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ABSTRACT 
  This paper uses the latest social survey data of China’s elderly population, the second wave 

of CHARLS in 2013 to examine the trends in the changing living arrangement patterns and 

individual preferences of China’s growing elderly population. It uses multivariate regression 

models to estimate the effect of individual preferences in the decision-making of living 

arrangements. The impacts of the elderly individual’s own preference in the decision making of 

elderly living arrangement are measured by statistical methods. The association between living 

arrangements and the elderly’s satisfaction or subjective well-being, as measured by the 

concurrence of the elderly’s preferred and actual living arrangements, are also examined in this 

study. Models are specified for elderly people by different marital status and Hukou, and take 

account of the elderly’s previous employment history, pension policy institutions and living 

arrangement preferences. Findings are that the individual preferences for independent living 

arrangements are negatively associated with the co-residence rates of the elderly at statistically 

significant levels, and the negative association becomes more even more prominent for widowed 

elderly. Since living arrangement is an important indicator of the old-age support and old-age 

security, the empirical findings are meaningful. Policy implications are that pension and old age 

security should be equal and customized, with special focus on the rural, widowed elderly, who 

are most vulnerable and least likely to have their preferred living arrangements as the results show. 



 

 
 

iv 

The research and writing of this thesis would not have been possible without the support of  
my loving parents, my patient advisor, my cheerful friends,  

and everyone who helped, encouraged, and inspired me along the way. 
 

Also to my grandparents, who co-resided with my parents and me throughout my childhood  
and made me a happy, blessed, beloved and grateful little girl. 

 
Many thanks, 
Junjie Chen   



 

 
 

v 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
I. Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 1 
II. Literature Review .................................................................................................................... 3 

1. Trends in Living Arrangements through a Comparative Lens:  Developed Countries ...... 3 
2. Trends of Living Arrangements in China ........................................................................... 5 

III. Survey Data and Summary Statistics .................................................................................. 8 
1. China Health and Retirement Longitudinal Study (CHARLS) .......................................... 8 
2. Summary Statistics.............................................................................................................. 9 

IV. Conceptual Framework and Model Specification ............................................................. 16 
1. Conceptual Framework ..................................................................................................... 16 

A. Demographic Characteristics ........................................................................................ 18 
B. Individual Preferences .................................................................................................. 19 
C. Objective Economic Conditions ................................................................................... 20 

2. Model Specification .......................................................................................................... 21 
V. Regression Results and Empirical Analysis ......................................................................... 23 

1. Co-residence ..................................................................................................................... 23 
A. Demographic Characteristics ........................................................................................ 23 
B. Individual Preferences .................................................................................................. 24 
C. Objective Economic Conditions ................................................................................... 26 

2. Concurrence ...................................................................................................................... 27 
A. Demographic Characteristics ........................................................................................ 27 
B. Actual Living Arrangement .......................................................................................... 28 
C. Objective Economic Conditions ................................................................................... 29 

VI. Policy Implications ........................................................................................................... 30 
1. The Changing Family Values and Individual Preferences ............................................... 30 
2. The Importance of Individual Preferences in Elderly Living Arrangement Decisions .... 30 
3. The Best Living Arrangement for the Elderly .................................................................. 31 

VII. Conclusion ........................................................................................................................ 33 
VIII. Appendices ........................................................................................................................ 34 
IX. References ......................................................................................................................... 42 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

vi 

LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1.Co-residence Rates with Married Adult Children by Demographic Characteristics ......... 9!
Table 2. Concurrence Rate across Age Groups ............................................................................ 10!
Table 3. Concurrence Rate by Gender .......................................................................................... 11!
Table 4. Concurrence Rate by Education Level ........................................................................... 12!
Table 5. Living Arrangement Preferences of Rural and Urban Elderly People, Under Different 

Marital Status ........................................................................................................................ 13!
Table 6. Elderly Living Arrangement by Intergenerational Transfer Levels ............................... 14 
 
 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
!!

Figure 1-Factors Shaping the Living Arrangement Decision Making Process ............................ 18!
Figure 2-Factors Affecting the Concurrence of the Elderly Living Arrangements ...................... 21!
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

1 

I.! INTRODUCTION 

 
The living arrangements of elderly people are a widely studied topic in sociology and 

economics. Not only is elderly care naturally attached to every individual and family and 

influential in people’s lives, but also the well-being of the elderly population reflects a country’s 

development level, since the establishment of social safety nets enshrines in the belief that the 

government has a responsibility to protect and promote the social and economic well-being of its 

citizens, especially the vulnerable ones.  

With the largest population in the world, China is facing the challenge of aging before 

getting rich enough to take care of its elderly population. The percentage of population of 65 and 

above rose to 9% in 2013, and this proportion is expected to rise significantly as the generation 

produced by the country’s one-child policy has become the largest share of the labor force. A 

growing body of literature has captured the demographic and socioeconomic changes and 

challenges occurring after China’s market-oriented economic reform. But since more recent survey 

data are available at the time of this writing, this paper uses the latest wave of a nationally 

representative longitudinal survey data to take a snapshot of Chinese elderly living arrangement 

situations and the elderly’s satisfaction about their living arrangements.  

In this paper, the elderly’s residency is defined by the individual’s Hukou. An elderly 

person is regarded as “urban elderly” if the person has a non-agricultural Hukou, and “rural” if the 

individual holds an agricultural Hukou. This simplified classification is mainly because of the 

different social welfare policies and programs associated with Hukou status, and the fact that the 

majority of urban residents are of non-agricultural Hukou and used to be employed in formal 

sectors (like SOE or government). Because of the dual-track pension systems for the rural and 
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urban residents, and for the employees in formal and informal sectors, retirement income is 

institutionally and financially different for rural and urban residents (Meng & Luo, 2008; Palmer 

& Deng, 2008).  

The first research hypothesis that this paper tests is whether or not the elderly’s preferences 

for specific living arrangements have significant and sizeable impacts on elderly living 

arrangements.  

The second research hypothesis is that elderly people who are living independently are less 

likely to be satisfied with their living arrangements than those who are living in the more traditional 

living arrangement, which is inter-generational co-residence. 

The paper’s organization is as follows: the next section reviews the literature on the trends 

in living arrangements changes in both developed countries, which have completed the transition 

from partial to universal pension system coverage, and in China, which has not yet established a 

universal, state-sponsored old age support system. The next section introduces my data. The next 

describes my conceptual framework and the specification of models. The next part presents 

regression results, findings, and an interpretation of the results interpretation, discusses the policy 

implications of the findings, and the final section offers a conclusion.  
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II.! LITERATURE REVIEW 

1.! Trends in Living Arrangements through a Comparative Lens:  Developed Countries  

The decline of intergenerational co-residence of extended families and the increase of 

independent single households have been commonly observed throughout the economic 

development process. Cross-country comparative studies have shown that before universal 

pension systems were established, intergenerational co-residence used to be an important form of 

family support to enhance old age security (Ruggles, 1996; Schaie, 2003; Carr & Bodnar-Deren, 

2009).  

Before welfare states were established, co-residence was common and prevalent in both 

Europe and North America, but has declined and nearly vanished as a living arrangement pattern 

over time (Ruggles, 1996; Carr & Bodnar-Deren, 2009). In the United States, economists 

accumulated statistics from the Union Army veterans at the beginning of the twentieth century to 

prove that, increasing retirement income would lead to the propensity towards independent elderly 

living arrangements (Costa, 1997). Studies of the trends of elderly living arrangements in the US 

(Costa, 1997; Ruggles, 1996) also showed that rising income could only explain about one third 

of the rise of independent living arrangements; the remaining factors that kept driving down the 

co-residence rate included rising housing affordability, declining fertility rates, the narrowing age 

gap between the spouses that ends childrearing duties earlier for the parents, and the increases of 

college education that lead the children to leave home earlier.  

