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Abstract 

As students graduate from college, family relationships shift to accommodate new 

roles and life transitions of young adult children. A move back into the parental home, 

which is becoming more common, can complicate the negotiation of these new roles, as 

well as impact closeness in families. Much of the literature on parent-child co-residence 

in young adulthood, however, is nearly 20 years old and does not include college 

students, differences by young adult residence, and parent-child closeness. Using a 

sample of college students from Waves III and IV of the National Longitudinal Study of 

Adolescent Health, this study addresses these gaps in the literature by considering the 

contributions of individual and family factors on parent-child closeness post college. 

Results revealed that, in contrast to available literature, a return home following college 

is not related to parent-child closeness. Young adult self-efficacy and parent to child 

financial support were associated with parent-child closeness after college, but the largest 

influence on closeness after college was closeness during college. Implications for future 

research and parenting professionals are provided.   
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1 

Parent-child closeness post college: The impact of residence, self-efficacy, and family 

financial support  

As children become adults, the parent-child relationship transitions from the 

parent as a caretaker to a more mature, egalitarian adult relationship (Aquilino, 1997). 

Both parents and children must negotiate the new roles that come with this shift. The 

challenge of renegotiating family relationships may increase as young adults leave 

college and potentially return home to live with parents. Returning home as a young adult 

has become common. Nearly 40% of recent college graduates in the United States 

reported they had moved back home with family for at least a short time after graduation 

(Petree, 2012b). There is evidence, however, that parents do not expect this move until 

shortly before it occurs; parents of freshmen college students have been found to be 

significantly less likely than parents of senior students to believe that their student would 

move home following graduation (Petree, 2012a). Thus, most parents are unprepared 

mentally, physically, and financially for the return of the ―boomerang‖ generation 

(Furman, 2005).  As a result, there is evidence that co-residence between parents and 

young adult children, particularly after time apart, impacts parent-child relationships. For 

instance, one study of young adults reported that the relationship with their parents 

reverted from one of friends back to that of parent and child once they returned home 

(Hartung & Sweeney, 1991).  

While there is evidence that a return home following college may impact families, 

academic literature regarding boomerang families lacks in two key areas. First, the 

majority of research on co-resident families is approximately 20 years old and does not 
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reflect the current climate of families in society. Previous research assumed that 

returning to the parental home was problematic for families, as it was not seen as a 

normative role transition. Recent changes in society, however, including a shortage of 

jobs and the rising costs of college (and thus high levels of debt), have made it more 

difficult for young adults, and college graduates in particular, to live on their own. In fact, 

a recent study revealed that over 50% of parents of college students felt that it was 

somewhat likely, very likely, or certain that their student would move home upon 

graduation (Petree, 2012a). Because available literature is old and does not take into 

account current family norms or the financial situation of many of today‘s college 

graduates, research is needed to examine how post-college residence is associated with 

parent-child closeness.  

Second, there is a lack of research that specifically includes a sample of college 

students. College has been seen as a semi-autonomous route out of the home, as students 

frequently move in and out of the parental home during the college years. Further, 

students have been found to be more likely than a general sample of young adults to say 

they were in between childhood and adulthood (Arnett, 1997; Mitchell, 2006). Because 

many students do not yet consider themselves adults, they may continue to rely on 

parents for a variety of financial, housing, or additional needs while in college.  

There is also a lack of research that includes measures on parent-child closeness 

and a return home post college, as opposed to continued co-residence. Research on 

parent-child co-residence has tended to focus on a variety of topics surrounding the co-

residence itself, such as the likelihood of and the reasons for co-residence, areas of 
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conflict and expectations, and satisfaction with this living arrangement (Aquilino & 

Supple, 1991; Hartung & Sweeney, 1991; Mitchell, 1998; Mitchell & Gee, 1996), but not 

on how co-residence is related to parent-child closeness, specifically for mothers and 

fathers individually.  In addition, boomeranging back to the parental home may have 

different implications for parent-child closeness than continuous co-residence, but 

research has primarily focused on co-residence rather than a return home and has not 

looked at differences between home returners and non-returners. 

The purpose of this study was to respond to these gaps in the literature by 

exploring the association between parent-child closeness and post-college residence, and 

considering the individual and family factors that may contribute to parent-child 

closeness. Using data from Waves III and IV of the National Longitudinal Study of 

Adolescent Health (Add Health) and concepts from intergenerational solidarity theory, 

this study advances the field by contributing current information on post-college 

residence and parent-child closeness.  

Theoretical Framework 

Intergenerational solidarity theory accounts for patterns of cohesion, or the bonds 

created and sustained, among generations of family members such as parents and adult 

children. This theory describes six distinct but interconnected dimensions that can be 

distinguished in family relations: 1) association (frequency and patterns of interaction); 2) 

affection (the degree of positive sentiment); 3) consensus (degree of agreement on values 

and beliefs); 4) function (degree of help and exchange of resources); 5) familism 

(strength of familial obligation); and 6) structure (availability of family members). The 
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first five dimensions are behavioral or cognitive aspects of the dyad, while the sixth, 

structure, refers to the opportunity for interaction, or the availability of family members 

for interaction (Bengston & Roberts, 1991; Hogerbrugge & Komter, 2012; Silverstein & 

Bengston, 1997). Family members are connected to one another within each of the six 

dimensions. The stronger and more numerous the connections on individual dimensions, 

the stronger the overall attachment is between family members (Lawton, Silverstein, & 

Bengston, 1994a). 

Intergenerational solidarity theory was originally developed for the study of 

family relationships and caregiving in older adulthood. Incorporating this theory into 

family research during earlier life stages, such as young adulthood, allows researchers 

and family professionals to look at intergenerational exchanges in a different way. This is 

particularly relevant in research regarding living arrangements. The structure dimension, 

which incorporates residential proximity, provides the opportunity for families to interact 

and provides the context in which families experience the other dimensions. For example, 

when parent-child dyads share a residence, there is increased opportunity for family 

interaction. Greater opportunity for interaction has been found to predict higher levels of 

association, or more frequent contact, between adult children and parents (Bengston & 

Roberts, 1991). 

