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Abstract

As the share of U.S. adult children living with their parents increases, it is important
to understand how children who “boomerang” back home impact their parents in
their pre-retirement and post-retirement years. We use data from the Health and
Retirement Study (HRS) to examine the effects of boomerang children on their
parents’ labor market expectations and choices, as well as on their wealth, health, and
life satisfaction. Event study analysis suggests that boomerang children return home
due to short-term instabilities, such as negative shocks to marriage, income, and
employment. We find that boomerang children are associated with a small increase in
their parents’ subjective probability of working after age 65, and with a temporary
increase in their parents’ non-housing debt. However, in the aggregate, we find no
clear evidence that boomerang children impact parents’ current or future labor market
choices, overall wealth, health, or life satisfaction. (We do find some evidence of an
increase in hours worked among parents in the bottom wealth decile). One possible
explanation for the lack of aggregate impact is that boomerang children contribute to
household expenses. We find that boomerang events are associated with an increase
in financial transfers from children to parents, particularly among parents in the
bottom half of the wealth distribution.
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1 Introduction

The share of U.S. adult children living with their parents has increased since the
1960s. Figure 1 shows that in 2020, approximately one-third of children between
ages 18 and 34 lived with their parents, with men and 18-24 year-olds, respectively,
more likely to co-reside than women and 25-34 year-olds. Some coresident adult
children never leave the parental home, while others, known as “boomerang chil-
dren,” return home after living independently. Moving back home can be a rational
choice for adult children who encounter employment or income shocks, allowing
them to smooth their consumption in the presence of borrowing constraints (Dettling
and Hsu, 2018). With more than 70 percent of coresident adult children reporting
knowing a friend or family member who recently moved back home, the economic
benefits may also outweigh any costs associated with social stigma (Parker, 2012).

Prior research supports the hypothesis that financial shocks, particularly those
exacerbated by borrowing constraints, increase the probability of an adult child
returning home. For example, Matsudaira (2016) finds that a lack of employment,
low wages, and high rental costs increase the number of adult children who move
back home. Dettling and Hsu (2018) find that delinquency, a decrease in credit
scores, and greater amounts of debt (particularly student loan debt) increase the
probability of returning home and the duration of the stay. Kaplan (2012) shows that
having the option to return home reduces the cost of job loss, especially for adult
children from lower-income households whose parents cannot provide pecuniary
transfers. The author also finds that returning home allows adult children to hold out
for jobs with high earnings potential, which often take longer to find or pay lower
initial wages. Aladangady et al. (2019) show that young adults who move back with
their parents consume less and increase savings compared to those living indepen-
dently, and Bentley and Bogan (2019) find that living with parents allows children to
decrease general debt holdings. Finally, dissolution of relationships may also lead
young adults to return home (Albertini et al., 2018). Moving back home after a
divorce or separation may help relieve financial or childcare burdens.

The media and some financial organizations portray boomerang children as a
monetary drain that jeopardizes parental retirement. The assumption is that parents
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Fig. 1 Adult children living in the parental home, 1960-2020. Notes: This figure shows that the share of
co-resident adult children in the U.S. has increased since the 1960s. a Disaggregates the share by sex and
b by age (18-24 and 25-34). Source: U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Censuses, 1960 to 1980, and Current
Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplements, 1990 to 2020. https://www.census.gov/data/
tables/time-series/demo/families/adults.html
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may need to delay retirement if they deplete their savings to support their coresident
adult children.! However, to our knowledge, no prior academic research has
examined the extent to which adult children returning home compromises parental
retirement plans or well-being.” Some studies have examined the impact of children
leaving home. For example, Biggs (2019) and Biggs et al. (2021) show that
household consumption declines when children leave home. However, Dushi et al.
(2021) find that parental saving in retirement accounts increases only slightly when
children leave, and Biggs et al. (2021) find that parental net worth is unchanged. In
terms of labor market behavior, Miller et al. (2018) and Biggs et al. (2021) find that
parents reduce both expected and actual labor supply when an adult child leaves
home. However, the effect of boomerang children may not simply be the opposite of
departing children. While the timing of a child’s departure may be relatively
uncertain (Miller et al., 2018), the event itself is highly likely, whereas a child
returning home is more likely to be an unanticipated event. Additionally, parents may
be more likely to view the boomerang arrangement as temporary, lasting only until
the child can get back on their feet.

There are several mechanisms through which boomerang children may impact
parental retirement outcomes. First, adult children facing financial or relationship
struggles can be a source of stress or conflict within the home (Tosi and Grundy,
2018). Second, Miller et al. (2018) show that parents provide significant support to
coresident children, and that parental transfers decline by $1,500 a year when one
child leaves the parental home. Parents may therefore experience a negative financial
shock if transfers resume when children return. Third, on the positive side, parents
may find satisfaction in the return of their adult children (Casares and White, 2018).
For example, boomerang children can alleviate empty nest syndrome, assist with
household tasks, or allow parents to spend more time with their grandchildren.
Finally, employed adult children can contribute to household expenses. The impact
of a child returning home may depend on whether the event is transitory or long-
term; a long-term stay extends any potential impact. Dettling and Hsu (2018) show
that the duration of time that adult children spend with their parents increases with
financial distress. Thus, boomerang children who remain at home for an extended
period may have a disproportionately negative impact on their parents’ finances.
However, even a transitory boomerang event may have short- and long-term impacts
on parental retirement outcomes.

In this paper, we examine the relationship between adult children returning home
and parental retirement outcomes using data from the Health and Retirement Study

! See  https://www.aarp.org/home-family/friends-family/info-2017/how-to-manage-your-boomerang-children.
html, https://www.tiaa.org/public/learn/prepare-unexpected/how-to-cope-when-adult-children-or-parents-move-
in, and https://www forbes.com/sites/rcarson/2019/08/1 1/five-ways-to-keep-boomerang-children-from-ruining-
your-retirement/.

2 A large literature has examined other determinants of retirement, focusing on health status (McGarry,
2004), the availability of postretirement health insurance (Madrian, 1994; Gruber and Madrian, 1995; Blau
and Gilleskie, 2001; Marton and Woodbury 2006, 2012; Robinson and Clark, 2010; Strumpf, 2010; Kapur
and Rogowski, 2011; Nyce et al., 2013), quality of work (Siegrist et al., 2007), macroeconomic conditions
that affect retirement wealth and job opportunities (Hurd and Reti, 2001; Kezdi and Sevak, 2004; Hurd
et al.,, 2009; Coile and Levine, 2010; Goda et al., 2012; Gorodnichenko et al., 2013), and pension
incentives (Coile and Gruber, 2007).
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(HRS), a national longitudinal survey of individuals over the age of 50 and their
spouses; the HRS also tracks children of respondents. Using a sample of 51-69-year-
old parents, we estimate the relationship between the first observed boomerang event
in the data—defined as an adult child under the age of 30 returning to the parental
home without being a caregiver to the parents—and parental labor market status,
wealth, health, life satisfaction, and transfers to and from their children. We also
explore events in the child’s life that may prompt a return to the parental home using
data from the child-level panel. At both the parent and child levels, we examine the
outcomes of interest before and after the first observed boomerang event. Event study
analyses that disaggregate the post-boomerang period into two-year intervals further
help us explore the dynamics of these relationships.

