the labor
market. We found that the presence of young children in a household increases the likelihood of
intergenerational co-residence. We provided a new type of boomerang phenomenon in an Asian
context, namely, adult children tend to move back in with their parents after having children in
order to save time and money on childcare. Economic development, in association with the

traditional ideology, has driven a dynamic change in living patterns in Thailand.

To understand the dynamics of living arrangements, we further examined the relationship
between intergenerational co-residence and the female labor supply. Our results showed that
co-residence increases the female labor force participation rate and also extends the working
hours of women. Our study showed that the presence of grandparents in a household is helpful to
the family, as parents in Thailand have suffered from a shortage of public childcare facilities and

the increasing cost of private childcare.

Recommendations for government policies to provide more childcare facilities for working

women have appeared in several studies in Thailand (e.g., Paweenawat & McNown, 2018;
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Podhisita & Soonthorndhada, 1988; Richter, 1994). Aside from childcare policies, our study
provides the useful information that policies to encourage intergenerational households can

increase the labor supply of married women. On this point, we can draw policy lessons from
other countries. For example, in Singapore, the Housing and Development Board provides a

Proximity Housing Grant to people who live with or near their parents.

29



References

Albuquerque, P., Passos, J., 2010. Grandparents and Women Participation in the Labor Market. Working
Paper No0.16/2010/DE/SOCIUS/CEMAPRE, School of Economics and Management, Technical
University of Lisbon.

Aemkulwat, C., 2014. Labor supply of married couples in the formal and informal sectors in Thailand.
Southeast Asian Journal of Economics 2(2), December 2014: 77-102.

Angrist, D., Evans, W., 1998. Children and Their Parents' Labor sSupply: Evidence from Exogenous
Variation in Family Size. American Economic Review, 88 (3), 140-477.

Arpino, B., Pronzato, C.D., Tavares, L.P. 2010. All in the Family: Informal Childcare and Mothers'
Labour Market Participation. ISER Working Paper Series 2010-24.

Arpino, B., Pronzato, C.D., Tavares, L.P., 2014. The Effect of Grandparental Support on Mothers’ Labour
Market Participation: An Instrumental Variable Approach. European Journal of Population 30(4):
369-390. doi:10.1007/s1068 0-014-9319-8.

Bian, F., Logan, J.R., Bian, Y., 1998. Intergenerational relations in urban China: Proximity, contact, and
help to parents. Demography 35(1): 115-124. doi:10.23 07/3004031.

Borjas, G., 2000. Labor Economics. McGraw-Hill.

Borsch-Supan, A., Hajivassiliou, V., Kotlikoff, L., 1992. Health, Children, and Elderly Living
Arrangements: A Multiperiod-Multinomial Probit Model with Unobserved Heterogeneity and
Autocorrelated Errors. NBER Chapters, in: Topics in the Economics of Aging, pages 79-108
National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

Chamratrithirong, A., Morgan, S. P., Rindfuss, R., 1988. Living Arrangements and Family Formation.
Social Forces, 66, 926-950.

Chen, F., Liu, G., Mair, C.A., 2011. Intergenerational Ties in Context: Grandparents Caring for

Grandchildren in China. Social Forces 90(2): 571-594. doi:10.1093/sf/sor012.

30



Chen, F., Short, S.E., Entwisle, B., 2000. The impact of grandparental proximity on maternal childcare in
China. Population Research and Policy Review 19(6): 571-590. doi:10.1023/A:1010618302144.
Chun, H., Kim, O., Lee, I, 2009. Living Arrangements and Labor Supply of Married Women

[unpublished manuscript]. Seoul: Sogang University.

Compton, J., Pollak, R.A., 2014. Family Proximity, Childcare, and Women’s Labor Force Attachment.
Journal of Urban Economics 79: 72-90. doi:10.1016/j.jue.20 13.03.007.