In the US, nearly 60% of the decline in co-residence happened during the first half of the 

twentieth century (Costa, 1997). The remaining 40% of the decline happened after 1950, and 
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researchers found that the continuation of the trend was dominated by a change in social values 

and people’s preferences towards more independent living arrangement.  

 Studies about the elderly living arrangements in East Asian developed countries like Japan 

and Korea, both of which have dominant Confucianism cultural influences, also saw sharp and 

steady declines of inter-generational co-residence and increases of independent single households 

headed by constituted only of elderly people. Unlike other developed countries in western cultures, 

however, the intergenerational co-residence rate in Japan remained high even after decades of 

decline, showing the strong and lasting impact of traditional family values in eastern cultures 

(Takagi, Silverstein, & Crimmins, 2007; Lee & Weber, 2000).  

Takagi et al.’s (2007, 2011, 2013, 2015) successive studies of Japanese elderly living 

arrangements postulated that, in a developed society with established state old-age security 

networks and widely accessible facilities and social services, the coexistence of distinctively 

different expectations of old-age independence and the traditional patterns of filial piety make the 

trend of elderly living arrangements more convoluted because of the eastern cultural context. For 

instance, the gender of the children is usually crucial in Confucian cultures, because of the 

patriarchal social rules and the preferences for sons, the tradition is that filial piety is primarily the 

responsibility of male or the eldest male offspring. This trend is changing, however, as Takagi and 

her researchers found that in Japan daughters are increasingly likely to share the responsibility of 

taking care of their aging parents. They attributed the rising importance of females in old-age 

support to Japan’s constantly low fertility rates.    

In addition to the impact of traditional values and social norms, inter-generational co-

residence is a mutual agreement between elderly parents and adult children, and the decision is 
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closely related to socioeconomic conditions, demographic situations, and the subjective 

willingness of both parties. Studies also showed that, the location of residence, housing availability, 

the relative economic and educational levels between the two generations, the relative bargaining 

power between the children and children-in-law based on the children’s income and education, are 

influential in decision about inter-generational co-residence in developed Asian countries like 

Japan.  

2.! Trends of Living Arrangements in China  

During the past few decades the demographic structure in China has changed dramatically. 

In China, the mandatory retirement ages are 50 or 55 for women and 55 or 60 for men. Therefore, 

a threshold of old age at 60 years old is widely applied in studies about China’s aging population. 

People aged 60 and above accounted for 10% of the country’s population in 2000 and 13.3% in 

2010, and their population share is expected to exceed 30% in 2050(Lei, Strauss, Tian, & Zhao, 

2011). Using the more widely applied old age threshold, which is 65 years old and above, 5% of 

China’s population were counted as “elderly” from 1981 to 1991, but this proportion rose steeply 

during the following two decades and reached 9.2% in 2014 (WDI, World Bank). Population aging 

is ongoing and accelerating in China.  

Elderly living arrangements in China are changing in the midst of economic growth, 

declining fertility, rising life expectancy, a rapidly aging population, massive rural-to-urban 

migration, and increasing income disparity between rural and urban areas. Before the economic 

reform in 1978, population mobility within the country was constrained; most people’s economic 

activities were confined in their birth places or the places of their first Hukou. The elderly living 
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arrangements were more traditional and homogenous as in any other Confucianism-dominant 

cultures.  

Family support and private financial resources like personal savings and intergenerational 

transfers prevailed as the primary source of old age security. Census data show that as late as 1982, 

75% of Chinese elderly lived with their adult children. However, this traditional household pattern 

of extended family began to erode with the economic reform. Rising income, increasing housing 

availability because of housing reform, long-distance migration, especially from rural to urban 

areas for economic opportunities, all made independent housing an available option for the elderly 

and their adult children. In 1990, the intergenerational co-residence rate for men who were 65 and 

above dropped to 68%; in 2000 it had dropped to 60%; and in 2010, it was only 33%. For women, 

the proportion of those who were 65 and above living with adult children declined from 74% to 

69% and eventually to 42% (Ren & Treiman, 2014).  

With the decline of inter-generational co-residence, the proportion of independent elderly 

single households rose steadily (Ren & Treiman, 2014; Lei, Strauss, Tian, & Zhao, 2011). Even in 

rural areas, where family values and traditional kinship ties remained strong, the erosion of the 

traditional family-based old age support pattern was apparent (Palmer & Deng, 2008; Ren & 

Treiman, 2014; Benjamin, Brandt, & Rozelle, 2000). 

 Studies have attributed the decline of inter-generational co-residence among Chinese 

elderly to several dynamics. First is the reduction of the fertility rate because of the strict state birth 

control policy; and second is the massive rural-to-urban migration. Palmer and Deng (2008) note 

that rural, female and widowed elderly are more likely to rely on family resources for old age 

support; but non-comprehensive and unequal pension systems and economic conditions like rising 
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retirement income and housing abundance in the urban areas are the forces that drive up the 

separate housing rate of Chinese elderly.  

It should be noted, however, that the declining co-residence rate does not mean family has 

receded in the role of old-age support. Cai et al. (2012) showed that the proportion of the elderly 

people having children living nearby remains high, indicating the family ties are still tight and 

available for daily assistance and elderly care. Family support should not only be measured by the 

living arrangement of the elderly; other forms of support like transfers from children to parents 

should also be considered. For example, if the elderly have migrant children, it is less possible for 

the elderly individual to live with the children, but the elderly might be compensated by more 

remittances from the children because of their higher incomes.  

In contrast to the objective factors that reduce the possibility of co-residence mentioned 

above, changing individual preferences, especially the preferences of the elderly, are less studied 

because of lack of data at individual level.  

This study is going to fill in this gap by using the latest data and depicts the trends of elderly 

living arrangements. 
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III.! SURVEY DATA AND SUMMARY STATISTICS  

1.! China Health and Retirement Longitudinal Study (CHARLS) 

The data used in this paper are drawn from the China Health and Retirement Longitudinal 

Study (CHARLS), which is designed on the models of the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) in 

the US as a broad-purposed social science and health survey aiming at people aged 45 years old 

and above. A pilot survey was conducted in 2008 in an inland province, Gansu, and a coastal 

province, Zhejiang. The nationwide baseline wave was fielded in 2011 and follow-up waves are 

being conducted every two years. All data are publicly available one year after the data collection. 

At the time of this writing, the latest released CHARLS data was for the 2013 wave.  

In the 2013 wave, 10,803 households and 18,609 individuals were included from 150 

counties/districts and 450 villages/resident committees. The main CHARLS questionnaire in the 

2013 survey has modules covering the individual respondent’s demographic background, family 

information, information on household members including parents and living children of the main 

respondents, household and individual incomes, health status, health care, work, retirement and 

pension.  Information from separate modules was merged to enable the testing of impacts of an 

array of variables on the elderly living arrangements. My study on elderly living arrangement 

decisions and the concurrence of preferred and actual living arrangements looks only at CHARLS 

respondents aged 55 years old and above, which leaves me with 7,062 individuals each 

representing a household. 
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2.! Summary Statistics 

Among the 7,062 individuals aged 55 and above, 2,036 were not married and 5,026 were 

married and living with a spouse at the time of survey. The majority of the not-married elderly 

individuals were not living with their spouses because of their spouses’ death.  