The six dimensions of solidarity have previously been found to be related to one 

another in a variety of ways. Hogerbrugge and Komter (2012) tested the longitudinal 

influence of each dimension on the others, finding, for instance, a positive association 

between parent-child relations (affection) and future levels of affection and all other 
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dimensions. Further, greater distance between parents and children (structure) 

negatively influenced future exchanges of help (function). Bengston and Roberts (1991) 

proposed different relationships between dimensions, such that a balance in resource 

exchanges (function) would be positively related to parent-child closeness (affection), 

and that geographic distance (structure) would be positively related to resource 

exchanges (function). The current study is guided by intergenerational solidarity theory 

and specifically examines associations between dimensions in the context of post-college 

family relationships by incorporating three dimensions of the parent-child relationship: 

the affection dimension, measured by parent-child closeness; the structure dimension, 

measured by young adult residence; and the function dimension, measured by family 

financial support.  

Literature Review 

Parent-Child Relationships in Young Adulthood 

The transition to adulthood can be a difficult time for the entire family system, as 

changes in the life course of one family member impact all other members (Cowan, 

1991). When an emerging adult leaves home, the family must adjust their roles at home 

in order to fit the new living arrangement; expectations of family members shift to 

accommodate the fact that all are not living under the same roof (Heath, 2009). While the 

child transitioning into adulthood is adding one or several new roles, such as student, 

employee, or spouse, parents are redefining their role from caretaker of their child to a 

relationship between two adults, rather than one adult and one child (Aquilino, 1997).  
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Determining appropriate parenting behaviors during young adulthood can be 

particularly difficult when a child enters college. Parents have been told from the time 

their children were young to be involved in their children‘s education and lives. These 

messages, along with factors such as the increasing cost of college, technological 

advances, and increases in parent-child contact, mean that today‘s parents do not ―just let 

go‖ when a child enters college (Savage, 2003; Wartman & Savage, 2008). Even though 

involvement may be different than it was in earlier stages, parents continue to play an 

important role throughout the college years and beyond. After college, parents often 

continue to struggle to find an appropriate role, particularly when it comes to finances. 

Due to limited retirement incomes or obligations to younger siblings, parents might not 

be able to provide much financial assistance to their college graduates, who may find life 

after college financially straining (Savage, 2003). One option for many young adults 

struggling financially is to move back home with parents.  

Moving Home with Parents 

Previous research has suggested that co-residence between parents and young 

adult children is not preferred and not a normative transition (Aquilino, 1991; Ward & 

Spitz, 1992, 1996). Failure to live outside the parental home was thought to disturb 

cultural norms and preferences held by both parents and young adult children (Mitchell & 

Gee, 1996). Additionally, in the 1990s, attitudes about co-residence in the general public 

and portrayals of co-residence in the media were cited as having a negative impact on 

family well-being. It is necessary, however, to consider context, including the current 

economic climate and demographic trends, when determining what is ‗normative‘ 
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(Mitchell, 1998). The limited amount of available research on co-resident families does 

not reflect recent trends, rates or patterns of college attendance, or a return to the parental 

home (as opposed to continued co-residence). Existing research on reasons young adults 

move home and rates of satisfaction with co-residence, however, helps inform the next 

steps in research on boomerang families.  

Why move home? Young adult children in general have been found to move 

home for many reasons, including limited availability of other living arrangements, lack 

of job opportunities, an inability to afford living on one‘s own, and wanting to retain 

comforts of the family home. Economic concerns, including a lack of jobs and wanting to 

save money, have been found to be the biggest reasons to move home (Sassler, 

Ciambrone, & Benway, 2008; Ward & Spitze, 1996). One study found that more than 

40% of American youth that leave home by age 18 will return to the parental home at 

least once (Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1999), and high rates of returning home have 

continued in recent years (Petree, 2012b; Pew Research Center, 2012). College graduates, 

who may have only planned to remain at home until they secured employment, have 

ended up remaining at home longer than expected due to high unemployment rates in 

recent years (Furman, 2005). In 2010, for example, the percentage of employed young 

adults aged 18 to 24 was at 54%, the lowest rate since data collection began in 1948 (Pew 

Research Center, 2012). A lack of job opportunities for college graduates likely means 

some young adults cannot afford to live on their own. 

Moving back home with parents, however, is not solely a decision based on 

finances and economic conditions. Many young adults who lived at home in one 
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qualitative study agreed that, while they could have afforded to live on their own, they 

could not afford to live on their own in the manner in which they expected or desired 

(Hartung & Sweeney, 1991). A second study found that for young adults, returning home 

was more about social and emotional comforts than material resources (Goldscheider & 

Goldscheider, 1999). Home returners saw benefits beyond financial privileges, including 

the comfort of the familiar and, in some cases, personal services such as laundry and 

cooking (Hartung & Sweeney, 1991).  

Parent-child closeness, relationships, and satisfaction during co-residence. 

Closeness has been found to be a vital aspect to intergenerational solidarity, and is an 

important factor when considering exchanges between family members. Previous levels 

of closeness, or affection, have been found to lead to future levels of all other dimensions 

(Hogerbrugge & Komter, 2012). This suggests that closeness at one time point will 

indicate future exchanges between family members, including housing and financial 

support, as well as future contact and closeness. Studies that look specifically at family 

relationships and closeness during co-residence, particularly across a move home are 

uncommon. Research that has examined parent-child relationships during a young adult‘s 

return home has suggested that relationships change throughout the time that parents and 

children live together. When asked to retrospectively rate their relationships with parents 

immediately after moving home and during their last month living at home, college 

graduates rated relationships significantly lower at the end of this arrangement than at the 

beginning, although relationship rating at both time points were high (Petree & Savage, 

2012).  
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Research on satisfaction with co-residence is more common than that on 

relationships and closeness during co-residence. Overall, studies have found that parents 

and young adult children expressed satisfaction with their co-resident living situation 

(Aquilino & Supple, 1991; Ward & Spitze, 1996). Although the arrangement did not 

come without problems, the benefits appeared to override the difficulties, but only when 

the parent-child relationship was strong or if the parents perceived equal and fair social 

support exchanges, such as contributions to the household or interacting socially with 

their child. In general, help with housework and positive interactions between parents and 

young adult children, such as shared enjoyable activities, resulted in higher satisfaction 

with co-residence (Aquilino & Supple, 1991; Mitchell, 1998).   