An important consideration is that boomerang events may not be exogenous.
They could be associated with other shocks, such as labor market or family-specific
shocks, that also affect parental retirement outcomes. We attempt to address this
concern in our baseline model by controlling for age, individual fixed effects, and
survey wave. We also specifically exclude children who return home to provide care
to parents experiencing health shocks. Our event study analyses can further alert us
to the possibility of pre-trends, which could suggest the presence of outside factors
that are operating before the boomerang event. Additionally, our child-level
regressions provide support for a causal narrative by showing the plausibly exo-
genous shocks in a child’s life that drive boomerang events. As a robustness check,
we also employ propensity score matching to select a control group that more
closely resembles parents who experience a boomerang event. However, the caveat
remains that while our results are consistent with the causal narrative, we cannot
fully rule out the possibility that other time-varying, individual-specific shocks may
be at work.

Our child-level analysis suggests that boomerang events are associated with
negative shocks to a child’s marriage, income, and employment. The event study
analysis suggests that many of these shocks are temporary, and correspondingly,
most boomerang events are short-lived. At the individual parent level, we find no
clear, statistically significant association between boomerang events and parental
health, probability of currently working, hours worked, or life satisfaction.
However, we do find an increase in the self-reported probability of working full-
time after age 65. At the household level we find no impact of boomerang events
on wealth, including housing wealth, retirement wealth, or financial wealth.
However, we do find that boomerang children are associated with a temporary
increase in non-housing debt. Overall, our results provide evidence that parents
may expect to delay their retirement when children return home, but they do not
appear to adjust their current labor market choices. While parental households do
take on more non-housing debt, boomerang children contribute to household
expenses. We find that boomerang events coincide with an increase in transfers
from children to parents, which may help mitigate the additional debt that
households take on.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the HRS data
used in the analysis and summarizes the characteristics of the parents and boomerang
children in our sample. Section 3 presents the methodology, while Section 4 dis-
cusses the results of our analysis. Section 5 concludes.

@ Springer



Boomerang children and parental retirement outcomes

2 Data and descriptive statistics

Our data are drawn from the Health and Retirement Study, a biennial national
longitudinal survey of individuals over the age of 50 and their spouses or partners.
The survey began in 1992 with an initial cohort aged 51-61 and their spouses
(additional cohorts were added in subsequent waves), and interviews take place every
two years. Couples are represented in the sample as two separate respondents.’ We
primarily rely on cleaned versions of the HRS data compiled by the RAND Center
for the Study of Aging through wave 12 (2014). Data on HRS respondents’ children
are obtained from the RAND HRS Family Data (2014, version 1, “child-level file”),
which contains information about all living children of each respondent, including
their age and sex, their work and income, whether they live with the respondent, and
whether they are a caregiver to the respondent.* All information on children is
reported by the HRS respondent. We merge these data with the RAND HRS
Longitudinal File (2018, version 1, “parent-level file”’), which contains demographic,
financial, employment, and health information on each HRS respondent. In addition
to questions about labor market participation, the HRS asks respondents under the
age of 65 who are currently working to self-report a subjective probability of
working full time after age 65. We also merge in data on respondents’ life satis-
faction from the RAND HRS Fat Files (2006—2014).5

In the child-level file, we exclude children with RAND-identified longitudinal
linkage problems, drop non-response waves, and keep all unique children between
the ages of 18 and 29 (inclusive).® Children’s total family income is reported
inconsistently both within and across waves, with a continuous variable available for
some children and a set of potentially overlapping brackets for others.” If a child has
a continuous income variable available, we use that value. If a child’s income is
bracketed, we use the minimum value in the bracket.® The resident status of adult
children is determined at the time of the HRS respondent’s interview. Adult children

3 Respondents are treated as a couple if they are married, partnered, or reside with another respondent in a
wave-specific household. They are otherwise assumed to be single.

* A respondent’s child may be either a biological or a stepchild. However, only 5 percent of boomerang
events in our sample involve stepchildren.

3 Although the RAND HRS Longitudinal File (2018, version 1) includes waves from 1992-2018, the
RAND HRS Family Data (2014, version 1) only covers waves from 1992-2014. Thus, we use data from
1992-2014 for most of our analysis. Life satisfaction variables are only available from the RAND HRS Fat
Files from 2006 onwards; thus, we use data from 2006-2014 for our analysis of parental life satisfaction.

% RAND researchers identify potential longitudinal linkage problems by checking for changes over time in
key information, e.g., sex, age, relationship and name. In the child-level file, a particular child will appear
in two records if connected to a couple household, and both parents are respondents. We keep unique
children by selecting the child record from the longest-lived respondent in a couple household. If both
respondents are present throughout the data, we select the child record from the designated family
respondent.

7 Total family income bracket ranges are different for Waves 1, 2 and 3 (1992-1996) as compared to
bracket ranges in later waves. In wave 2H (1994) and wave 3 (1995 and 1996) continuous income is
reported.

8 For example, a child with a bracketed income of $35,000-70,000, and a child with a bracketed amount
of $35,000 or more, would both be assigned an income of $35,000.
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who are residing with parents at the time of the interview are categorized as “living”
in the respondent’s home (i.e., the parental home). Children reported as not residing
in the parental home or away at institutions, such as schools, jails, rehabilitation
centers, etc., or children that have missing resident status are categorized as “not
living” in the respondent’s home.’ Boomerang events are identified based on changes
in residency status across waves. We construct an indicator for “boomerang child,”
which takes on the value of 1 for a child between the ages of 18 and 29 who
transitions between two non-missing waves from living outside the home of their
HRS respondent parent(s), to living with an HRS respondent parent.'® We further
impose a restriction that boomerang children are not caregivers for the respondent
during the wave in which they return home."'

Our final child sample contains 27,307 children aged 18-29 with 73,899 child-
wave observations. The steps of sample selection and observation counts for the
child sample are shown in the top panel of Appendix Table 10. We observe 1630
boomerang children with 1679 individual boomerang events (1630 first boomerang
events). Panel 1 of Appendix Table 11 shows the boomerang event observations by
child and child-wave.

We collapse the number of boomerang children in the child sample at the parent-
wave level, merge them with the parent-level file, restrict our parent sample to waves
in which the respondent is aged 51 to 69 with at least one child between the ages of
18 and 29, and drop non-response waves. The steps of sample selection and
observation counts for the parent sample are shown in the bottom panel of Appendix
Table 10.