Table 1 presents the living arrangement pattern of the elderly by a stricter definition of 

“intergenerational co-residence”, which is co-residence of the elderly parents with married adult 

children. By this definition, the co-residence rate is 41% for non-married elderly and 32% for 

married elderly. It also shows that the co-residence rate with married children is 37% for 

agricultural-Hukou elderly, or the rural elderly in this paper, and 28% for non-agricultural-Hukou 

holders, or the urban elderly. The discrepancy of co-residence between genders is also obvious: 

32% of the male elderly were living with their married adult children and while 38% of the female 

elderly were living with their married children at the time of the survey.  

Table 1.Co-residence Rates with Married Adult Children by Demographic Characteristics 

Individual 
Characteristics 

Not Living with 
Married Adult 

Children 

Co-residence with 
Married Adult 

Children 
Total 

Marital 
Status 

Non-Married 1,210 826 2,036 
(59%) (41%) (100%) 

Married 3,406 1,620 5,026 
(68%) (32%) (100%) 

Hukou 
Status 

Agricultural 3,340 1,951 5,291 
(63%) (37%) (100%) 

Non-
Agricultural 

1,276 495 1,771 
(72%) (28%) (100%) 

Gender 
Male 2,528 1,176 3,704 

(68%) (32%) (100%) 

Female 2,088 1,270 3,358 
(62%) (38%) (100%) 

Source: CHARLS 2013 
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The two sample t-tests of co-residence rate by three categories indicate the differences by 

different marital status, Hukou and gender are statistically significant, at 1% significance level. 

The co-residence patterns for the elderly as shown in indicate that, rural, widowed and female 

elderly are more likely to be living in the same households with their married adult children than 

elderly of other statuses. 

Concurrence of elderly living arrangements means the elderly individual is living in exactly 

the condition that he or she revealed as their preferred arrangement, given their current marital 

status. Concurrence is an observable, measurable, and objective indicator of the elderly’s well-

being and satisfaction with his or her actual living arrangement.  

As is shown in Table 2, the concurrence rate rises across age groups. Only 44% of the 

elderly aged between 55 and 64 deemed their living arrangement at the time of the survey as their 

most wanted situation. This proportion rises to 50% for people aged between 65 and 74, and to 

53% for all elderly people aged 75 and above. T-tests show that the concurrence rates of elderly 

people who are 65 and above are significantly higher than those of people under 65, but the 

difference between people who are 65-74 and those who are 75 and above is not statistically 

significant.  

 

Table 2. Concurrence Rate across Age Groups 

Age Groups Non-Concurrence Concurrence Total 
55-64 
(%) 

1,894 1,506 3,400 
56% 44% 100% 

65-74 
(%) 

1,046 1,050 2,096 
50% 50% 100% 

75+ 
(%) 

492 550 1,042 
(47%) 53% 100% 
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(Table 2. 
Continued) 
Age Groups Non-Concurrence Concurrence Total 

Total 3,432 3,106 6,538 
(%) (52%) (48%) (100%)  

Source: CHARLS 2013 

 

Descriptively, there is also a gender gap in the concurrence rate. As is shown in Table 3, 

half of the female elderly interviewees were living in their preferred living arrangement at the time 

of the survey, and slightly fewer (45%) male elderly interviewees were satisfied with their living 

arrangements given their marital status, and this gender gap is statistically significant at 1% level.  

Table 3. Concurrence Rate by Gender 

Gender Non-Concurrence Concurrence Total 
Male 
(%) 

1,907 1,551 3,458  
(55%) (45%) (100%)  

Female 
(%) 

1,525 1,555 3,080  
(50%) (50%) (100%)  

Total 3,432 3,106 6,538 
(%) (52%) (48%) (100%)  

Source: CHARLS 2013 

 

The proportion of the elderly satisfied with their current living arrangements declines in 

the education level. Table 4 shows that half of the elderly who had not completed elementary 

school were having their most desired living arrangement; for people who had finished elementary 

school but not high school, this proportion is 46%. For elderly people who had finished high school 

and obtained education above, the proportion is 42%. Two sample t-test in show that the difference 

between less than elementary school and two other educational levels are significant at 1% level, 
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but the difference between “above elementary” and “high school and above” is only significant at 

conventional levels.   

Table 4. Concurrence Rate by Education Level 

Education Level 
Non-

Concurrence Concurrence Total 
Less than Elementary School  

(%) 
1,682 1,668 3,350 
(50%) (50%) (100%) 

Elementary but Less than High 
School  

(%) 

1,350 1,147 2,497 
(54%) (46%) (100%)  

High School and Above 
(%) 

400 291 691 
(58%) (42%) (100%) 

Total 3,432 3,106 6,538 
(%) (52%) (48%) (100%)  

Source: CHARLS 2013 

The living arrangement preferences revealed in CHARLS deserve more research 

attention and are key variables in predicting the elderly’s living arrangements. The preferences 

are obtained through two questions from the survey. The main respondents and their spouses (if 

present) are asked to choose their preferred living arrangements under two marital statuses:  

“Suppose an elderly person has a spouse and adult children, and has good relationship with them, 

what do you think is the best living arrangement for the elderly person?” 

and 

“Suppose an elderly person has no spouse but has adult children, and has good relationship with 

them, what do you think is the best living arrangement for the elderly person?” 

 

In answering these questions, the respondents are given five choices: “1. Live with adult 

children” , “2. Don't live with them in the same house but in the same community or village”, “3. 
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Don't live with them in the same house and the same community or village”, “4. Live in a nursing 

house”, and “5. Other” a .  The first option is categorized as “co-residence”, the second as 

“Independent but close to the adult children”, and the remaining three options are treated as the 

respondent prefers “independent but distant” living arrangement from their adult children.  

The living arrangement preferences in Table 5 show that the rural elderly are more likely 

to prefer inter-generational co-residence, under both marital statuses. The urban elderly have a 

stronger preference for independent living arrangements. Marital status change will make the the 

elderly, no matter rural or urban, incline towards the more dependent living arrangements. 

 

Table 5. Living Arrangement Preferences of Rural and Urban Elderly People, Under 
Different Marital Status 

Preference of Living 
arrangements 

(Rural Elderly) 

If without Spouse 

Coresidence  
Independent 

but Close 
Independent 
and Distant  Total 

If with 
spouse 

Coresidence 2,854 90 44 2,988 
(59%) (2%) (1%) (62%) 

Independent 
but Close 

555 876 60 1,491 
(11%) (18%) (1%) (31%) 

Independent 
and Distant 

104 27 237 368 
(2%) (1%) (5%) (8%) 

Total 3,513 993 341 4,847 
(72%) (20%) (7%) (100%) 

 
 

Preference of living 
arrangements 

(Urban Elderly) 

If without Spouse 

Coresidence  
Independent 

but Close 
Independent 
and Distant  Total 

 
 Coresidence 631 25 12 668 

(39%) (2%) (1%) (41%) 

                                                
a CHARLS Wave2 Questionnaire, page 29. 
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If 
without 
spouse 

 

(Table 5 
Continued.) Coresidence  

Independent 
but Close 

Independent 
and Distant  Total 

Independent 
but Close 

260 400 79 739 
(16%) (24%) (5%) (45%) 

Independent 
and Distant 

38 28 166 232 
(2%) (2%) (10%) (14%) 

Total 929 453 257 1,639 
(57%) (28%) (16%) (100%) 

Source: CHARLS 2013 

Table 6 present the relations between the intergenerational transfers and elderly living 

arrangement patterns, but the patterns are not as clear along the transfer levels, both either rural 

or urban elderly people.  