Even when parents reported that living with their adult child worked out very 

well, there were certain aspects of the return they disliked, such as monetary strain, lack 

of privacy, or arguments with their child. Co-residence itself, however, has not appeared 

to lead to problems in the parent-child relationship. Rather, dissatisfaction with co-

residence frequently stemmed from intense disagreements or lack of child to parent 

instrumental support (Aquilino & Supple, 1991; Mitchell, 1998).  

Household and financial support. Exchange of support, including household 

and financial support, is a vital aspect of intergenerational solidarity and has been found 

to be related to family closeness (Rossi & Rossi, 1990; Swartz, Kim, Uno, Mortimer, & 

O‘Brien, 2011). There is evidence, however, that young adult contributions to the 

household are not common. Sassler et al. (2008) found that most young adults did not 

make financial contributions to the household, such as rent payments, and few assisted 
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with domestic tasks upon moving home. In fact, many young adults reported that 

mothers automatically resumed responsibility for domestic tasks when they returned 

home. This lack of young adult contribution to the household has been found to 

negatively impact parental satisfaction with co-residence (Mitchell, 1998). Further, 

findings of one study revealed that co-resident young adults who did not have any 

responsibility for household bills felt less mature than those who did. Those who had jobs 

and were more financially independent from parents had a greater sense of independence 

and an increased sense of entitlement to adult rights than young adults who did not have 

jobs. Unemployment not only meant financial dependence for these young adults, but 

also a lack of power in the household (White, 2002).  

Perceived Self-Efficacy  

Along with family factors such as an exchange of support, individual factors may 

impact family closeness. For instance, even though co-resident young adults wanted 

independence and adult status, they reverted to previous childhood patterns upon moving 

home when parents treated them as children (Sassler et al., 2008). This signifies a loss of 

adulthood status, which may affect an individual‘s perception of his- or herself. Young 

adults‘ feelings about their ability and control, or their perceived self-efficacy, may 

further impact parent-child closeness during co-residence. 

Perceived self-efficacy refers to an individual‘s judgment about what he or she 

can and cannot do, or one‘s sense of confidence and competence to make changes in 

one‘s life (Cervone, Artistico, & Berry, 2006). These judgments influence choices and 

activities in that people are more likely to make choices that they feel capable of 



     

 

11 

handling. Beliefs about self-efficacy impact emotional reactions during interactions 

with people and the environment, such as how long an individual will persist in 

challenging situations (Bandura, 1982).   

Self-efficacy has been found to be positively correlated with family relationships 

(Riggio, Valenzuela, & Weiser, 2010). Research has examined how family relationships 

contribute to self-efficacy and has found that more positive relationships and more secure 

attachments were related to stronger self-efficacy beliefs (Bilgin & Akkapulu, 2007; 

Coleman, 2003; Graziano, Bonino, & Cattelino, 2009; Tangeman & Hall, 2011). Moving 

back in with parents after living on one‘s own, and consequently experiencing a loss of 

feelings of independence and adulthood, may impact an individual‘s confidence and 

judgments of personal capabilities. Several of the primary reasons to move home have 

included factors that young adults do not have much control over, such as fewer available 

jobs, and a lack of control over their lives, may decrease feelings of self-efficacy. Thus, 

the relationship between self-efficacy and family closeness may look differently for 

young adults who returned home after college and those who did not.  

Demographic Differences in Family Closeness 

 Demographic characteristics have been found to impact families in many ways, 

including the resources available, family dynamics, and family relationships. Differing 

levels of income, for instance, mean that families have different sets of resources to draw 

upon, creating different contexts for development (Palkovitz, Marks, Appleby, & 

Holmes, 2003). Family structure also impacts parent-child relationships; adding or 

subtracting family members through marriage, having children, or divorce creates 
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different family dynamics and expectations (Lawton, Silverstein, & Bengston, 1994b; 

Rossi & Rossi, 1990; Silverstein & Bengston, 1997). Further, relationships can vary with 

different combinations of parent and child gender, race, and age, as well as with different 

timing of life transitions (Aquilino, 1994, 1997; Aquilino & Supple, 1991; Mitchell, 

1998; Rossi & Rossi, 1990; Silverstein & Bengston, 1997). As there is evidence that 

closeness between parents and children vary by a number of demographic traits, 

demographic characteristics must be considered in family research. 

Research has shown that family relationships change during a child‘s young 

adulthood and during co-residence with parents and that both family factors, such as 

financial support, and individual factors, such as self-efficacy, can impact closeness 

between parents and young adult children. This study addresses gaps in this literature, 

specifically examining college students, and including measures regarding a return home 

post college and parent-child closeness.  

Research Questions 

The purpose of this research is to examine the influences of post-college 

residence, young adult self-efficacy, and family financial support on parent-child 

closeness post college. Specifically, there are four research questions: 

1. Are there differences between young adults who return home after college and 

those who do not return home in parent-child closeness during and after college, 

post-college self-efficacy, and post-college family financial support?  
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2. What is the association between post-college residence and parent-child 

closeness above and beyond parent-child closeness during college and 

demographic characteristics? 

H2a. It is hypothesized that young adult home returners will be less close to 

mothers and fathers post college than non-returners. 

H2b. It is hypothesized that parent-child closeness during college will be the 

strongest predictor of parent-child closeness after college. 