The parent sample includes 2095 respondents who experience a boomerang event
(see Panel 2 of Appendix Table 11). More than 80 percent of parents who experience
a boomerang event are coupled. Divorced or separated parents who experience a
boomerang event are disproportionately female (almost three quarters). It is worth
noting that the number of affected parents is greater than the number of boomerang
children because when a child returns to a dual-parent household, both parents

° One concern that may arise is whether a college student returning home for the summer (a planned and
time-limited event) may be mistakenly classified as a boomerang event. The HRS survey questions do not
provide clarity on how parents would have reported these children. To address this potential challenge to
our analysis, we specifically identity boomerang events that are reported during a summer interview (May-
July). Out of these summer boomerang children, 150 are reported as being in school. These 150 boomerang
children account for 11 percent of the full boomerang sample, and it is possible that they simply returned
home for the summer break. However, of these 150 boomerang children, only 25 (2 percent of the
boomerang sample) had a pre-boomerang wave status of “resident away” and returned home for only one
wave. Thus, we suspect that, at most, 2 percent of the boomerang sample consists of children who are
temporarily home for summer break.

1% For divorced parents or blended families, a boomerang event could represent a return to the home of any
parent or stepparent in the HRS sample. If a parent’s marriage ended before their entry into the HRS, their
ex-spouse is not included in the sample. In this case, we would only observe a return to the HRS parent’s
home. For households entering the HRS as a married couple, or for individuals who get married after
joining the HRS, the HRS tracks both spouses (even if a divorce subsequently occurs). Thus, a boomerang
event could represent a return to either parent’s home.

" We define caregivers as co-resident children who are reported in the HRS Helper file (HP module) or
assist the respondent with activities of daily living (ADLs) or instrumental activities of daily living
(IADLs). ADLs include bathing, dressing, eating, getting in and out of bed, and walking across the room.
TIADLs include managing money, using the phone, and taking medications.
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experience the event. In these dual-parent households, each parent enters the parent-
level file separately, resulting in two respondents representing the couple.

The main parental outcome variables include the respondents’ self-reported sub-
jective probability of working full time after age 65 (asked of respondents under age
65 who are currently working), an indicator for whether the respondent currently
does any work for pay, the respondent’s total weekly hours normally worked in their
main and secondary jobs, the respondent’s self-reported life satisfaction (with
responses ranging from 1 to 7 and higher numbers indicating greater life satisfac-
tion), the respondent’s self-reported health status (ranging from 1 for excellent to 5
for poor), an index of the respondent’s ever reported health conditions (out of a
possible 8), and the respondent’s depression score (the higher the score, the more
negative the respondent’s feelings).'*'>!*!> Transfers between parents and children
are obtained from the child-level file and summed across children. These transfer
variables include both the frequency and monetary value of the transfers and are
measured over the previous two years. The main outcome variables, as well as the
transfer variables, are measured at the individual parent level. That is, in coupled
households, each spouse is treated as a separate observation.

When looking at wealth outcomes, however, we perform our analysis at the
household level, as most wealth variables in the HRS are measured at the household
level and common to both members of a couple. In coupled households, one spouse
is designated as the financial respondent and provides responses to any financial
questions for both spouses. To construct a household-level dataset, we retain all
single respondents and the financial respondent from coupled households. At the
household level, we construct outcome variables for total wealth, primary housing
wealth, secondary housing wealth, non-housing wealth, retirement wealth, other
financial wealth, primary housing debt, secondary housing debt, other debt, and
withdrawals from individual retirement accounts (IRAs). Primary and secondary
housing wealth is the value of the primary and secondary residences. We derive non-

12 We assume that respondents work zero hours in their main job if they have elsewhere indicated not
working. We also assume zero hours in their second job if missing.

13 For respondent’s life satisfaction, HRS respondents are asked to rate their agreement with the statement
“T am satisfied with my life.” In waves 9—12, the options are “strongly disagree” (1), “somewhat disagree”
(2), “slightly disagree” (3), “neither agree nor disagree” (4), “slightly agree” (5), “somewhat agree” (6), and
“strongly agree” (7). In wave 7, the scale is reversed (1 corresponds to “strongly agree” and 7 corresponds
to “strongly disagree”) and the “somewhat agree”/*somewhat disagree” options are replaced with “agree”/
“disagree.” In wave 8, the options range from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree (6) with no option
to “neither agree nor disagree.” We recode the wave 7 variable to make it consistent with waves 9—12 and
transform the wave 8 variable to range from 1 to 7 by multiplying responses by 6/5 and subtracting 1/5.
Our results are robust to transforming these health and life satisfaction measures into binary variables
indicating poor or fair health and dissatisfaction with life, respectively. These results are available upon
request.

14 Respondent’s ever reported health conditions is the sum (out of eight) of indicators for whether a doctor
has ever told the respondent, and the respondent reported that they had high blood pressure, diabetes,
cancer, lung disease, heart disease, stroke, psychiatric problems, or arthritis.

!5 Respondent’s depression score is available beginning in wave 2 and is based on the Center for Epi-
demiologic Studies Depression (CESD) scale. The score is the sum of six “negative” sentiment indicators
(feeling depression, that everything is an effort, that sleep is restless, feeling alone, feeling sad, and being
unable to get going) minus two “positive” indicators (whether the respondent felt happy and enjoyed life
all or most of the time).
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housing wealth as the sum of the net value of real estate that does not include the
primary residence, the net value of vehicles, and the net value of businesses owned.
Retirement wealth includes total assets in IRAs and any balances in defined con-
tribution accounts held by the respondent or their spouse from their current
employer(s). Other financial wealth is derived by summing the net value of stocks,
mutual funds, and investment trusts; the value of checking, savings, or money market
accounts; the value of CDs, government savings bonds, and T-bills; the net value of
bonds and bond funds; and the net value of all other savings. Primary and secondary
housing debt is measured as the value of all mortgages, land contracts, and other
home loans with reference to the primary or secondary residence. Other debt includes
any non-housing debt such as credit card or medical debt, loans against life insurance
policies, and loans from relatives. IRA withdrawals include any withdrawals made
during the prior calendar year. Total wealth is derived by summing housing wealth
(both primary and secondary), non-housing wealth, retirement wealth, and other
financial wealth and netting out total housing and other debt.'® All monetary amounts
are adjusted to 2020 dollars using the Retroactive Research Series of the Consumer
Price Index for All Urban Consumers (R-CPI-U-RS).