 

Table 6. Elderly Living Arrangement by Intergenerational Transfer Levels 

Rural Elderly Transfers from Children 
Living 

Arrangement None Under 
1200 1200-6000 6000-

12000 
Above 
12000 Total 

Co-residence with 
Adult Children 

713 
(42%) 

540 
(45%) 

600 
(39%) 

116 
(36%) 

59 
(35%) 

2,028 
(41%) 

Live Close to the 
Adult Children 

416 
(24%) 

374 
(31%) 

463 
(30%) 

91 
(28%) 

37 
(22%) 

1,381 
(28%) 

Living Distantly 
from the Adult 

Children 

574 
(34%) 

285 
(24%) 

486 
(31%) 

115 
(36%) 

71 
(43%) 

1,531 
(31%) 

Total 1,703 
(100%) 

1,199 
(100%) 

1,549 
(100%) 

322 
(100%) 

167 
(100%) 

4,940 
(100%) 
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Urban Elderly Transfers from Children 
Living 

Arrangement None Under 
1200 1200-6000 6000-

12000 
Above 
12000 Total 

Co-residence with 
Adult Children 

236 
(30%) 

82 
(43%) 

123 
(35%) 

35 
(35%) 

29 
(35%) 

505 
(33%) 

Live Close to the 
Adult Children 

191 
(24%) 

48 
(25%) 

104 
(29%) 

25 
(25%) 

20 
(24%) 

388 
(26%) 

Living Distantly 
from the Adult 

Children 

359 
(46%) 

61 
(32%) 

129 
(36%) 

39 
(39%) 

34 
(41%) 

622 
(41%) 

Total 786 
(100%) 

191 
(100%) 

356 
(100%) 

99 
(100%) 

83 
(100%) 

1,515 
(100%) 

Source: CHARLS 2013  
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IV.! CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND MODEL SPECIFICATION 

Living arrangements of the elderly are usually a mutual decision between the elderly and 

their adult children. According to Costa (1997), the elderly make a decision about their living 

arrangement based on the utility they obtain in each possible arrangement. Since the income of the 

elderly and the “prices” of goods and services change under different living arrangements, the 

bundles of consumption the elderly can afford also differ, holding all other factors constant.  

Costa assumes that, in a bargaining model, the elderly people would choose the living 

arrangement that would yield the maximum utility for themselves. Therefore, if the independent 

living arrangement prevails, it is because!"# $#∗; ' ≥ ")($)∗; '). U (*) is the utility function of 

independent and dependent living arrangements, C is the bundle of goods the elderly can afford, 

and Z are the vector of demographic characteristics of the elderly.  

1.! Conceptual Framework 

Based on Costa’s model of the elderly living arrangement decision, some adaptations and 

adjustments should be made due to the different cultural contexts and eras of the studied population. 

In China, the elderly’s retirement decisions and relevant behaviors vary greatly by the elderly’s 

residence location and marital status. Therefore, decomposition of elderly group residency and 

marital status is necessary and beneficial in constructing models depicting the decision making of 

elderly living arrangements with more accuracy.  

 “Co-residence” in this study is strictly defined as “inter-generational co-residence between 

married children and their elderly parents”, because it is an explicit and reliable sign of mutual 

agreements between children and parents. 
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In Asian cultures, it is common for unmarried adult children to live with their parents 

without an explicit old-age support commitment. Thus, co-residence between parents with 

unmarried adult children is not a strong indicator to the children’s commitment of elderly care or 

old age support to the aging parents (Takagi & Silverstein, 2011; Chow, 1999). The co-residence 

of elderly parents with married children, however, is almost always a mutual agreement between 

the children and the parents and an explicit sign of inter-dependence. Married children who are 

still living with their elderly parents are either: (1) actively inviting the parents into their families 

and assuming the responsibility of old-age support, though the parents might in return provide 

daily household chores and child care in exchange for the elderly care they receive from the co-

resident children; or (2) the children are economically dependent on their elderly parents and have 

to provide old-age support in exchange of housing and financial support from parents.  

Due to limitations of the data, the retirement income of the elderly cannot be fully observed 

from CHARLS, but inter-generational transfers from children to elderly parents can be obtained 

as an instrument for the volume of family support in old age security.  

Other information can be obtained from the data including the actual living arrangements 

of the elderly, their demographic characteristics, the number of adult and married children as 

available sources for old age support, the housing space, the individual educational level, and 

individual living arrangement preferences. As shown in Figure 1, variables that might be 

associated with the elderly’s living arrangement decision-making can be grouped into three 

categories: demographic characteristics, individual preferences, and economic status.  
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Figure 1-Factors Shaping the Living Arrangement Decision Making Process 

 

A.! Demographic Characteristics 

The effect of age on living arrangements is obvious and can be transmitted in multiple 

ways. With aging, the elderly are facing increasing risks of health deterioration, loss of earning 

abilities and the risk of losing their spouses. The elderly demand more services and assistances in 

daily activities, and consequentially change their living arrangement preferences.  

Gender impact on the elderly living arrangement is universal in cross-country studies. 

Females are more likely to live in the same household with their adult children, both because of 

longer life expectancy and lower old-age income.  
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Education is decisive in the earning abilities of the elderly in their prime years and has a 

lasting impact on their retirement incomes. Education can also shape living arrangement decisions 

through personal preferences. Higher education may make people value independence more and 

therefore prefer autonomous and separate living arrangements in their old age.  

 

B.! Individual Preferences 

 Elderly people’s preferences are a relatively less studied factor in intergenerational co-

residence decision-making. However, since it is assumed that the co-residence decision is an 

intergenerational mutual agreement, the expressed willingness of the elderly individual should 

exert a significant impact on the final outcome. For example, from the descriptive statistics above, 

it can be seen that having a rural Hukou and being no longer married will make an elderly 

individual more likely to lean towards dependent living arrangements.  

From Table 5 on the preferences of living arrangements under different marital statuses, 

the elderly’s sensitivity to marital status change can also be obtained. Those who would opt into 

more dependent living arrangements after losing a spouse are more vulnerable and dependent 

either psychologically or financially, or both, and are considered “sensitive”, which is in the down 

left side of the shaded area in Table 5 and those who are insensitive fall into the shaded area and 

up right diagonal area.  
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C.! Objective Economic Conditions  

 Transfers from children constitute an important part of the elderly’s income, and are a key 

means of family support for the elderly. Using inter-generational transfers to predict the co-

residence decision is necessary because they substitute for co-residence as family support. 

The logic behind using transfers as an indicator of family support is twofold. First, if it is 

the choice of adult children who prefer independent living arrangements, then they will pay more 

to keep their elderly parents away. Second, if the separation is “involuntary”, for instance, the 

children migrate to another city or county for better economic opportunities, they are not available 

to be co-resident subjects but are able to remit more money to their elderly parents. These “left-

behind” or “empty nest” parents will also be more likely to receive more remittance from their 

migrant children.    

 Housing space is another important objective condition for the elderly in deciding which 

living arrangement they prefer and are able to afford. Housing space, in this study, is measured by 

the number of bedrooms, because this variable strongly indicates the accommodation capacity of 

the housing.  

Figure 2 shows that, similar to the co-residence decision, the factors that influence the 

satisfaction of the elderly individual can also be classified into three groups: demographic 

characteristics, actual living arrangements and the objective economic conditions.  
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Figure 2-Factors Affecting the Concurrence of the Elderly Living Arrangements 

 

2.! Model Specification  

To construct a multivariate OLS model to predict the probability of inter-generational co-

residence by the elderly, by factoring in the demographic characteristics of the individuals and 

individual preferences according to the marital status and residential status of the elderly subgroups. 