3. What is the association between post-college self-efficacy and parent-child 

closeness above and beyond parent-child closeness during college, demographic 

characteristics, and post-college residence? 

H3a. It is hypothesized that young adults who report higher self-efficacy will 

be closer to mothers and fathers post college than young adults who 

report lower self-efficacy. 

H3b. It is hypothesized that the association between self-efficacy and parent-

child closeness post college will differ for home returners and non-

returners. 

4. What is the association between post-college family financial support and parent-

child closeness above and beyond parent-child closeness during college, 

demographic characteristics, post-college residence and self-efficacy? 

H4a. It is hypothesized that young adults who report higher levels of parent to 

child financial support will be closer to mothers and fathers post college 
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than young adults who report lower levels of parent to child financial 

support.  

H4b. It is hypothesized that young adults who report higher levels of child to 

parent financial support will be closer to mothers and fathers post college 

than young adults who report lower levels of child to parent financial 

support.  

H4c. It is hypothesized that the association between parent to child financial 

support and parent-child closeness post college will differ for home 

returners and non-returners. 

H4d. It is hypothesized that the association between child to parent financial 

support and parent-child closeness post college will differ for home 

returners and non-returners. 

Method 

Data Source 

The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) is a 

nationally representative sample of American youth. Data collection began in 1994; a 

school-based cluster sampling design was used to select a sample of students in grades 7-

12. In-school questionnaires were followed up with four waves of in-home interviews in 

1994-95, 1996, 2001-02, and 2007-08. Throughout the four waves of data collection, 

information was additionally collected from parents, siblings, peers, school 

administrators, and romantic partners.  
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The current study uses information gathered during the in-home interviews at 

the third and fourth waves of data collection. The in-home interviews at Wave III were 

conducted with 15,197 respondents, who were between 18 and 26 years old in 2001-02. 

The in-home interviews at Wave IV were conducted with 15,701 respondents, who were 

between 24 and 32 years old in 2007-08. Along with topics covered in all waves of data 

collection, the Wave III and Wave IV surveys focused on topics relevant to the lives of 

young adults, including educational transitions, economic conditions, cohabitation and 

marriage, and key life events (Harris et al., 2009). 

Participants 

The present study included participants that lived away from their parent‘s home 

and were in college in Wave III and participated in Wave IV. Further, inclusion required 

a valid response for measures of mother-child and father-child closeness at Wave III in 

order to verify that respondents had a mother or father figure to report on. All analyses 

were conducted separately for young adult reports of mother and father variables, 

resulting in two subsamples. For the mother subsample, 1,739 participants met all 

inclusion criteria (see Table 1); for the father subsample, 1,396 participants met all 

inclusion criteria (see Table 2).  

Measures 

 Mother-child and father-child closeness. To represent the affection dimension 

of intergenerational solidarity theory, mother-child and father-child closeness were 

reported in Wave III and Wave IV and measured by a single item that asked about 

mothers and fathers separately: ―How close do you feel to [her/him].‖ Participants 
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responded on a 5-point scale from (1) ―not close at all‖ to (5) ―extremely close‖ (―very 

close‖ at Wave IV).  

 Post-college residence. To represent the structure dimension of intergenerational 

solidarity theory, post-college residence was reported in Wave IV with one item, ―Where 

do you live now? That is, where do you stay most often?‖ Responses were dichotomized 

to include home returners: ―your parents‘ home‖ and non-returners: ―another person‘s 

home;‖ ―your own place (apartment, house, trailer, etc.);‖ ―group quarters (dormitory, 

barracks, group home, hospital, communal home, prison or penitentiary, etc.);‖ and 

―homeless—that is, you have no regular place to stay.‖  

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy was reported in Wave IV and measured using a 5-item 

scale (e.g., ―I have little control over the things that happen to me‖). Participants 

responded on a 5-point scale from (1) ―strongly agree‖ to (5) ―strongly disagree.‖ Items 

were recoded so that a higher score on this scale reflects stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

and summed (Cronbach‘s 



=.75).  

 Financial support. To represent the function dimension of intergenerational 

solidarity theory, financial support was measured in Wave IV. Parent to child financial 

support was measured by an item that asked about mothers and fathers separately: ―How 

many times has your (mother/father figure) paid your living expenses or given you $50 or 

more to pay living expenses during the past 12 months?‖ Child to parent financial support 

was measured by an item that asked about mothers and fathers separately: ―How many 

times have you paid your (mother/father figure‘s) living expenses or given her/him more 



     

 

17 

than $50 to pay living expenses during the past 12 months?‖ Participants responded on 

a 4-point scale from (1) ―never‖ to (4) ―yes, 3 or 4 times.‖  

 Demographic control characteristics. Participants reported gender, age, race, 

young adult income, total household income (respondent‘s income and the income of 

everyone in the household that contributed to the budget), distance living from mother 

and father, current marital/cohabitation status, and parenting status, all at Wave IV (see 

Tables 1 and 2).  

Missing Data 

For all variables, missing data ranged from 0% to 6%. T-tests were computed in 

order to test for statistically significant differences between respondents with missing 

data and those with complete data. For the mother subsample, respondents with missing 

data on self-efficacy reported significantly higher Wave IV closeness than those with 

complete data (Mmissing=5.00; Mcomplete=4.49; t=29.24, p<.001). Respondents with missing 

data on Wave IV closeness to mothers were significantly older than those with complete 

data at Wave III (Mmissing=22.40 years; Mcomplete=21.83 years; t=2.80, p=.005) and at 

Wave IV (Mmissing=28.95 years; Mcomplete=28.28 years; t=3.19, p=.001). Respondents with 

missing data on mother to child financial support were also significantly older than those 

with complete data at Wave III (Mmissing=22.44 years; Mcomplete=21.83 years; t=2.57, 

p=.012) and at Wave IV (Mmissing=28.98 years; Mcomplete=28.29 years; t=3.40, p=.001). 