Del Boca, D., 2002. The Effect of Child Care and Part Time Opportunities on Participation and Fertility
Decisions in Italy. Journal of Population Economics 15(3): 549-573. doi:10.1007/s001480100089.

Demont, F., Heuveling, P., 2008. Diversity and Change in Cambodian Households, 1998-2006. Journal
of Population Research 25: 287-313.

Dettling, L., Hsu, J., 2018. Returning to the Nest: Debt and Parental Co-residence Among Young Adults.
Labour Economics. Volume 54, October 2018, Pages 225-236.

Dimova, R., Wolff, F.C., 2008. Grandchild Care Transfers by Ageing Immigrants in France:
Intra-household Allocation and Labour Market Implications. European Journal of Population 24(3):
315-340. doi:10.1007/s10680-007-9122-X.

Engelhardt, G., Eriksen, M., Greenhalgh-Stanley, N., 2016. The Impact of Employment on Parental
Coresidence. Real Estate Economics. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6229. 12152

Ermisch, J., 1999. Prices, Parents, and Young People’s Household Formation. Journal of Urban
Economics 45 (1), 47-71.

Garcia-Moran, E., Kuehn, Z., 2017. With Strings Attached: Grandparent-Provided Child Care and Female
Labor Market Outcomes. Review of Economic Dynamics, 23, 80_98.

Giarrusso, R., Silverstein, M., 1996. Family Complexity and Grandparent Role. Generations, 20(1),
17-23.

Goh, E., 2009. Grandparents As Childcare Providers: An In-Depth Analysis of the Case of Xiamen,
China. Journal of Aging Studies 23(1): 60-68. doi:10.1016/j.ja ging.2007.08.001.

Goldin, C., 2006. The Quiet Revolution that Transformed Women’s Employment, Education, and Family.

31



American Economic Review 96(2):1-21.

Grundy, E., Murphy, M., Shelton, N., 1999. Looking Beyond the Household: Intergenerational
Perspectives on Living Kin and Contacts with Kin in Great Britain. Population Trends 97,
Autumn1999, 19-27.

Hempisut, P., Isarapathanasakul, T., 1997. Projected Number of Baby Carers Needed for Thailand During
the Next Two Decades (1995-2015). Human Resources Development Journal Volume 1, Number 1.

Hoff, A., 2007. Patterns of Intergenerational Support in Grandparent- grandchild and Parent-Child
Relationships in Germany. Ageing & Society, 27, 643-665.

Isengard, B., Szydlik, M., 2012. Living Apart or Together? Coresidence of Elderly Parents and Their
Adult Children in Europe. Research on Aging 34: 1-26.

Kanji, S., 2018. Grandparent Care: A Key Factor in Mothers’ Labour Force Participation in the UK. Jnl
Soc. Pol. (2018), 47, 3, 523-542 Cambridge University Press. D0i:10.1017/S004727941700071X.

Kaplan, G. 2009. Boomerang kids: Labor Market Dynamics and Moving Back Home. Federal Reserve
Bank of Minneapolis Research Department Working Paper No. 675. Kaplan, G. 2012. Moving Back
Home: Insurance Against Labor Market Risk. Journal of Political Economy 120 (3), 446-512.

Khuat, T., 2009. Stem Family in Vietnam. In the Stem Family in Eurasian Perspective: Revisiting House
Societies, 17th-20th centuries, ed. A Fauve-Chamoux, E Ochiai, pp. 431-58. Berlin: Peter Lang.
Knodel, J., Chavoyan, N., Siriboon, S., 1992. The Impact of Fertility Decline on Familial Support for the

Elderly: An Illustration from Thailand. Population and Development Review 18:79-103.

Knodel, J., Prachuabmoh, V., Chayovan, N., 2013. The Changing of Well-being of Thai Elderly. An
update from 2011 Survey of Older Persons in Thailand.