Table 1 shows summary statistics for all observations used in the analysis.'” The
top panel reports results from the child sample, indicating that the average age of
children in the sample is approximately 25, and 25 percent of them live with their
parents. Boomerang events are relatively rare, with only 5 percent of observations
occurring after the event. About half of the children in the sample are women, and
approximately one-third are married. The bottom panel reports summary statistics at
both the individual- and household-levels from the parent sample, showing that
parents have an average of 1.8 children between the ages of 18 and 29, with an
average of 0.45 children living at home. Only 10 percent of observations in the
parent sample occur after an observed boomerang event. It is important to note that
both parents and children may experience other transitions, such as a child leaving
home, which are not considered in this analysis. On average, parental households
have close to half a million dollars in total wealth. Panel 2 also shows that transfers
occur between parents and children. The average number of financial transfers that
respondents receive from their children is 0.08, and the average total amount
transferred is $254 (including observations where no transfers occur, i.e., with values
coded as zero). The average number of financial transfers from respondents to their
children is 0.79. The average total amount of transfers from parents to children is
$6841, which likely includes the value of tuition and other college expenses.

To further examine the sample, Table 2 shows summary statistics for boomerang
and non-boomerang children. Boomerang children are less likely to be married and
working, and more likely to be attending school compared to non-boomerang chil-
dren. They also have lower incomes, fewer children, and are younger. However,

16 The wealth and transfer variables include outliers, in part due to imputation of missing values by
RAND. Our main results are robust to winsorizing by setting the top and bottom 1 percent of each variable
equal to the 99" and 1% percentile, respectively. They are also robust to excluding observations with
imputed values. Results are available upon request.

7 Summary statistics broken down by sex, as well as by pre- and post-boomerang periods (for those
experiencing boomerang events) are available upon request.
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G. M. Seiter et al.

these differences are relatively small, suggesting that unanticipated shocks may
influence whether adult children return home or not. Appendix Table 12 illustrates
some potential motivations for returning home, including changes in school status
(interpreted as college status), marital status, and employment status. These results
suggest that adult children may move home at the beginning and end of college,
following divorce and marriage, and in response to job loss. Research suggests that
returning home may be a rational strategy for adult children to better manage costs
associated with marital dissolution or loss of employment and income, as well as to
afford tuition, search for better employment, or save for a home (Kaplan, 2012;
Aladangady et al., 2019; Bentley and Bogan, 2019).

Although boomerang children may have multiple reasons for returning home,
Appendix Table 13 reveals that most who return home do not stay for long.
Approximately two-thirds of boomerang children reside in the parental home for up
to two waves (i.e., 4 years). The remaining children stay for more than 3 waves, with
some children still at home up to 10 or 11 waves (i.e., 20+ years). Long-term
boomerang children may have a greater impact on parental health and retirement
compared to those who stay for shorter periods.

3 Methodology

Our main objective is to examine the impact of adult children returning home on
parental work, wealth, health, and well-being. However, we start by exploring
potential determinants of boomerang events by examining how children’s marriage,
in-school status, employment, income, number of children, and childcare change
around the time of the boomerang event. To do this, we estimate the following
regression:

Ve = @1 - posty, + agey + O + v, + uy (1)

where yy, represents any of the dependent variables of interest (shown in the top panel
of Table 1, excluding age, sex, or whether the respondent resides with parents) for
child k in wave t. On the right-hand side, posty, is a binary variable equal to 1 in all
waves including and following the child’s first boomerang event (transitioning from
living independently in one observed wave to living with a parent in the next wave);
it takes on a value of zero prior to the first boomerang event and in every wave for
children who do not experience a boomerang event. We also include a set of age-
specific intercepts, agey; individual fixed effects, 6, to capture observable and
unobservable time-invariant factors; and a wave fixed effect, y,, to capture economy-
wide shocks that affect all children or cross-wave differences in survey methodology
(such as the inconsistencies in child income brackets). u;; is a stochastic error term.
At the parent level, we estimate a similarly specified regression:

Yiu = Py - posty + agey + i + u, + € (2)

In this equation, y;, represents any of the dependent variables of interest (shown in
the bottom panel of Table 1, excluding age, sex, coupled status, number of children,
number of coresident children, and the household-level outcomes) for respondent i in
wave t; post; is an indicator that takes on a value of 1 in all waves including and
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following the parent’s first boomerang event (having at least one child between the
ages of 18 and 29 who transitions from living independently in one observed wave to
living at home in the next wave); age;; is a set of age-specific intercepts; 4, is a fixed-
effect for respondent i that captures the effect of observable and unobservable time-
invariant factors; u, is a wave fixed effect that captures any factors that affect all
respondents in wave ¢ in the same way, such as economy-wide shocks or variations
in survey questions; and ¢; is a stochastic error term.

The coefficient of interest, #;, may not capture the causal effect of a boomerang
event if boomerang events are endogenous. In Eq. (2) above, the individual fixed
effects control for any individual-specific time-invariant factors that influence both
the probability of boomerang events and the parental outcomes. These factors include
time-invariant demographic and socio-economic characteristics (e.g., gender, race
and ethnicity, education) as well as time-invariant unobservable characteristics like
personality traits or values. The wave fixed effects control for any time-varying
factors that affect all individuals in the same way. However, our results will be biased
if there are individual-specific, time-varying factors that cause both boomerang
events and the parental outcomes. For example, an unobservable family crisis or a
local economic shock (that is not reflective of nationwide economic conditions) may
influence boomerang events and lead to changes in the parental outcome variables.
To address this concern, we examine the dynamics of the outcome variables around
boomerang events. If we observe pre-trends in the outcome variables, it becomes less
likely that the boomerang event is causing the outcome variable. We also perform a
robustness check by estimating Eq. (2) with controls for any time-varying, obser-
vable factors that may be relevant, such as coupled status and region of residence
(census division). Finally, we implement an additional robustness check by using a
propensity score matching procedure to select a control group of parents with similar
observable characteristics to those who experience boomerang events. Once the
control group is selected, we estimate Eq. (2) on the matched sample.

To examine the dynamics around boomerang events at both parent and child
levels, we estimate event study specifications of Eqs. (1) and (2) that disaggregate the
periods before and after a boomerang event into individual waves. The event study
version of (1) is

T
Vi = Z Pbri—s +agew + Ok + v, + u 3)
s=—T

where by, is an indicator that takes on a value of 1 if the first boomerang event occurs
in wave t. It takes on a value of O otherwise (including for children who do not
experience a boomerang event). Thus, the by, terms included in the summation are
lags and leads of the boomerang event (in our estimation, s ranges from 7 = 5 waves
before to T =5 waves after the event). The omitted category is s = —1, the wave
immediately before the boomerang event, and by, is defined without regard to any
prior or subsequent moves. For example, if a child living independently in wave 2
moves in with a parent between waves 2 and 3, by3 = 1, and by, = 0 for all other
values of 7. In wave 1, the two-wave lead, by ,,, would be equal to 1 (the boomerang
event occurs in two periods), so the equation above would be
i1 = @_, +agei + O +y| + up; in wave 2, the one-wave lead, by ;y1, would be
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equal to 1, so the equation above would be y,, = ¢_,| + ageir + O + v, + uo; and
so on. All other variables are defined in the same way as in Eq. (1).
The event study version of Eq. (2) is

T
Yie = Z Osbir—s + ageir + Ai + 1, + €ir. (4)

s=—T

Analogous to Eq. (3), b;; is an indicator that takes on a value of 1 if the first
boomerang event occurs in wave ¢. It takes on a value of 0 in other waves (including
for parents who do not experience a boomerang event). Thus the b;_; terms in the
summation above are the lags and leads of b; (with s ranging from 7 = 5 waves
before to T =5 waves after the event). Just as in Eq. (3), the event indicators are
defined without regard to any prior or subsequent events. All other variables are
defined in the same way as in Eq. (2).