Subscripts m and r indicate the marital and residential statuses respectively. 

In the forthcoming model, X is a vector of demographic variables of the individual. 

Preference includes living arrangement preferences and sensitivity to marital status change. 

Economic Conditions includes monetary transfers from children and housing space, which is 

measured by the number of bedrooms. Transfer is divided into five brackets: “None”, “Under 

1,200 RMB (equivalent of 200 USD)”, “1,200 to 6,000 RMB (equivalent of 200-1000 USD)”, 

Concurrence

A.!Demographic!
Characteristics!

Age!

Gender

Education

B.!Actual!Living!
Arrangements

Actual!Living!
Arrangement

C.!Objective!
Economic!Conditions

Transfers!from!
Children

Number!of!Adult!
Children!

Distance/Availability!
of!the!Children!

Housing!Space



 

 
 

22 

“6,000 to 12,000 RMB (equivalent of 1,000-2,000 USD)”, or “Above 12,000 RMB (equivalent of 

2000 USD)”. 

$,-./01.23.4,6 = 8 + :4,6;<,= + >4,6?=@A@=@BC@<,= 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!+D4,6ECFBF<GC!HFBIGJGFBK<,= + L!!!!!!!!!!!!!(1)! 

Equation (1) is the estimated model for the probability of the elderly individual co-residing 

with married adult children, given the individual’s marital status and residence, or Hukou status.  

 

Another dependent variable of interest, Concurrence, can be constructed by comparing the 

actual and preferred living arrangements of the elderly individual. If the actual living arrangement 

matches the preference, Concurrence equals 1, and 0 otherwise.  

As stated in the conceptual framework, the determinants of whether the elderly has the 

preferred living arrangement also have three streams, and the relationship between concurrence 

and these factors can be written as equation (2).  

$,23N--.23.4,6 = 8 + :4,6;<,= + >4,6OGPGBQR==SBQ@<@BJ<,= 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!+D4,6ECFBF<GC!HFBIGJGFBK<,= + L!!!!!!!!!!!!!(2)! 
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V.! REGRESSION RESULTS AND EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

1.! Co-residence 

The reference group of the co-residence model is an elderly who is between 55 and 64 

years old, male, has no married son living in the same county or village, no bedroom in his current 

housing, receives no money transfers from his children, has no education beyond elementary 

school, prefers living with adult children, and is insensitive to marital status change.  

Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 present the regression results of Equation (1) for each 

subgroup of the sample sorted by the individual’s marital and Hukou status.  

A.! Demographic Characteristics  

As Appendix 1 shows, compared to the reference group, the negative impacts of age on 

the probability of inter-generational co-residence are statistically significant for married elderly, 

both rural and urban, but not significant for the elderly who are not married.  

The magnitude of the effect of age is more prominent for urban married elderly than for 

rural married elderly. Compared to the younger elderly who are under 65, being in the 65-74 age 

group reduces the probability of co-residence by 9.1 percentage points for rural elderly and by 10.4 

percentage points for urban elderly. While being in the next age group, 75 years old and above 

further reduces the co-residence probability by 6.3 percentage points for the rural elderly and 

nearly by 7 percentage points for the urban elderly. However, for non-married elderly, age only 

has statistically significant impact on co-residence decision for the rural elderly, and only for 

people who are over 75 years old.  
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Unlike the expected effect of gender on the co-residence decision, none of the subgroups 

has a significant gender impact in the regression results. This outcome may indicate that the 

characteristics of living arrangement patterns associated with gender are functioning through 

marital association. Because of female’s longer life expectancy, elderly women are more likely to 

be widowed. Holding marital status constant, the co-residence rate does not vary as much between 

genders.  

As the regression results in Appendix 2 show, education levels do not influence the 

married elderly’s or the urban widowed elderly’s living arrangements. However, for rural widowed 

elderly, having completed elementary school increases the chance of living with married children 

by 6.8 percentage points; and a rural widowed elderly who has education beyond high school has 

a co-residence rate 23.4 percentage points higher than a similar elderly who had not finished 

elementary school. In other words, higher level of education attainment will significantly prevent 

the rural elderly from being alone after losing a spouse.  

 

B.! Individual Preferences 

Although the causality between individual preferences and the final living arrangement 

decision is uncertain, the coefficients of preferences for all four subgroups show that individual 

preference is strongly associated with elderly’s living arrangements. Not only are living 

arrangement preferences statistically significant for all subgroups at the 1% significance level, but 

the magnitude of individual preferences’ association is the biggest among all independent variables.  

 Compared to the baseline, who preferred living with their adult children in each subgroup, 

those who preferred living in a separate household from their adult children had significantly lower 
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probabilities of co-residence. If the individual is still married, and if this individual prefers 

independent living arrangement, no matter whether it is living distant from their adult children or 

close, the probability of co-residence will be 18 to 20 percentage points lower.  

For the single elderly, either because of spouse’s death or divorce, the individual’s 

preference for independent living is more negatively associated with the probability of co-

residence.  

Another interesting variable is sensitivity to marital status change. Sensitivity to marital 

status change has a significant impact on the elderly’s co-residence rate only after the elderly has 

experienced marital status shock. The rural widowed elderly who revealed their sensitivity have a 

co-residence rate 9.4 percentage points lower than those who are not sensitive.  

If someone is “sensitive”, it means he or she prefers an independent living arrangement 

before marital status change and would incline towards more dependent living arrangements, either 

by living close to or with adult children after a change. As the results for the married elderly show, 

those who preferred living independently while they were still with their spouses are more likely 

to live the arrangement they want, in terms of co-residence or separate households. However, after 

a marital status change, if the elderly want to return to more dependent living arrangements, the 

rural widowed are not as likely to be accepted into a married adult child’s house as they would 

have been if the elderly had chosen co-residence when still married.  

This finding also indicates that, the preference for independent living arrangements came 

with more risk and higher prices for the rural elderly, because once they switched out of the 

traditional living arrangement of living with married adult children when still married, it is harder 

for the elderly to switch back to it after a marital status. This might also explain why rural elderly 
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are more conservative in choosing living arrangement preferences than their urban counterparts: 

there is no way back, or very slim chance of being back to their adult children’s home or get the 

children back home, once the elderly choose to live alone.  

 

C.! Objective Economic Conditions  

The number of available married children, which means the number of married children 

who are living in the same county or city, strongly influences the probability of co-residence for 

the elderly. An additional available married adult child strongly increases the possibility of the co-

residence for both rural and urban, and married or single elderly people. The effect of the married 

adult children does not vary too much across all four subgroups, but such effect diminishes as the 

number of available married children increases.   

Due to the limitations of the data, the ownership of the house cannot be determined, 

therefore, whether it is the parents let the adult children live with them or the married adult children 

welcome the parents into the house cannot be determined. But housing space is a strong indicator 

of the elderly living arrangements. An additional bedroom in the elderly’s current housing will 

increase the probability of living with married adult children by 3.6 to 4.8 percentage points. 

Monetary transfers from the children also have some associations with the co-residence 

rate. As stated in the conceptual framework, fewer intergenerational money transfers should 

indicate more dependent living arrangements or co-residence, since financial support and co-

residence are substitutes in terms of family support. Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 show that an 

annual monetary transfer totaling 1,200 to 6,000 RMB (or monthly 100 to 500 RMB) reduces the 

rural married elderly’s co-residence rate by 4.5 percentage points and for rural widowed, 8 
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percentage points. For urban elderly, the threshold for monetary transfers to have a negative impact 

on the co-residence rate is 12,000 RMB (or 1,000 RMB per month). At that level of monetary 

transfer, the co-residence rate of urban single elderly is 26 percentage points lower than those of 

other transfer levels.  