Knodel, J., Teerawichitchainan, B., 2017. Family Support for Older Persons in Thailand: Challenges and
Opportunities. PSC Research Report No. 17-879. 3 2017.

Ko, P., Hank, K., 2014. Grandparents Caring for Grandchildren in China and Korea: Findings from
CHARLS and KLOSA. Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social
Sciences, 69(4), 646—651, doi:10.1093/geronb/ ght129.

32



Kolodinsky, J., Shirey, L., 2000. The Impact Of Living with an Elder Parent on Adult Daughter’s Labor
Supply and Hours of Work. Journal of Family and Economic Issues 21(2): 149-175.
doi:10.1023/A:1009426002699.

Landmann, A., Seitz, H., Steiner, S., 2017. Intergenerational Coresidence and Female Labour Supply.
Annual Conference 2017 (Vienna): Alternative Structures for Money and Banking 168282, Verein
fur Socialpolitik / German Economic Association.

Leira A., Tobio C., Trifiletti R., 2005. Kinship and Informal Support: Care Resources for the First
Generation of Working Mothers in Norway, Italy and Spain. in U. Gerhard, T. Knijn, A. Weckwert,
(eds), Working Mothers in Europe: A Comparison of Policies and Practices, Edward Elgar,
Cheltenham.

Lekfuangfu, N., 2017. Intensive and Extensive Margins of Labour Supply in Thailand: Decomposing the
Pattern of Work Behaviours. PIER Discussion Papers 59, Puey Ungphakorn Institute for Economic
Research, revised May 2017.

Li, H., Yi, J., Zhang, J., 2015. Fertility, Household Structure, and Parental Labor Supply: Evidence from
Rural China. 1ZA Discussion Papers 9342, Institute for the Study of Labor (I1ZA).

Liao, L., Paweenawat, S., 2018. Labor Supply of Married Women in Thailand: 1985-2016. PIER
Discussion Papers 88, Puey Ungphakorn Institute for Economic Research, revised Jun 2018.

Liu, L., Dong, X., 2010. The Impact of Parental Care on Married Women’s Labor Supply: Evidence from
Urban China. Feminist Economics 16(3): 169-192. DOI: 10.1080/13545701.2010.493717.

Mahaarcha, W., Kittisukathit, S., 2009. Impact of Family Structure, Parental Migration, and Parental
Divorce on an Adolescent’s Educational Enrollment: Evidence from a Longitudinal Study in
Kanchanaburi Province, Thailand. Journal of population and social studies 18(1): 1-22.

Mason, K., 1992. Family Change and Support of the Elderly in Asia: What do We Know? Asia-Pacific
Population Journal 7:13-32.

Maurer-Fazio, M., Connelly, R., Chen, L., Tang, L., 2011. Childcare, Eldercare, and Labor Force
Participation of Married Women in Urban China, 1982-2000. The Journal of Human Resources

33



46(2): 261-294. doi:10.3368/jhr.46.2.261.

McElroy, M., 1985. The Joint Determination of Household Membership and Market Work: The Case of
Young Men. Journal of Labor Economics, 3(3), 293-316.

Mykyta, L. Macartney, S., 2012. Sharing a Household: Household Composition and Economic
Well-being, 2007-2010. Current Population Report P60-242. Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau.

Nakamura, J., Ueda, A., 1999. On the Determinants of Career Interruption by Childbirth among Married
Women in Japan. Journal of the Japanese and International Economies, 13 (1), 73-89.

NESDB (National Economic and Social Development Board) 2015. The State of Thailand’s Population
2015: Features of Thai Families in the Era of Low Fertility and Longevity.

Oishi, A.S., Oshio, T., 2006. Coresidence with Parents and a Wife’s Decision to Work in Japan. The
Japanese Journal of Social Security Policy 5(1): 35-48.

Paweenawat, S., McNown, R., 2018. A Synthetic Cohort Analysis of Female Labour Supply: The Case of
Thailand. Applied Economics, Volume 50(5): 527-544.