For the father subsample, respondents with missing data on Wave IV closeness 

were significantly older than those with complete data at Wave III (Mmissing=22.29 years; 

Mcomplete=21.74 yeras; t=3.38, p=.001). Respondents with missing data on father to child 
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financial support were also significantly older than those with complete data at Wave 

III (Mmissing=22.26 years; Mcomplete=21.74 years; t=3.25, p=.001) and at Wave IV 

(Mmissing=28.80 years; Mcomplete=28.20 years; t=3.70, p<.001). 

For all significant t-tests, the differences between missing and complete data were 

small—one-half point for the mother-child closeness difference and within one year for 

all age differences. In addition, results revealed that missing values were missing at 

random (MAR); it is unlikely that missingness depended on other variables in the study. 

Because the amount of missing data was small and the sample size was sufficiently large, 

missing data were unlikely to impact the findings. Expectation maximization was used to 

impute values for missing data (Johnson & Young, 2011).   

Results 

Differences Between Home Returners and Non-Returners 

To answer the first research question, descriptive analyses and t-tests were 

conducted separately for mother and father subsamples to examine differences between 

young adults who returned home after college and those who did not return home. T-tests 

examined statistically significant differences between home returners and non-returners 

for mother-child or father-child closeness at Wave III and Wave IV, self-efficacy, mother 

to child or father to child financial support, and child to mother or child to father financial 

support. 

Mothers. The mean mother-child closeness for home returners and non-returners 

at Wave III was 4.43 and 4.43, respectively, and at Wave IV was 4.58 and 4.50, 

respectively. The mean self-efficacy for home returners and non-returners was 19.76 and 
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20.08, respectively. T-tests revealed that the differences between home returners and 

non-returners for mother-child closeness at Wave III and Wave IV and self-efficacy were 

not statistically significant. 

The mean mother to child financial support for home returners and non-returners 

was 1.63 and 0.51, respectively; the mean child to mother financial support for home 

returners and non-returners was 0.84 and 0.29, respectively. T-tests revealed that the 

differences between home returners and non-returners for both mother to child financial 

support and child to mother financial support were statistically significant; home 

returners reported significantly higher mother to child and child to mother financial 

support than non-returners (Table 3).  

Fathers. The mean father-child closeness for home returners and non-returners at 

Wave III was 4.23 and 4.22, respectively, and at Wave IV was 4.21 and 4.24, 

respectively. The mean self-efficacy for home returners and non-returners was 19.82 and 

20.08, respectively. T-tests revealed that the differences between home returners and non-

returners for father-child closeness at Wave III and Wave IV and self-efficacy were not 

statistically significant. 

The mean father to child financial support for home returners and non-returners 

was 1.42 and 0.49, respectively; the mean child to father financial support for home 

returners and non-returners was 0.44 and 0.11, respectively. T-tests revealed that the 

differences between home returners and non-returners for father to child financial 

support, and child to father financial support were statistically significant; home returners 
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reported significantly higher father to child and child to father financial support than 

non-returners (Table 3).  

Preliminary Analyses 

Correlation analyses were conducted in order to determine associations between 

all independent variables (Table 4). Analyses revealed three significant correlations for 

the mother subsample: 1) mother-child closeness at Wave III and mother to child 

financial support; 2) self-efficacy and mother to child financial support; and 3) mother to 

child financial support and child to mother financial support. Analyses revealed four 

significant correlations for the father subsample: 1) father-child closeness at Wave III and 

father to child financial support; 2) father-child closeness at Wave III and child to father 

financial support; 3) self-efficacy and father to child financial support; and 4) father to 

child financial support and child to father financial support. Intercorrelations between all 

independent variables, even when significant, were low. These analyses determined that 

mulicollinearity, or high intercorrelations between independent variables, would not be a 

problem for the following regression analyses. 

Residence and Parent-Child Closeness 

To answer the second research question, multiple regression analyses were 

conducted separately for mother and father subsamples to examine the association 

between post-college residence and parent-child closeness above and beyond parent-child 

closeness during college and demographic characteristics. Mother-child or father-child 

closeness at Wave IV was entered as the dependent variable. Mother-child or father-child 

closeness at Wave III (respectively) was entered as a control in step one and demographic 
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control variables (gender, age, race, young adult income, household income, distance 

to mother or father, marital/cohabitation status, and parenting status) were entered in step 

two. Post-college residence was entered in step three as the primary independent variable.  

Mothers. The results of this regression analysis revealed that, when entered in 

step one, mother-child closeness at Wave III accounted for 18.1% of the variance in 

mother-child closeness at Wave IV [F(1, 125)=162.91, p< 001, R
2
=.181]. When entered 

together in step two, control variables significantly contributed an additional 1.3% of the 

variance in mother-child closeness at Wave IV above and beyond step one [F(8, 

12.073.63, p=.044, R
2
 change=.013]. Adding post-college residence to the model at step 

three did not contribute to mother-child closeness at Wave IV above and beyond step 

two. The hypothesis that young adult home returners would be less close to mothers post 

college than non-returners (H2a) was not supported. When all variables were entered 

together in step three, mother-child closeness at Wave III (B=.427; p<.001) and 

marital/cohabitation status (B=.113; p=.031) individually contributed to the model. 

Respondents who were closer to mothers at Wave III or married/cohabiting were closer 

to mothers at Wave IV than respondents who were less close to mothers at Wave III or 

not married/cohabiting. The hypothesis that parent-child closeness at Wave III would be 

the strongest predictor of mother-child closeness at Wave IV (H2b) was supported. A 

total of 19.6% of the variance in mother-child closeness at Wave IV was accounted for in 

the final step (Table 5). 