 

2.! Concurrence  

Appendix 3 and Appendix 4 show the regression results of the concurrence models.   

A.! Demographic Characteristics  

As can be seen in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4, age is only impactful for rural elderly 

people. Among all age groups of rural elderly who are still married and living with a spouse, those 

aged between 65 to 74 are most likely to live in their preferred living arrangements; they have a 

concurrence rate 4.4 percentage points higher than the younger elderly. The better days come later 

for the rural widowed. If they survive 75, the probability that they are living their most wanted 

living arrangement is 8.4 percentage points higher than other younger widows.  

 Gender doesn't seem to influence the elderly’s satisfaction with living arrangements.  

 The coefficients of education levels show that the rural single elderly who have completed 

elementary school but have not gone beyond high school, have a satisfaction rate 8 percentage 

points lower than that of their counterparts with the same Hukou and marital status, but less 

education or education beyond high school.  

From the findings of the determinants of co-residence in the previous part of my study, the 

negative association of education with concurrence for the rural elderly can be a result of stronger 
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inclination towards independent living arrangements and the consequent vulnerability to marital 

status change. 

B.! Actual Living Arrangement  

The current living arrangement type is strongly related to the elderly’s satisfaction, and the 

magnitude of the impact of current living arrangement is substantial.  

Compared to independent housing, either distant or close to adult children, co-residence is 

the living arrangement most likely to bring the rural elderly satisfaction and happiness. The 

independent living arrangements’ negative association with concurrence rate is even more severe 

when the elderly is no longer living with his or her spouse.  

For the urban elderly, living alone and distant from adult children will reduce the elderly’s 

feeling of concurrence. For the urban elderly, living in a separate but close residence to their adult 

children is the best option.  

If the elderly is married, living close to their children will raise the concurrence rate by 

13.2 percentage points. If not married, living close will not make the elderly any less content than 

living in the same household with their adult children. But if the co-residence is with married adult 

children, then the concurrence rate will be lifted by nearly 20 percentage points at conventional 

significance level of 5%.   

If the urban elderly is living distant from their adult children, then no matter whether the 

elderly individual has a spouse or not, the elderly’s chance of having the most satisfactory living 

arrangement will be reduced by at least 28 percentage points, and the reduction will be even greater 

if the individual loses his or her spouse.  
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C.! Objective Economic Conditions   

As shown in the results of the concurrence models in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4, the 

number of adult children does not matter; even for rural widowed elderly, an additional adult child 

only raises the elderly’s concurrence rate by 3 percentage points, at the weak significance level of 

10%. Housing space, measured by the number of bedrooms, does not seem to matter either. 

Inter-generational monetary transfers seem to have limited association with the elderly’s 

subjective well-being. Only the rural elderly to be influenced by the amount of money received 

from their children. If the elderly is married and receives over 12,000 RMB from children per year, 

then the concurrence will be 7 percentage points lower than those who receive no monetary 

transfers. If the rural elderly is no longer living with their better halves, receiving money support 

ranging from 6,000 to 12,000 RMB from their children is associated with a concurrence rate 9.5 

percentage points higher than receives nothing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

30 

VI.! POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

1.! The Changing Family Values and Individual Preferences  

The survey data from CHARLS 2013 and the analyses above depict the latest trends in 

elderly living arrangements in urban and rural China. The analysis shows that the social values 

and living arrangement preferences of Chinese elderly are changing rapidly. Elderly people have 

appeared an inclination towards more independent living arrangements, but this propensity is 

stronger for the urban elderly than for their rural counterparts. 

The descriptive data also show that the shock of marital status change will reverse the 

preferences for independent living for both rural and urban elderly, and make them incline towards 

the more dependent living arrangements. 

For rural elderly, sensitivity to marital status change is negatively associated with the co-

residence rate after a real marital status change, which means the rural elderly face more limited 

living arrangement choices if they had chosen more independent living arrangements before 

marital status shocks. Therefore, the preference for independent living arrangements comes with 

a higher price for the rural elderly and that is probably why the rural elderly are more conservative 

or constrained in living arrangement preferences.  

2.! The Importance of Individual Preferences in Elderly Living Arrangement Decisions 

The elderly’s preference for living arrangements is decisive in the elderly living 

arrangement decision, regardless of marital and Hukou status. With the rising tide of preferences 

for independent living arrangements, it is predictable that independent elderly living arrangements 

will be more common in China.  



 

 
 

31 

The elderly’s preference has stronger association in the decision-making if the elderly is 

no longer married. If an elderly still insists on living alone after marital status shocks, it indicates 

that the individual is an “independence” stronghold, and the elderly’s independent preferences will 

be more likely to be maintained and realize their preferred living arrangements.  

However, in the case of the married elderly, when the individual preferred separate living 

arrangements, although the association between independent preferences and co-residence is also 

negative and statistically significant, it is not as pronounced in size as it is for non-married elderly.  

3.!  The Best Living Arrangement for the Elderly 

The regression results show that family support in form of inter-generational co-residence, 

especially the co-residence with married adult children, is still important for all elderly people. 

Elderly who are co-residing with their adult children are most likely to be living in their most ideal 

living arrangement, compared with elderly living in other arrangements. Therefore, inter-

generational co-residence is the “least risky” living arrangement to secure the elderly’s satisfaction 

towards living and subjective well-being. However, the best living arrangement for the urban 

elderly is a little different from that of the rural elderly. For urban elders, living close to their adult 

children but separately in their own households is the best option.  

 The worst living arrangement, for the rural and urban elderly alike, is to live a long distance 

from their adult children. The negative association with concurrence rate becomes more severe 

when the elderly becomes widowed and it is more depressing for the rural elderly than for their 

urban counterparts.  
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Those who are more likely to experience the worst living arrangement of living far from 

their adult children are hard to identify. The younger rural labor force is more likely to migrate 

and leave the elderly, and sometimes the younger children as well, alone in their villages.  

Hukou restrictions and high prices in urban areas make it difficult for the rural population 

to settle down and reunite with their families. The fact that the rural elderly are more dependent 

on the younger generation for old age support makes the “involuntary separation” of children and 

their elderly parents more difficult. But smaller family size and fewer children make the urban 

elderly more easily be exposed to the risk of being “empty nesters”.   

The birth control policy that significantly reduces family sizes were annulled in 2015, and 

the relaxation of household restriction system, or Hukou, is expected to ease the way for population 

mobility and the settlement. Transfers and social security targeting the rural elderly should also be 

implemented as quickly as possible to narrow the gaps between the rural and urban areas in the 

elderly welfare and elderly subjective well-being.  
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VII.! CONCLUSION 

Analysis of data from the latest wave of CHARLS collected in 2013 supports my research 

hypothesis that, the elderly’s individual preference is strongly associated with the elderly’s living 

arrangement decisions, and the preference of the individual weighs more after the elderly has 

experienced marital status change.  

The regression analysis also shows that different living arrangements have different 

implications for the well-being of the elderly. Co-residence with married adult children still is the 

least risky arrangement as the concurrence rate is the highest among all three living arrangement 

types; but the concurrence rate of urban elderly shows that, living independently but near the adult 

children as their preferred living arrangements is almost comparable or even exceeds inter-

generational co-residence as the most ideal living arrangement for the elderly, making the trend 

more like the patterns happened in developed countries when retirement income rose significantly 

and separate housing and physical facilities and services are more available.  