To perform the robustness check using propensity score matching, we need to
create a control group that shares similar characteristics with parents who experience
boomerang events. To do this, we match each parent who experiences a boomerang
event with a parent who never experiences such an event. We use the k-nearest (1-
nearest) neighbor algorithm without replacement and only match boomerang-event
parents and non-boomerang event parents who are included in our final sample. The
matches are based on the individual’s first-ever surveyed wave, even if that wave is
excluded from the final sample (e.g., based on parent or child age). We estimate
propensity scores using a logit regression that includes gender, age, race and eth-
nicity, years of education, region of residence (census division), the respondent’s
number of children, the respondent’s number of children at home, coupled status, and
religion. Once the control group is created, we check that the mean values of these
variables for matched treated and matched untreated individuals are not significantly
different (these results are available upon request). We then estimate Eq. (2) on the
matched sample.

4 Results
4.1 Main findings

Table 3 presents the results of the estimation of Egs. (1) and (2). We apply the
inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) transformation to monetary variables (including
income, transfer amounts, and wealth) to deal with skewness while retaining zero and
negative values. The top panel reports coefficients for children and the bottom panel
reports coefficients for parents.

Consistent with the literature discussed in the introduction, the results suggest that
negative financial, employment, and marital shocks may motivate adult children to
return home. The top panel shows that boomerang children are 14 percentage points
less likely to be married, have 0.12 fewer children, and are 3 percentage points more
likely to rely on their parent(s) for childcare after returning home. Boomerang
children are also 5 percentage points less likely to be in school, which could indicate
that they have returned home after college due to difficulties securing employment or
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Table 4 Impact of boomerang events on individual-level intergenerational transfers

Variables 1 2 3) 4)
Transfers to Transfers to Transfers from Transfers from
children (total children (total children (total children (total
amount) number) amount) number)
Post Boomerang —0.0758 —0.0452* 0.131%* 0.0164
(0.101) (0.0250) (0.0518) (0.0102)
Observations 57,101 57,101 50,174 50,174
R-Squared 0.033 0.029 0.003 0.004
Individuals 18,345 18,345 16,796 16,796

Notes: This table shows results from the estimation of Eq. (2) with transfers between parents and children
as dependent variables. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. All regressions include a set of age-specific
intercepts, individual fixed effects, and wave fixed effects. The inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS)
transformation is applied to the transfer amount variables in Columns (1) and (3). We find an
approximately 14 percent increase in the total amount transferred from children to parents following a
boomerang event. See Section 4.1 for details

Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and Retirement Study
**%p <0.01, **p <0.05, *p<0.1

to hold out for jobs with high potential earnings (Kaplan, 2012). Furthermore,
boomerang children have lower incomes, are 2 percentage points less likely to be not
working, and are 3 percentage points more likely to be working part-time in the post
boomerang period compared to before. These income and employment effects may
reflect negative shocks to employment, such as unemployment or underemployment.

For parents of boomerang children, the bottom panel of Table 3 presents
results examining the relationship between boomerang events and parental
health, life satisfaction, and work. These results suggest that having adult chil-
dren return home increases the subjective probability of working full-time after
age 65 by 1.5 percentage points. Although this increase is significant at the 10
percent level, it represents only a 6 percent increase relative to the mean of the
dependent variable (28 percent) shown in Table 1. Boomerang events have no
statistically significant impact on parental health, life satisfaction, or observed
labor supply.

These largely null results stand in contrast to those found in studies focusing on
adult children leaving home (e.g., Biggs et al., 2021). To gain further insight into
these differences, we examine the relationship between boomerang events and
transfers across parents and children, as well as the relationship between boomerang
events and several measures of parental household wealth. Notably, we find an
increase in transfers from children to parents after a boomerang event. If we treat the
IHS transformation as an approximation to the natural log (see Bellemare and
Wichman, 2020), Table 4 shows an approximately 14 percent increase in the total
amount transferred from children to parents following a boomerang event.'® We find
no statistically significant association between boomerang events and amounts
transfered from parents to children.

'8 The coefficient on the boomerang indicator is 0.131, suggesting that a discrete one-unit increase in the
indicator is associated with a ¢*3'—1 = 0.140, or 14 percent, increase in the dependent variable.
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To examine the impact of boomerang events on parental household wealth we re-
estimate Eq. (2) at the household level. In our analysis, households are identified as
all individuals in single-respondent households as well as the financial respondents in
couple households.'® Table 5 shows that there is no statistically significant asso-
ciation between boomerang events and parental household wealth or IRA with-
drawals, although the coefficients are imprecisely estimated. We do find that
household other debt increases by a statistically significant 28 percent (just over
$2200 for a household with other debt equal to the sample mean in Table 1) fol-
lowing a boomerang event. This suggests that some parents may take on additional
debt after a boomerang event, perhaps through assuming the debts of their adult
children or as a result of heightened household expenditures.

These results are consistent with boomerang children using the option to move back
home to smooth marital, employment, or income shocks. The decrease in the probability
of being in school suggests that some boomerang events may reflect children returning
home after attending college away from home. As these former students may now be
employed, this is also consistent with the decline in the probability of not working.
However, part-time work increases, consistent with boomerang events being driven by a
failure to find or maintain full-time employment. The reason for the observed post-
boomerang decline in the number of children is unclear. It could reflect a post-divorce
loss of stepchildren or a failure to report children who are not in the custody of the
parent. The results for parents suggest that while boomerang children may increase
anticipated work effort after age 65, there is no evidence that they affect parents’ labor
force participation, health, or life satisfaction. While households do take on additional
non-housing debt, we do not find a statistically significant impact on total wealth. A
possible explanation for the lack of impact on parental outcomes is that boomerang
children contribute to household expenses, as evidenced by the increase in transfers from
children to parents.