Fathers. The results of this regression analysis revealed that, when entered in step 

one, father-child closeness at Wave III accounted for 26.3% of the variance in father-
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child closeness at Wave IV [F(1, 124)=195.91, p<.001, R
2
=.263]. When entered 

together in step two, control variables significantly contributed an additional 2.3% of the 

variance in father-child closeness at Wave IV above and beyond step one [F(7, 

118)=3.40, p=.002, R
2
 change=.023]. Adding post-college residence to the model at step 

three did not contribute to father-child closeness at Wave IV above and beyond step two. 

The hypothesis that young adult home returners would be less close to fathers post 

college than non-returners (H2a) was not supported. When all variables were entered 

together in step three, father-child closeness at Wave III (B=.538; p<.001), age (B=-.035; 

p=.044), marital/cohabitation status (B=.141; p=.018), and parenting status (B=-.179; 

p=.008) individually contributed to the model. Respondents who were closer to fathers at 

Wave III, younger, married/cohabiting, or did not have children were closer to fathers at 

Wave IV than respondents who were less close to fathers at Wave III, older, not 

married/cohabiting, or had children. The hypothesis that parent-child closeness at Wave 

III would be the strongest predictor of father-child closeness at Wave IV (H2b) was 

supported. A total of 28.6% of the variance in father-child closeness at Wave IV was 

accounted for in the final step (Table 5). 

Self-Efficacy and Parent-Child Closeness 

To answer the third research question, multiple regression analyses were 

conducted separately for mother and father subsamples to examine the association 

between self-efficacy and parent-child closeness post college above and beyond parent-

child closeness during college, demographic characteristics, and post-college residence. 

Building off the first model and accounting for all of the variance contributed in that 
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model, all variables from the first model (mother-child or father-child closeness at 

Wave III, demographic control variables, and post-college residence) were entered in step 

one. Self-efficacy was entered in step two as the primary independent variable. To test if 

the relationship between self-efficacy and mother-child or father-child closeness post 

college was different for home returners and non-returners, an interaction term was 

created for residence and self-efficacy by centering the two variables on their means and 

multiplying together the centered scores. The interaction term was also entered in step 

two.  

Mothers. As reported in the final step of the first regression model, the variables 

entered into step one for the second model contributed 19.6% of the variance in mother-

child closeness at Wave IV. When entered into step two, self-efficacy and the interaction 

term contributed an additional 1.4% of the variance in mother-child closeness at Wave IV 

above and beyond step one [F(2, 124)=10.77, p<.001, R
2
 change=.014], supporting the 

hypothesis that young adults with higher self-efficacy would be closer to mothers at 

Wave IV than young adults with lower self-efficacy (H3a). The hypothesis that the 

association between self-efficacy and mother-child closeness would differ for home 

returners and non-returners (H3b) was not supported. When all variables were entered 

together in step two, mother-child closeness at Wave III (B=.425; p<.001), race (B=-.145; 

p=.026), marital/cohabitation status (B=.106; p=.035), and self-efficacy (B=.038; p<.001) 

individually contributed to the model. Respondents who were closer to mothers at Wave 

III, White, married/cohabiting, or had higher self-efficacy were closer to mothers at 

Wave IV than respondents who were less close to mothers at Wave III, non-White, not 
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married/cohabiting, or had lower self-efficacy. A total of 21.0% of the variance in 

mother-child closeness at Wave IV was accounted for in the final step (Table 6).  

Fathers. As reported in the final step of the first regression model, the variables 

entered into step one for the second model contributed 28.6% of the variance in father-

child closeness at Wave IV. When entered into step two, self-efficacy and the interaction 

term contributed an additional 0.6% of the variance in father-child closeness at Wave IV 

above and beyond step one [F(2, 123)=4.95, p=.009, R
2
 change=.006], supporting the 

hypothesis that young adults with higher self-efficacy would be closer to fathers at Wave 

IV than young adults with lower self-efficacy (H3a). The hypothesis that the association 

between self-efficacy and father-child closeness would differ for home returners and non-

returners (H3b) was not supported. When all variables were entered together in step two, 

father-child closeness at Wave III (B=.540; p<.001), race (B=-.192; p=.038), 

marital/cohabitation status (B=.135; p=.023), parenting status (B=-.168; p=.011) and self-

efficacy (B=.032; p=.003) individually contributed to the model. Respondents who were 

closer to fathers at Wave III, White, married/cohabiting, did not have children, or had 

higher self-efficacy were closer to fathers at Wave IV than respondents who were less 

close to fathers at Wave III, older, non-White, not married/cohabiting, had children or 

had lower self-efficacy. A total of 29.2% of the variance in father-child closeness at 

Wave IV was accounted for in the final step (Table 6). 

Financial Support and Parent-Child Closeness 

To answer the fourth research question, multiple regression analyses were 

conducted separately for the mother and father subsamples to examine the association 
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between parent to child and child to parent financial support and parent-child closeness 

post college above and beyond parent-child closeness during college, demographic 

characteristics, post-college residence and self-efficacy. Building off the second model 

and accounting for all of the variance contributed in that model, all variables from the 

second model (mother-child or father-child closeness at Wave III, demographic control 

variables, post-college residence, and self-efficacy) were entered in step one. Mother to 

child or father to child financial support and child to mother or child to father financial 

support were entered in step two as the primary independent variables. To test if the 

relationship between financial support variables and mother-child or father-child 

closeness was different for home returners and non-returners, interaction terms were 

created for (1) residence and mother to child or father to child financial support and (2) 

residence and child to mother or child to father financial support by centering all 

variables on their means and multiplying together the centered scores. The interaction 

terms were also entered in step two. 

Mothers. As reported in the final step of the second regression model, the 

variables entered into step one for the third model contributed 21.0% of the variance in 

mother-child closeness at Wave IV. When entered into step two, mother to child financial 

support, child to mother financial support, and the interaction terms contributed an 

additional 1.4% of the variance in mother-child closeness at Wave IV above and beyond 

step one [F(4, 122)=5.58, p<.001, R
2
 change=.014], supporting the hypothesis that young 

adults who reported higher levels of parent to child financial support would be closer to 

mothers at Wave IV than young adults who reported lower levels of parent to child 
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financial support (H4a). The hypothesis that young adults who reported higher levels 

of child to parent financial support would be closer to mothers than young adults who 

reported lower levels of child to parent financial support (H4b) was not supported. 