Podhisita, C., Soonthorndhada, K., 1988. Family Planning and Welfare Services for Female Workers in
the Manufacturing Industry: Pilot Survey and Cost-Benefit Analysis. International Labor Office and
Population Team for Asia and Pacific (LAPTAP) and Institute for Population and Social Research,
Mahidol University.

Posadas, J., Vidal-Fernandez, M., 2013. Grandparents’ Childcare and Female Labor Force Participation.
IZA Journal of Labor Policy 2(14). D0i:10.1186/2193-9004- 2-14.

Richter, K., 1996. Living Separately as a Child-Care Strategy: Implications for Women's Work and
Family in Urban Thailand. Journal of Marriage and Family 58(2):327-39. DOI: 10.2307/353499.

Richter, K., Podhisita, C., Chamratrithirong, A., Soonthorndhada, K., 1994. The Impact of Child Care on
Fertility in Urban Thailand. Demography, 30, 651-662.

Rittirong,J., Prasartkul, P., Rindfuss, R., 2014. From Whom Do Older Persons Prefer Support? The Case
of Rural Thailand. Journal of Aging Studies Volume 31, December 2014, Pages 171-181.

Sasaki, M., 2002, The Causal Effect of Family Structure on Labor Force Participation among Japanese

34



Married Women. Journal of Human Resources, vol. 37, pp. 429-440.

Schultz, P., 1990. Testing the Neoclassical Model of Family Labor Supply and Fertility. The Journal of
Human Resources 25 (4): 599-634. DOI: 10.2307/145669.

Shen, K., Yan, P., Zeng, Y., 2016. Coresidence with Elderly Parents and Female Labor Supply in China.
Demographic Research. Volume 35, Article 23, Pages 645—670. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2016.35.23.

Short S.E., Chen, F., Entwisle, B., Zhai, F., 2002. Maternal Work and Child Care in China: A
Multi-Method ~ Analysis.  Population and  Development  Review  28(1):  31-57.
doi:10.1111/j.1728-4457.2002.00031.x.

Stone, J., Berrington, A., Falkingham, J., 2012. Is the Boomerang Generation of Young Adults a Real
Phenomenon? Returning Home in Young Adulthood in the UK. European Population Conference
2012 (Presented in Session 95: Migrants, migration, and family life).

Stone, J., Berrington, A., Falkingham, J., 2014. Gender, Turning Points, and Boomerangs: Returning
Home in Young Adulthood in Great Britain. Demography. 2014 Feb;51(1):257-76. doi:
10.1007/s13524-013-0247-8.

Sussangkarn, C., Chalamwong, Y., 1996. Thailand Development Strategies and Their Impacts on Labour
Markets and Migration. In Development Strategy, Employment, and Migration, edited by D.
O’Connor and L. Farsakh. Paris: OECD.

Tobio C., 2001. En Espagne, la abuela au secours des méres actives’, in Attias-Donfut C., Segalen M.,
(eds), Le siécle des grands-parents. Une génération phare, ici et ailleurs, Editions Autrement, Paris.
Uunk, Kalmijn and Muffels 2005.

Wheelock, J., Jones, K., 2002. Grandparents Are the Next Best Thing: Informal Childcare for Working
Parents in Urban Britain. Jnl Soc. Pol., 31, 3, 441-463 Cambridge University Press. DOI:
10.1017/S0047279402006657.

Wiemers, E. 2014. The Effect of Unemployment on Household Composition and Doubling up.
Demography 51 (6), 2155-2178.

Zamarro, G., 2011. Family Labor Participation and Child Care Decisions: The Role of Grannies. RAND

35



working paper series WR-833. Santa Monica: RAND Corporation. doi:10.2139/ssrn.1758938.