To illustrate the dynamics of boomerang events, Fig. 2 presents the results from the
estimation of Eq. (3)—the event study for children—with an indicator for residing with
parents as the dependent variable. The point estimates for each period show the prob-
ability of living with parents relative to the period immediately before the boomerang
event. By construction, in the period immediately before the boomerang event (t = —1),
no boomerang children live with their parents, and in the period immediately following
the boomerang event, all boomerang children live with their parents. However, many
boomerang children lived with their parents 2 or 3 waves before the boomerang event,
suggesting that their departure from the parental home was temporary and may reflect
either college attendance or an attempt at living independently. Figure 2 also shows that
following the boomerang event, many children leave their parental home again; only 50
percent of boomerang children are still at home 4 waves out. These results suggest that
leaving home may often not be a one-time, discrete event for many young adults. As they
attempt to establish financial independence, adult children may alternate between living
on their own and living with their parents.

Figures 3 and 4 present the results from the estimation of Eqgs. (3) and (4)—the
event study for children and parents, respectively—with the dependent variables
shown in Table 3. Figure 3 shows the results for boomerang children. Consistent

19 In cases where there is no financial respondent, the family respondent is used.
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Fig. 2 Probability of residing with parents relative to period preceding boomerang event. Notes: This figure
shows results from the estimation of Eq. (3) with an indicator for residing with parents as the dependent
variable. Bars represent 95 percent confidence intervals. In the period immediately before the boomerang
event (f = —1), no boomerang children live with their parents, and in the period immediately following the
boomerang event, all boomerang children live with their parents. Source: Authors’ calculations using data
from the Health and Retirement Study

with the results presented in Table 3, it appears that boomerang children experience
negative shocks to marital status, income, and employment at the same time they
return to the parent’s home. The shocks generally occur at the time of the boomerang
event with no obvious pre-trends. The decline in income and the increase in the
probability of part-time employment appear to be temporary, and even the decline in
the probability of being married appears to reverse over time. Meanwhile, the
probability of full-time employment increases. Figure 4 presents the results for the
parents. It shows that the increase in the probability of working full time after age 65
occurs shortly after the boomerang event, with no obvious pre-trends, suggesting a
causal role for the boomerang event. Figure 4 also suggests that there may be a minor
worsening in self-reported health (less than 0.1 relative to the standard deviation of
1.05 reported in Table 1). However, looking at the other outcomes shown in Fig. 4,
there does not seem to be any long-term impact of boomerang events on parental
current labor market choices, life satisfaction, or health conditions. The lack of major
long-term impacts on parents may reflect the transitory nature of boomerang events,
as shown in Figs. 2 and 3. Consistent with the findings presented in Table 4, Fig. 5
shows that transfers from children to parents occur following the boomerang event
rather than being part of a pre-trend. It also suggests that transfers from parents to
children may decline a few waves after a boomerang event; a possible explanation
may be that moving back home for a brief period allows boomerang children to leave
the parental home on a sounder financial footing. Finally, Table 5 and Fig. 6 confirm
that there is no long-term impact of boomerang events on household-level parental
wealth. While Table 5 shows that other debt increases following a boomerang event,
Fig. 6 shows that there is no statistically significant long-term impact. Overall, we
find that, contrary to media reports, there is no clear evidence that boomerang
children are depleting parental retirement accounts. Moreover, parents do not appear
to be assuming financial responsibility for their children by transferring money to
them. Instead, boomerang children appear to contribute to household expenses.
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Fig. 3 Children’s outcomes relative to period preceding boomerang event. Notes: This figure shows results
from the estimation of Eq. (3) with indicators for whether a child was married or partnered (a), in school
(b), not working (c), working part time (d), or working full time (e); continuous variables for total family
income (f) and number of children (g); and an indicator for whether a parent provides childcare (h) as
dependent variables. Bars represent 95 percent confidence intervals. The inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS)
transformation is applied to total family income (f). Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the
Health and Retirement Study

4.2 Heterogeneity and robustness
We examine whether there are heterogeneous effects for parents based on their sex, age,

coupled status, wealth, the period after the 2008 recession, the length of the boomerang
spell, and their child’s potential motivations for returning home. We do this by
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Fig. 4 Main individual parental outcomes relative to period preceding boomerang event. Notes: This figure
shows results from the estimation of Eq. (4) with subjective probability of working full time after age 65
(a), an indicator for whether the respondent does any work for pay (b), total weekly hours worked (c¢), life
satisfaction (d), self-reported health status (e), number of health conditions (f), and depression score (g) as
dependent variables. Bars represent 95 percent confidence intervals. Source: Authors’ calculations using
data from the Health and Retirement Study

interacting the post-boomerang indicator in Eq. (2) with indicators for (1) being female,
(2) being age 62 or older, (3) living in a coupled household, (4) being in the top half of
the initial total household wealth distribution (in the respondent’s first observed wave),
(5) being in the bottom decile of the initial total household wealth distribution (in the
respondent’s first observed wave), (6) interview waves during and after 2008, (7) the
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Fig. 5 Individual intergenerational transfers relative to period preceding boomerang event. Notes: This
figure shows results from the estimation of Eq. (4) with the total amount of transfers to children (a), the
total number of transfers to children (b), the total amount of transfers from children (c), and the total
number of transfers from children (d) as dependent variables. Bars represent 95 percent confidence
intervals. The inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) transformation is applied to the transfer amount variables in
(a) and (c). Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and Retirement Study

duration of the boomerang event (2 waves or 3 or more waves), and (8) the accom-
panying event in the child’s life as shown in Appendix Table 13.%°

Differential impacts by gender may be plausible given findings from a 2022 Pew
Research Center survey suggesting that women are more likely than men to say that
young adults living with their parents is good for society (Fadeyi and Horowitz, 2022).
The survey results suggest that women may be more likely to have a positive perception
of their adult children returning home and may be more likely to incur any costs asso-
ciated with it. The impacts may also differ depending on parents’ eligibility for Social
Security, work capacity, and labor market prospects. The earliest eligibility age for Social
Security retirement benefits is 62, and many individuals begin receiving benefits at that
age. Social Security receipt may cushion the financial impact of a boomerang child, and it
may reduce the perceived need to return to work. Moreover, individuals aged 62 and
older are more likely to already be retired, making re-entry into the labor market more
difficult. Therefore, parents 62 years and older might be differentially impacted relative to
those under 62. Parents who live in a coupled household may have more resources to
support the return of an adult child. Parents in the top half of the wealth distribution may
be less negatively impacted by boomerang events as they are likely in a better position to
absorb any costs associated with the event. In contrast, those in the bottom decile may