Additionally, the hypotheses that the association between mother to child financial 

support and mother-child closeness (H4c) and the association between child to mother 

financial support and mother-child closeness (H4d) would differ for home returners and 

non-returners were not supported. When all variables were entered together in step two, 

mother-child closeness at Wave III (B=.412; p<.001), race (B=-.105; p=.022), 

marital/cohabitation status (B=.122; p=.015), self-efficacy (B=040; p<.001), and mother 

to child financial support (B=.097; p<.001) individually contributed to the model. 

Respondents who were closer to mothers at Wave III, White, married/cohabiting, had 

higher self-efficacy, or received more financial support from mothers were closer to 

mothers at Wave IV than respondents who were less close to mothers at Wave III, non-

White, not married/cohabiting, had lower self-efficacy, or received less financial support 

from mothers. A total of 22.4% of the variance in mother-child closeness at Wave IV was 

accounted for in the final step (Table 7).  

Fathers. As reported in the final step of the second regression model, the 

variables entered into step one for the third model contributed 29.2% of the variance in 

father-child closeness at Wave IV. When entered into step two, father to child financial 

support, child to father financial support, and the interaction terms contributed an 

additional 1.2% of the variance in father-child closeness at Wave IV above and beyond 

step one [F(4, 121)=4.58, p=.002, R
2
 change=.012], supporting the hypothesis that young 
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adults who reported higher levels of parent to child financial support would be closer 

to fathers at Wave IV than young adults who reported lower levels of parent to child 

financial support (H4a). The hypothesis that young adults who reported higher levels of 

child to parent financial support would be closer to fathers post college than young adults 

who reported lower levels of child to parent financial support (H4b) was not support. 

Additionally, the hypotheses that the association between father to child financial support 

and father-child closeness (H4c) and the association between child to father financial 

support and father-child closeness (H4d) would differ for home returners and non-

returners were not supported. When all variables were entered together in step two, 

father-child closeness at Wave III (B=.524; p<.001), race (B=-.223; p=.018), 

marital/cohabitation status (B=.160; p=.006), parenting status (B=-.153; p=.018), self-

efficacy (B=.032; p=.003), and father to child financial support (B=.099; p<.001) 

individually contributed to the model. Respondents who were closer to fathers at Wave 

III, White, married/cohabiting, did not have children, had higher self-efficacy, or higher 

father to child financial support were closer to fathers at Wave IV than respondents who 

were less close to fathers at Wave III, non-White, not married/cohabiting, had children, 

had lower self-efficacy, or lower father to child financial support. A total of 30.4% of the 

variance in father-child closeness at Wave IV was accounted for in the final step (Table 

7). 

Discussion 

Findings from this study contribute to literature on co-residence and family 

relationships in young adulthood by providing information specifically on college 
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students and a return home post college, as well as by examining parent-child 

closeness. The current study did not find an association between post-college residence 

and closeness with mothers or fathers, contradicting suggestions that co-residence 

between parents and young adult children, especially after time apart, negatively 

impacted family relationships (Hartung & Sweeney, 1991; Mitchell & Gee, 1996). 

Findings did not reveal that residence improved closeness either; rather, there was no 

relationship between residence and parent-child closeness. This suggests there was not an 

association between the structure and affection dimensions of intergenerational solidarity 

theory in parent-child dyads post-college. College students are a unique group; the path to 

independent living is not always clear, as students may move in and out of the parental 

home while attending college. Further, high costs of college, high student debt, and fewer 

jobs in the current economy may mean that young adults who attended college may not 

be able to afford to live on their own. For these reasons, families may be comfortable 

with the idea of college students returning home, and findings of the current study 

suggest that the move home itself may not impact young adults‘ feelings of closeness 

with their parents. 

In anticipation of their college students moving home, parents in one study 

recognized several challenges for themselves and for their children related to parent-child 

relationships, such as establishing relationship boundaries, providing financial and 

emotional support for their child, and both parties losing independence and privacy 

(Petree, 2012b). Even though co-resident parents and children will likely encounter 

unique challenges that parents and children who live apart do not experience, descriptive 
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findings from this study revealed that families had close relationships regardless of 

post-college residence. Today, moving back in with parents following college may be 

seen as a normal transition, as opposed to the non-normative path it was considered to be 

in years past (Aquilino, 1991; Ward & Spitz, 1992, 1996). Because rates of young adults 

returning home are high (Petree, 2012b; Pew Research Center, 2012), this move may be 

common or perhaps even expected, and therefore might not have an impact on parent-

child closeness. The current study further examined associations between parent-child 

closeness and self-efficacy, family financial support, and demographic characteristics, 

and found that these factors played a bigger role in parent-child closeness after college 

than residence itself. 

Self-Efficacy 

This study revealed that young adults with higher self-efficacy were closer to both 

mothers and fathers than those with lower self-efficacy. Even though there is limited 

research on the association between family relationships and self-efficacy in young adults 

specifically, available literature on adolescents and young adults supports this finding as 

perceptions of positive family relationships have been correlated with greater feelings of 

self-efficacy (Bilgin & Akkapulu, 2007; Graziano et al., 2009; Tangeman & Hall, 2011). 

Relationships with parents are vital to the development of an individual‘s self-efficacy 

beliefs, and this influence appears to carry into adulthood. Parents who are warm and 

supportive of their young adult children have been found to provide the foundation for 

positive beliefs about self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Riggio et al., 2010). Young adults in 
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loving and supportive parental relationships view themselves as more competent, and 

thus exhibit higher levels of self-efficacy. 