36



Figure 1. Percentage of co-residence by number of households (married vs. unmarried),

1985-2016

2000 2010
Year

Married children co-residing with parents
Unmarried children co-residing with parents

37



Tablel. Co-resident households for cohort (age 18-23) using SES panel data

Percentage of co-resident

Year Age Number of co-resident households households

Married Unmarried Married Unmarried
2005 18-23 228 693 63.5% 74.0%
2006 19-24 274 608 62.3% 73.3%
2007 20-25 287 530 62.7% 70.5%
2010 23-28 377 396 57.7% 66.1%

2012 25-30 417 311 61.6% 63.7%




Table 2. Summary Statistics for SES panel data

Men Women
Ir_aelgor force participation 0.923 0.819
(0.267) (0.385)
Parents' health status 2.706 2.726
(0.776) (0.774)
Age 35.140 35.440
(9.101) (9.073)
Education:
Primary level 0.432 0.456
(0.495) (0.498)
Secondary level 0.396 0.305
(0.489) (0.460)
University level 0.172 0.239
(0.377) (0.427)
Observations 18,859 21,408

Notes: Standard deviation in parentheses.
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Table 3. Summary Statistics for Married Women Sample

1) ) ©)
All (n=229,869) Co-residence
Yes (n=126,875) No (n=102,994)

Labor force 0.816 0.824 0.806
participation rate

(0.387) (0.380) (0.396)
Working hours 47.394 47.041 47.895

(14.233) (13.807) (14.801)
Children age 0-5 0.565 0.600 0.516

(0.496) (0.490) (0.500)
Children age 6-13 0.572 0.587 0.552

(0.495) (0.492) (0.497)
Children age 14-18 0.341 0.300 0.398

(0.474) (0.458) (0.490)
Age 36.632 33.495 40.495

(7.687) (6.374) (7.401)
Education:
Primary level 0.553 0.465 0.660

(0.497) (0.499) (0.474)
Secondary level 0.309 0.372 0.232

(0.462) (0.483) (0.422)
University level 0.127 0.150 0.098

(0.332) (0.357) (0.298)

Notes: Standard deviation in parentheses.
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Table 4. The impact of presence of young age children on co-residence decision

(1) Men&women (2) Women (3) Married women
Logit FE logit Logit FE logit Logit FE logit
Having children o gggwex g gagwex  0480%**  0318%** 0.335%%*  0.337%*
age0to5
(0.029) (0.088) (0.039) (0.117) (0.042) (0.132)
Age 0.001 0.621*** 0.00792*** 0.625*** 0.003 0.680***
(0.002) (0.014) (0.002) (0.019) (0.003) (0.022)
;Zrtir;t health 0.062%**  0.875%*  0.938%**  (.830%** 0.935%%*  (,842%**
(0.018) (0.048) (0.025) (0.062) (0.027) (0.070)
Marital status 0.476*** 0.115 0.455%** 0.252
(0.040) (0.169) (0.050) (0.212)
Control for
education and
residence area Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Control for
spouse's income
and education No No No No Yes Yes
Observation 29,899 12,951 16,533 7,380 14,289 6,468

Robust standard errors in parentheses
**% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 5. Impact of co-residence on women’s labor force participation

Probit
Model IV Model
(parent (parent
Probit Model age>70) IV Model age>70)
Explanatory variables:
Coresident with parents 0.0399*** 0.0386*** 0.210*** 0.230***
(0.007) (0.012) (0.014) (0.028)
0.154*** 0.123*** 0.0405*** 0.0325***
Age
(0.005) (0.010) (0.001) (0.003)
Education level:
Primary level -0.424*** -0.510***  -0.0774*** -0.0770***
(0.033) (0.062) (0.008) (0.014)
Secondary level -0.402*** -0.538***  -0.0856*** -0.0968***
(0.033) (0.062) (0.008) (0.014)
University level 0.0662* -0.0701 0.0182** -0.00134
(0.034) (0.064) (0.008) (0.014)
Childcare:
Youngest coresident children: age 0 -0.285*** J0.293%%*  _(0.0672*** 0.0715***
to5
(0.009) (0.018) (0.002) (0.005)
:(oluzngest coresident children: age 6 0.119*** 0.107*** 0.0321*** 0.0272***
0
(0.009) (0.018) (0.002) (0.004)
tYOf;geSt coresident children: age 13 0.120*** 0.128*** 0.0325*** 0.0358***
0
(0.009) (0.018) (0.003) (0.004)
Observation 229,869 65,779 229,869 65,779