20" Appendix Table 12 shows changes in three life status variables (school/college status, marital status,
and job status) between children’s first boomerang wave and the previous wave. See the table notes for
further details. The indicator variable constructed for the accompanying event in the child’s life categorizes
children as follows: (1) no change in status (reference category), (2) only leaving school, (3) only
experiencing job loss, (4) only experiencing marital dissolution, or (5) experiencing other/multiple events.
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Fig. 6 Household parental wealth composition relative to period preceding boomerang event. Notes: This
figure shows results from the estimation of Eq. (4) with total wealth (a), value of primary housing (b),
value of secondary housing (c), non-housing assets (d), retirement assets (e), other financial assets (f),
primary housing debt (g), secondary housing debt (h), other debt (i), and IRA withdrawals (j) as dependent
variables. Bars represent 95 percent confidence intervals. The inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) transformation
is applied to all dependent variables. Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and
Retirement Study
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face greater difficulties in absorbing these costs. If more children returned home during
the 2008 recession and its subsequent lengthy recovery, and if parents also lost significant
wealth, we may observe a heavier burden on parents during the post-2008 period.
Boomerang children who stay home for longer periods might also have a larger impact on
parental wealth, health, and retirement relative to those who return home for shorter
periods. Finally, the impact of a boomerang event may vary depending on the motivation
behind the child’s decision to return home. For example, children returning home due to
financial and job losses might impose greater strains on parents relative to children
returning home after college. Table 6 presents the results from estimating these specifi-
cations with the main outcomes in Table 3 as dependent variables. Additionally, Table 7
presents the results from estimating these specifications with the intergenerational transfer
variables from Table 4 as dependent variables. Finally, Table 8 presents the household-
level results with our measures of wealth from Table 5 as dependent variables.

The top section of Table 6 presents results by sex. The first row shows the coef-
ficients on the post-boomerang indicator, while the second row shows the coefficients
on its interaction with the indicator for being female. According to the results in Table
6, men work 1.5 fewer weekly hours in the post-boomerang period, while women
increase their hours by —1.5 4 3.7 = 2.2 per week. Both changes are small relative to
the sample mean of 27.2 h. There is a small post-boomerang decrease in life satis-
faction (0.319 / 1.71 =0.186 of a standard deviation) and a minor worsening of self-
reported health (0.0627 / 1.05 =0.059 of a standard deviation) for men but not for
women. This difference may suggest that, consistent with the survey findings dis-
cussed earlier, women find the boomerang event to be a more positive experience (and
worth increasing labor supply to support) than men do.

The second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth sections of Table 6 present results by age,
whether the respondent is part of a coupled household, wealth (top half and bottom decile
of the initial total wealth distribution), and waves after the 2008 recession, respectively.
Table 6 shows that single households (but not coupled households) may exhibit an
increase in life satisfaction when adult children return home; a possible explanation may
be that a boomerang child may reduce loneliness for single parent households. Table 6
also suggests that those in the bottom half of the wealth distribution work more hours
upon experiencing a boomerang event, as do those in the bottom decile. Those in the
bottom half also report a higher number of health conditions. However, the increase in the
self-reported probability of working full time after age 65 may be concentrated among the
top half of the wealth distribution. The bottom panels of Table 6 show no significant
differences (at the 5 percent level) across boomerang spells or types of boomerang events.

Table 7 shows heterogeneous effects on intergenerational transfers. The post-
boomerang increase in transfers from children to parents (i.e., boomerang children’s
contributions to parents’ expenses) is concentrated among parents in the bottom half of
the wealth distribution. The concentration of transfers from children to parents among
parents in the bottom half of the wealth distribution may reflect the greater constraints
faced by less wealthy households in accommodating the return of adult children. In other
words, less wealthy parents may need returning children to contribute to household
expenses. Short (1-wave) boomerang spells, but not long (3+wave), boomerang spells are
associated with a decline in transfers from parents to children. Boomerang events asso-
ciated with leaving school are also associated with a decrease in transfers from parents to
children, possibly because parents are no longer paying tuition and other school expenses.
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Table 7 Heterogeneous effects of boomerang event on individual-level intergenerational transfers

Variables (1) ?2) 3) 4)
Transfers to children Transfers to children — Transfers from children Transfers from
(amount) (number) (amount) children (number)
Sex

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x
Female

Age

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x
Age 2 62

Coupled Household

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x
Coupled Household

0.0978
(0.144)
—0.347*
(0.193)

—0.0329
(0.106)
—0.121
(0.155)

—~0.178
(0.181)
0.129

(0.200)

Initial Wealth (Top and Bottom Half)

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x
Top Half

0.0211

(0.131)
—0.202
(0.194)

Initial Wealth (Bottom Decile)

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x
Bottom Decile

Post-Recession

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x
Post 2008 Recession

—0.0907
(0.108)
0.138
(0.263)

—0.0583
(0.111)
—0.0567
(0.178)

Boomerang Spell Length

Post Boomerang

Post Boomerang x 2
Wave Spell

Post Boomerang x
34 Wave Spell

Associated Life Event

Post Boomerang
Post Boomerang x
Left School

Post Boomerang x
Job Loss

—0.362%*
(0.160)
0.366
(0.249)
0.549%*
(0.224)

0.110
(0.209)
—0.930%**
(0.403)
0.340
(0.402)
0.561

—0.0262
(0.0370)
—0.0381
(0.0483)

—0.0183
(0.0267)
—0.0759**
(0.0379)

—0.0343
(0.0455)
—0.0144
(0.0502)

—0.0526
(0.0325)
0.0154

(0.0484)

—0.0464*
(0.0268)
0.0110
(0.0639)

—0.0230
(0.0280)
~0.0796*
(0.0417)

—0.0809%*
(0.0384)
0.0321
(0.0616)
0.0780
(0.0558)

0.00139
(0.0493)
—0.219%*
(0.0953)
0.155%
(0.0907)
—0.0489

0.0924
(0.0629)
0.0754
(0.0979)

0.1547
(0.0568)
~0.0653
(0.0759)

0.0544
(0.127)
0.0963
(0.131)

0.22] %%
(0.0832)
—0.190%*
(0.0959)

0.131%*
(0.0521)
—0.00225
(0.202)

0.0733
(0.0573)
0.163*
(0.0834)

0.161%*
(0.0736)
—0.0323
(0.116)
—0.0652
(0.119)

0.225%*

(0.120)
—0.365
(0.230)
—0.248
(0.259)
—0.108

0.00935
(0.0126)
0.0138

(0.0186)

0.0192*
(0.0113)
—0.00804
(0.0193)

—0.00238
(0.0276)
0.0237
(0.0279)

0.0207
(0.0165)
—0.00894
(0.0182)

0.0151
(0.0104)
0.0114
(0.0391)

0.00683
(0.0116)
0.0252*
(0.0153)

0.0205
(0.0130)
—0.00599
(0.0216)
—0.00760
(0.0229)

0.0194

(0.0241)
—0.0679
(0.0417)
—0.0360
(0.0412)
—0.0793
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Table 7 continued