Whether the forces shaping these trends are steady needs closer examination. Indeed, due 

to the limitation of the data, the dynamics undergirding the independence of elderly living 

arrangements are far from being fully examined or understood. Questions like the impacts of the 

elderly’s incomes, either from public and private pension schemes, personal savings, labor, or real 

estate ownership, are still unanswered in this work. These questions await further research efforts 

and more public data.



 

 
 

VIII.! APPENDICES 

Appendix 1. Regression Results of Co-residence Decision for Married Elderly 

Dependent Dummy: 
Coresidence with Married 

Adult Children 
 

VARIABLES 

Married Elderly 
Rural  Urban 

Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included  

No Preferences 
Included Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No 
Preferences 

Included 
Age Cohort             

65-74 -0.0911*** -0.103*** -0.100*** -0.104*** -0.131*** -0.122*** 
 (0.0176) (0.0174) (0.0176) (0.0269) (0.0262) (0.0268) 

75+ -0.154*** -0.169*** -0.162*** -0.173*** -0.181*** -0.192*** 
 (0.0296) (0.0296) (0.0285) (0.0373) (0.0385) (0.0361) 

Gender       
Female -0.00790 -0.00247 -0.00841 -0.000765 0.0269 -0.0180 

 (0.0162) (0.0158) (0.0162) (0.0243) (0.0235) (0.0240) 
Source of Family Support       

Number of Available Married 
Children 0.230*** 0.237*** 0.229*** 0.222*** 0.249*** 0.224*** 

 (0.0109) (0.0110) (0.0109) (0.0198) (0.0220) (0.0184) 
Number of Available Married 

Children Squared -0.0256*** -0.0276*** -0.0258*** -0.0285*** -0.0358*** -0.0289*** 
 (0.00219) (0.00228) (0.00221) (0.00435) (0.00534) (0.00403) 
Housing Space       

Number of Bedrooms 0.0418*** 0.0395*** 0.0480*** 0.0460*** 0.0530*** 0.0522*** 
 (0.00410) (0.00402) (0.00408) (0.00920) (0.00831) (0.00889) 

Family Transfers Per Year       
Under 1200 0.00511  -0.00406 0.0794*  0.0687* 

 (0.0205)  (0.0207) (0.0406)  (0.0407) 
1200-6000 -0.0453** 

(0.0185) 
 -0.0574*** 

(0.0182) 
-0.0218 
(0.0288) 

 -0.0140 
(0.0288)    

 34 



 

 
 

(Appendix 1 Continued) Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included  

No Preferences 
Included Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No 
Preferences 

Included 
6000-12000 -0.0476*  -0.0483* 0.0120  0.0262 

 (0.0285)  (0.0293) (0.0476)  (0.0477) 
Above 12000 -0.0693*  -0.0745* 0.0628  0.0423 

 (0.0397)  (0.0389) (0.0507)  (0.0534) 
Education Level       

Less than High School 0.0152 0.00572 0.00991 0.00425 -0.00696 -0.0369 
 (0.0163) (0.0160) (0.0163) (0.0329) (0.0325) (0.0331) 

High School and Above 0.0116 -0.000274 0.00650 -0.0208 -0.0119 -0.0673** 
 (0.0333) (0.0317) (0.0338) (0.0341) (0.0339) (0.0341) 

Living Arrangement 
Preferences        

Alone but Close to Children -0.177*** -0.187***  -0.189*** -0.180***  
 (0.0181) (0.0179)  (0.0305) (0.0289)  

Alone but Distant from 
Children -0.197*** -0.207***  -0.185*** -0.170***  

 (0.0332) (0.0329)  (0.0438) (0.0427)  
Sensitivity to Marital Status 

Change        
Sensitive  0.0320 0.0370*  0.0153 0.00561  

 (0.0220) (0.0219)  (0.0296) (0.0289)  
Constant 0.00718 0.0257 -0.0589*** 0.0262 0.0470 -0.0474 

 (0.0236) (0.0216) (0.0219) (0.0442) (0.0418) (0.0405) 
       

Observations 3,303 3,527 3,463 1,065 1,257 1,129 
R-squared 0.181 0.171 0.149 0.219 0.208 0.170 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: CHARLS 2013 
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Appendix 2. Regression Results of Co-residence Decision for Non-Married Elderly 

Dependent Dummy: 
Coresidence with Married 

Adult Children 
  

VARIABLES 

Non-Married Elderly 
Rural  Urban  

Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included  

No 
Preferences 

Included Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No 
Preferences 

Included 
Age Cohort             

65-74 -0.0416 -0.0372 -0.0491 -0.0556 -0.0855 -0.0977* 
 (0.0314) (0.0305) (0.0302) (0.0596) (0.0562) (0.0591) 

75+ -0.0723** -0.0559* -0.0690** -0.0832 -0.107* -0.118* 
 (0.0339) (0.0332) (0.0317) (0.0633) (0.0612) (0.0606) 

Gender       
Female 0.0105 0.000468 0.0264 0.0349 0.0513 0.0280 

 (0.0280) (0.0267) (0.0269) (0.0532) (0.0503) (0.0502) 
Source of Family Support       

Number of Available Married 
Children 0.233*** 0.217*** 0.233*** 0.212*** 0.241*** 0.170*** 

 (0.0177) (0.0167) (0.0172) (0.0422) (0.0408) (0.0350) 
Number of Available Married 

Children Squared -0.0250*** -0.0243*** -0.0252*** -0.0255*** -0.0317*** -0.0139** 
 (0.00284) (0.00272) (0.00286) (0.00953) (0.00957) (0.00671) 
Housing Space       

Number of Bedrooms 0.0481*** 0.0489*** 0.0639*** 0.0361* 0.0398** 0.0648*** 
 (0.00740) (0.00710) (0.00670) (0.0208) (0.0197) (0.0216) 

Family Transfers Per Year       
Under 1200 -0.0380  -0.0235 0.0797  0.108 

 (0.0333)  (0.0307) (0.0753)  (0.0780) 
1200-6000 -0.0798**  -0.0859*** -0.0332  -0.0147 

 (0.0322)  (0.0307) (0.0602)  
(0.0589) 
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(Appendix 2 Continued) Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included  

No 
Preferences 

Included Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No 
Preferences 

Included 
6000-12000 -0.0623  -0.0874 0.00608  -0.0189 

 (0.0561)  (0.0606) (0.124)  (0.118) 
Above 12000 -0.0226  -0.0684 -0.264***  -0.249*** 

 (0.0884)  (0.0843) (0.0905)  (0.0815) 
Education Level       

Less than High School 0.0675** 0.0572* 0.0475 0.0507 0.0481 0.00220 
 (0.0321) (0.0309) (0.0305) (0.0562) (0.0529) (0.0527) 

High School and Above 0.234* 0.262** 0.188 0.0305 0.0505 -0.0171 
 (0.131) (0.130) (0.120) (0.0672) (0.0614) (0.0676) 

Living Arrangement 
Preferences        

Alone but Close to Children -0.300*** -0.309***  -0.259*** -0.251***  
 (0.0283) (0.0280)  (0.0526) (0.0497)  

Alone but Distant from 
Children -0.149*** -0.152***  -0.326*** -0.304***  

 (0.0552) (0.0558)  (0.0833) (0.0824)  
Sensitivity to Marital Status 

Change        
Sensitive  -0.0944** -0.0980**  -0.0371 -0.0232  

 (0.0415) (0.0407)  (0.0740) (0.0682)  
Constant 0.0483 0.0596* -0.0827*** 0.122 0.104 -0.0194 