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*3% n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

42



Table 6. Impact of co-residence on women’s working hours

IV (parent
OLS IV (Heckman) age>70)
Explanatory variables:
Coresident with parents -1.275%** 10.22%** 6.727***
(0.074) (0.515) (0.678)
Age 0.187*** 0.936*** 0.416**
(0.051) (0.088) (0.172)
Education level:
Primary level 6.462*** 6.427*** 7.458***
(0.300) (0.349) (0.592)
Secondary level 4.591*** 3.813*** 5.264***
(0.299) (0.358) (0.603)
University level 0.638** 1.871*** 1.962***
(0.302) (0.342) (0.576)
Childcare:
(\)((:gggest coresident children: age _0.823*** D §O5x** 1 685***
(0.069) (0.185) (0.341)
Youngest coresident children: age -0.170** -0.300%** 0.202
6to 12
(0.067) (0.074) (0.135)
Youngest coresident children: age 0.220%%* 0.223%** 0.323**
13to 17
(0.075) (0.083) (0.144)
Observation 185,201 173,013 51,258

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*H% n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 7. Impact of co-residence on women’s labor supply by education attainments

Work or not (1V) Weekly working hours (1V)
Primary ~ Secondary University  Primary  Secondary University
level level level level level level
Explanatory
variables:
pC;rfrft'sdem with 0.284%**  0.0950%**  0.0124  B.469*** Q.O27*** 5 G23kx

(0.018) (0.025) (0029)  (0512)  (0.952)  (1.118)
Age 0.0370%** 0.0486** 0.0288***  0.151  1.199%** 1 387%**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)  (0.119)  (0.159)  (0.180)
Childcare:
Youngest COesident ) noepues ) 10g%x  0.0523%% -0.965%%* -4.006%F% -3.212%%*
children: age0to 5
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)  (0.239)  (0.347)  (0.345)
000298 00048  0.00185 -0.453%%* -0323%%  (.344%*

(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)  (0.104)  (0.134)  (0.171)

Youngest coresident
children: age 6 to 12

Youngest coresident

. i 0.0101***  -0.00129 0.0037 0.244** 0.237 -0.362*
children: age 13 to 17

(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.110) (0.153) (0.210)

Observation 119,594 65,295 27,027 95,318 51,582 24,010

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8. Impact of co-residence on female labor force participation using SES panel data

Fixed effect
Explanatory variables:
Coresident with parents 0.0168**
(0.008)
Age 0.0406***
(0.004)
Parent health status -0.0139%**
(0.004)
Observation 15,709

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 1A. Impact of presence of young-aged children on labor supply using SES panel data

Female Male
Presence of children (age<6) -0.022*** -0.0002
(0.006) (0.002)
Birth cohort
1955-1964 -0.0550*** -0.0041
(0.014) (0.005)
1965-1974 -0.026*** 0.0034
(0.008) (0.002)
1975-1984 -0.004 0.0041
(0.010) (0.004)
1985-1994 -0.072** -0.0086
(0.037) (0.014)
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Figure 1A. Labor force participation rate of married women in three groups, 1985-2016
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Figure 2A. Average weekly working hours of married women in three groups, 1985-2016
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Figure 3A. Labor force participation rate of married women with young children in
multi-generational household and nuclear household, 1985-2016
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Figure 4A. Average weekly working hours of married women with young children in
multi-generational household and nuclear household, 1985-2016
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