Variables (1) 2) 3) “)
Transfers to children Transfers to children  Transfers from children Transfers from
(amount) (number) (amount) children (number)
Post Boomerang x (0.616) (0.147) (0.335) (0.0896)
Marital Dissolution
Post Boomerang x —0.271 —0.0687 —0.0797 0.0109
Other/Multiple 0.242) (0.0584) ©.131) (0.0262)

Events

Notes: This table shows results from the estimation of Eq. (2), interacting the post boomerang indicator
with indicators for (1) being female, (2) being age 62 or older, (3) being in a coupled household, (4) being
in the top half of the initial total household wealth distribution (in the respondent’s first observed wave), (5)
being in the bottom decile of the initial wealth distribution, (6) interview waves during and after 2008, (7)
the duration of the boomerang event (1, 2, or 3 or more waves), and (8) the associated event in the child’s
life. Dependent variables are the individual-level intergenerational transfer outcomes shown in Table 4.
Robust standard errors in parenthesis. All regressions include a set of age-specific intercepts, individual
fixed effects, and wave fixed effects. The inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS) transformation is applied to the
transfer amount variables in Columns (1) and (3)

See Section 4.2 for details
Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and Retirement Study
***p <0.01, **p <0.05, *p<0.1

Table 8 presents heterogeneous effects on household-level parental wealth com-
position. Single households, as well as households in the bottom half and bottom
decile of the wealth distribution, appear to experience an increase in primary housing
debt following a boomerang event. Households in the bottom half also experience an
increase in the value of their primary residence; the same may occur for single
households as well, although the coefficients are statistically insignificant. A possible
explanation for this finding may be that single households and households with less
wealth delay downsizing their homes due to boomerang events.

We perform several robustness checks on the main parental outcome regressions in
Table 3 (panel 2). First, we add controls for coupled status and region of residence
(census division) to Eq. (2). Second, we estimate Eq. (2) using propensity score
matching, matching parents who experience boomerang events to parents with similar
characteristics who do not. Finally, we consider the possibility that boomerang events
occur during survey waves in which a parent did not respond. This omission may bias
our results if households that skip waves are systematically different from households
that do not. To address this concern, we re-estimate Eq. (2) using a sub-sample of HRS
parents who do not skip waves between their first and last interviews in the sample.

Table 9 presents the results of our robustness checks: including the additional
controls (top panel), using the propensity score matching approach (middle panel),
and using the subsample of parents who do not skip interviews (bottom panel). The
results align closely with those in Table 3. Although the impact on work expectations
is no longer significant when using propensity score matching, the magnitude of the
coefficient is similar. These checks suggest that our results are robust to adding time-
varying controls and that our findings are not driven by differential tendencies to skip
waves nor imbalances in observable individual characteristics between parents with
and without boomerang kids.
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5 Conclusion

When the COVID-19 pandemic began, many adult children moved back in with their
parents, and some reports suggest that a large share of these boomerang children are
still living at home.>' While the media and popular movies (like the 2006 romantic
comedy “Failure to Launch”) sometimes portray adult children who live at home as
exploiting their parents’ resources by overstaying their welcome, we find no clear and
economically significant evidence that boomerang children affect their parents’
financial status, labor market outcomes, health, or life satisfaction. We show that there
are real income and marital shocks that drive some children to return home and that the
return home is often transitory. Thus, adult children appear to use returning to their
parents’ home as insurance. Fathers exhibit a decrease in labor supply and only small
decreases in life satisfaction and self-reported health. Mothers, on the other hand, do
not experience any decline in well-being or health. As returning to the parental home
continues to become more common, reducing the stigma associated with this living
arrangement, our results can help inform both policy makers and parents about the
impact that a boomerang child could have on their retirement and well-being.
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6 Appendix Tables

Tables 10-13

Table 10 Sample selection

Panel 1—Child sample Individuals ~ Person-wave observations
Initial count from RAND HRS data file (waves 1-12) 128,908 1,546,896

Drop if longitudinal linkage problems 127,127 1,525,524

Drop no-response/dead waves 127,127 817,473

Keep unique child records 77,821 532,725

Keep children age [18-29] 27,307 73,899

Panel 2—Parent sample Individuals ~ Person-wave observations
Initial count from RAND HRS data file (waves 1-12) 42,233 506,796

Drop no-response/dead waves 37,494 226,562

Keep respondents age [51-69] with children age [18-29] 18,416 58,092

Notes: This table shows the steps of sample selection and observation counts for samples used in
regressions. Panel 1 (top) reports results for the child sample, and Panel 2 (bottom) for the parent sample.

Data are unweighted. See Section 2 for details

Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and Retirement Study

Table 11 Boomerang event observations

Panel 1—Child sample Individuals ~ Person-wave observations
All boomerang events 1630 1679
First boomerang event 1630 1630
Post first boomerang event (including event) 1630 3814
Pre first boomerang event 1630 3195

Panel 2—Parent sample Individuals ~ Person-wave observations
All boomerang events 2095 2311

First boomerang event 2095 2095

Coupled household 1709 1709

Divorced or separated, women 194 194

Divorced or separated, men 69 69

Post first boomerang event (including event) 2095 5837

Pre first boomerang event 1900 3868

Notes: This table shows boomerang event observations by individuals and person-wave observations for
samples used in regressions. Panel 1 (top) reports results for the child sample, and Panel 2 (bottom) for the
parent sample. Data are unweighted. See Section 2 for details

Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and Retirement Study

@ Springer



Boomerang children and parental retirement outcomes

Table 12 Life changes associated with returning home

Life changes Frequency
School Status Left college 296
Began college 86
No change in college status 845
Total 1227
Marital Status No longer married 113
Became married 43
No change in marital status 1071
Total 1227
Job Status Job loss 230
Job gain 356
No change in job status 641
Total 1227
Experienced Multiple Status Changes 516
No Change to Any Status 405

Notes: This table shows changes in three life status variables (school/college status, marital status, and job
status) between children’s first boomerang wave and the previous wave. “No longer married” incudes
individuals who are divorced, separated, widowed, or have other marital statuses. “Became married” includes
individuals who became partnered. The table only includes observations for which there is no missing data for
all the three status variables (1,227 observations). Children who experienced multiple status changes (516) are
counted in each relevant status change row. For example, a child who both left college and became employed
would be counted in the 296 individuals who left college, the 356 who gained employment, and the 516 who
experienced multiple status changes. Data are unweighted. See Section 2 for details

Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and Retirement Study

Table 13 Tenure of first
boomerang spells

g
<
3

Frequency

692
406
119
66
50
46
51
57
44
55
11 44
Total First Boomerang Events 1630

O 00 N AN W R W N =

—_
(=]

Notes: This table displays the length of stay (tenure) between a child’s
first boomerang event wave and the wave in which they move out of
their parental home (or the last wave observed in the sample for those
who do not move out). Data are unweighted. See Section 2 for details

Source: Authors’ calculations using data from the Health and
Retirement Study
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