 (0.0343) (0.0340) (0.0283) (0.0866) (0.0821) (0.0782) 
       

Observations 1,231 1,320 1,476 334 382 385 
R-squared 0.251 0.231 0.192 0.233 0.214 0.161 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: CHARLS 2013 
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Appendix 3. Regression Results of Concurrence of Living Arrangement Preference for Married Elderly 

Dependent Dummy: 
Concurrence of Actual 

Arrangement and Preference 
 

VARIABLES 

Married Elderly 
Rural  Urban 

Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included Whole 
No Family 
Transfers 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included 
Age Cohort             

65-74 0.0440** 0.0438** 0.0360* 0.0295 0.0234 0.0406 
 (0.0175) (0.0170) (0.0197) (0.0323) (0.0308) (0.0345) 

75+ 0.0290 0.0289 0.0100 0.0501 0.0450 0.00830 
 (0.0295) (0.0289) (0.0319) (0.0480) (0.0455) (0.0504) 

Gender       
Female 0.00976 0.0106 0.0237 0.0539* 0.0153 0.0771** 

 (0.0163) (0.0157) (0.0183) (0.0298) (0.0275) (0.0322) 
Source of Family Support       
Number of Adult Children 0.0173 0.00388 0.141*** -9.67e-05 0.0155 0.0979*** 

 (0.0160) (0.0152) (0.0172) (0.0273) (0.0252) (0.0290) 
Number of Adult Children 

Squared -0.00141 -0.000308 -0.0127*** 0.000350 -0.00118 -0.00763* 
 (0.00230) (0.00225) (0.00257) (0.00369) (0.00359) (0.00424) 
Housing Space       

Number of Bedrooms -0.00496 -0.00386 0.00912** -0.00313 -0.00438 0.00416 
 (0.00423) (0.00404) (0.00459) (0.00954) (0.00896) (0.0103) 

Family Transfers Per Year       
Under 1200 0.0150  -0.00448 0.0705  0.0877* 

 (0.0209)  (0.0234) (0.0463)  (0.0493) 
1200-6000 -0.0207  -0.0926*** 0.0586  0.0414 

 (0.0193)  (0.0213) (0.0361)  (0.0399) 
6000-12000 -0.00281  -0.111*** 0.0213  -0.00938 

 (0.0293)  (0.0342) (0.0555)  (0.0605) 
Above 12000 -0.0695* 

(0.0390) 
 -0.189*** 

(0.0441) 
-0.0162 
(0.0571) 

 -0.0222 
(0.0616)    
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(Appendix 3 Continued) Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included Whole 
No Family 
Transfers 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included 
Education Level       

Less than High School 0.00914 0.0128 0.00579 -0.0613 -0.0623* -0.0771* 
 (0.0165) (0.0160) (0.0186) (0.0377) (0.0359) (0.0409) 

High School and Above 0.0365 0.0248 0.0298 -0.0196 -0.0590 -0.0554 
 (0.0378) (0.0352) (0.0412) (0.0407) (0.0381) (0.0442) 

Living Arrangement         
Live with Married Adult 

Children 0.0719** 0.0560**  0.119** 0.0992**  
 (0.0298) (0.0274)  (0.0566) (0.0459)  

Alone but Close to Children -0.191*** -0.208***  0.132** 0.140***  
 (0.0322) (0.0302)  (0.0578) (0.0486)  

Alone but Distant from 
Children -0.520*** -0.550***  -0.283*** -0.284***  

 (0.0299) (0.0270)  (0.0526) (0.0411)  
Constant 0.611*** 0.652*** 0.163*** 0.471*** 0.500*** 0.225*** 

 (0.0442) (0.0407) (0.0336) (0.0763) (0.0643) (0.0623) 
       

Observations 3,330 3,555 3,330 1,075 1,267 1,075 
R-squared 0.249 0.252 0.042 0.179 0.158 0.046 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: CHARLS 2013 
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Appendix 4. Regression Results of Concurrence of Living Arrangement Preferences for Non-Married Elderly 

Dependent Dummy: 
Concurrence of Actual 

Arrangement and Preference 
 

VARIABLES 

Non-Married Elderly 
Urban Rural  

Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included 
Age Cohort             

65-74 0.0365 0.0362 0.0154 0.0713 0.0615 0.0714 
 (0.0284) (0.0265) (0.0345) (0.0645) (0.0584) (0.0702) 

75+ 0.0840*** 0.0819*** 0.0705** 0.0447 0.0592 0.0248 
 (0.0301) (0.0283) (0.0359) (0.0658) (0.0627) (0.0725) 

Gender       
Female -0.0354 -0.0337 0.0184 -0.0389 -0.0142 -0.0231 

 (0.0261) (0.0246) (0.0311) (0.0597) (0.0539) (0.0647) 
Source of Family Support       
Number of Adult Children 0.0334* 0.0292* 0.197*** 0.0428 0.0171 0.204*** 

 (0.0188) (0.0171) (0.0188) (0.0641) (0.0542) (0.0610) 
Number of Adult Children 

Squared -0.00322 -0.00276 -0.0195*** -0.00638 -0.00188 -0.0273** 
 (0.00244) (0.00234) (0.00280) (0.0112) (0.00940) (0.0110) 
Housing Space       

Number of Bedrooms -0.00631 -0.00392 0.0243*** -0.0287 -0.0223 -0.0122 
 (0.00678) (0.00644) (0.00802) (0.0209) (0.0195) (0.0232) 

Family Transfers Per Year       
Under 1200 -0.0305  -0.0543 0.121  0.161** 

 (0.0307)  (0.0363) (0.0770)  (0.0794) 
1200-6000 -0.00977  -0.0670* -0.0200  -0.0292 

 (0.0312)  (0.0369) (0.0653)  (0.0716) 
6000-12000 0.0945*  -0.0305 0.106  0.174 

 (0.0522)  (0.0669) (0.140)  (0.137) 
Above 12000 0.00252  -0.108 0.177  0.0655 

 (0.0847)  (0.0950) (0.123)  (0.143) 
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(Appendix 4 Continued) Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included Whole 

No Family 
Transfers 
Included 

No Living 
Arrangement 

Included 
Education Level       

Less than High School -0.0799*** -0.0742*** -0.0555 -0.0184 -0.0115 -0.0245 
 (0.0291) (0.0279) (0.0341) (0.0592) (0.0551) (0.0639) 

High School and Above -0.151 -0.132 -0.0703 0.0314 -0.00729 0.0202 
 (0.103) (0.0996) (0.137) (0.0722) (0.0668) (0.0794) 

Living Arrangement        
Live with Married Adult 

Children 0.0267 0.0119  0.198** 0.187**  
 (0.0374) (0.0350)  (0.0931) (0.0783)  

Alone but Close to Children -0.455*** -0.477***  -0.0252 -0.0455  
 (0.0456) (0.0429)  (0.100) (0.0879)  

Alone but Distant from 
Children -0.673*** -0.694***  -0.333*** -0.367***  

 (0.0437) (0.0396)  (0.0988) (0.0792)  
Constant 0.795*** 0.806*** 0.108*** 0.505*** 0.543*** 0.183* 

 (0.0580) (0.0530) (0.0400) (0.152) (0.125) (0.105) 
       
Observations 1,241 1,330 1,241 337 386 337 

R-squared 0.399 0.405 0.117 0.214 0.197 0.075 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Source: CHARLS 2013 
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