Petree (2012b) revealed that college graduates who returned home were 

concerned with negative stigma and personal feelings of embarrassment regarding their 

return. These young adults reported feeling unaccomplished and believed that friends and 

society would look down upon them for their move. It is possible that these negative 

perceptions of the return home would impact young adults‘ feelings about themselves, 

including confidence and judgments of personal capabilities—aspects of self-efficacy. 

The interaction between self-efficacy and post-college residence, however, was not 

significant in this study; feelings of self-efficacy did not interact with residence to impact 

closeness to mothers or fathers. Even if moving home did impact young adults‘ feelings 

of self-efficacy as previous research has suggested, lower feelings of self-efficacy due to 

a return home did not prove to have an effect on parent-child closeness. 

Regardless of whether or not college graduates move home, parents can continue 

to build a foundation of competent feelings in their young adult by providing support and 

feedback regarding their child‘s abilities, contributing to their young adult‘s self-efficacy 

as well as feelings of parent-child closeness. 

Financial Support 

Parent to child and child to parent financial support, when entered together, were 

significantly associated with post-college closeness to both mothers and fathers, 

supporting literature on intergenerational solidarity theory that suggested that geographic 

distance would be positively related to resource exchanges (Bengston & Roberts, 1991). 
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Only parent to child support, however, individually contributed to parent-child 

closeness in that the more financial support young adults received, the closer they were to 

both mothers and fathers after college. With the exception of closeness during college, 

parent to child financial support contributed more to parent-child closeness after college 

than any other factor, including self-efficacy. The importance of financial support in this 

study is congruent with literature that has stated that exchange of support is a vital aspect 

of intergenerational solidarity (Rossi & Rossi, 1990). A significant association, however, 

does not provide information on direction. Parents may have provided support because 

they were close to their children, rather than closeness being the result of financial 

support. In fact, several studies have found that adults who were closer to parents 

received more assistance from parents, including financial assistance, than adults who 

were less close to parents (Hogerbrugge & Komter, 2012; Rossi & Rossi, 1990; 

Silverstein & Bengston, 1997; Swartz et al., 2011).  

Intergenerational solidarity theory would suggest that the exchange of support and 

resources from both parents and children, compared to one-sided support, is related to 

closeness in families (Bengston & Roberts, 1991). Yet in this study, child to parent 

financial support was not associated with closeness. Parents may, however, receive 

support from children that is not financial. Family members of different generations 

frequently exchange different types of support, contributing what they are able to at 

different times (Rossi & Rossi, 1990). If young adults are unable to provide financial 

assistance, they are likely to show support in other ways. For example, when asked about 

what they most looked forward to if their college students were to move home, parents in 
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one study overwhelmingly reported that they anticipated spending time with their 

young adult child, including the company and companionship of their child. Parents 

additionally reported they would enjoy helping and supporting their young adult child as 

they established themselves after college, including providing financial assistance 

(Petree, 2012b). Findings from that study indicated that parents expected to receive 

emotional or social support from their young adult child, while they expected to provide 

financial support. As a result, it is reasonable to assume that alternative forms of child to 

parent support might impact closeness.  

None of the interactions between residence and financial support variables were 

significant, indicating that the association between financial support and closeness was 

not different for home returners and non-returners. Financial support, however, likely 

looks different for home returners and non-returners. For example, home returners in this 

study reported significantly higher parent to child and child to parent financial support 

than non-returners. This is supported by intergenerational solidarity theory; because a 

shared residence creates more opportunity for interaction and different types of exchange, 

including financial, this is understandable (Bengston & Roberts, 1991). It does not 

appear, however, that financial support impacts closeness based on young adult residence 

post-college. Parents with co-resident children may not expect or ask for direct financial 

contributions from their children. In fact, few college graduates who had returned home 

reported that parents expected them to contribute to food and utility bills or pay rent 

(Petree, 2012b). Because economic reasons have been found to be the biggest motives for 

young adults to move home (Sassler et al., 2008; Ward & Spitze, 1996), young adults 
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may be unable to contribute financially. Alternatively, parents may expect support 

exchanges that are not financial, such as help around the house or family time.   

Demographic Characteristics 

 Some demographic characteristics emerged as important findings in this study. In 

particular, race, marital/cohabitation status, and parenting status were found to be 

significantly related to parent-child closeness in select models. Race was found to impact 

closeness to both mothers and fathers in that respondents who reported being White were 

closer to parents than respondents who reported being non-White. Race was only 

significantly related to post-college closeness, however, when self-efficacy and financial 

support variables were included, suggesting that the association between race and parent-

child closeness is complex, and perhaps not straight-forward. The effects of race on 

parent-child closeness could perhaps not be seen without accounting for the effects of 

self-efficacy and financial support. This may be the result of different norms and 

expectations of family relationships by race. For example, Blacks and Hispanics have 

been found to be less likely than Whites to have obligatory relationships with mothers 

(Silverstein & Bengston, 1997). Racial norms may determine if interactions and 

exchanges in families, including financial exchanges, are based on obligation or are an 

indication of closeness. The relationship between race and parent-child closeness in 

young adulthood is very complex, and additional factors, such as self-efficacy and 

financial support, appear to play a role in this association.  

A young adult‘s own family formation appeared to impact parent-child closeness 

post college as well. Specifically, young adults who were married were closer to both 
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mothers and fathers than those who were unmarried, and young adults who did not 

have their own children were closer to fathers than young adults who did have their own 

children. Parent-child relationships become more complex when children form their own 

families, as this is a time period when young adults have different obligations to their 

family of origin, as well as to spouses and children (Rossi & Rossi, 1991).  

Measures of family formation contributed more to parent-child closeness for 

fathers than for mothers, including the finding that young adult‘s parenting status 

negatively impacted closeness to fathers but not to mothers. Previous research has shown 

that parental marital status impacted relationships with children, but only for fathers 

(Rossi & Rossi, 1991). This indicates that relationships with fathers are more influenced 

by family structure than relationships with mothers. In addition, research has found that 

women are more involved with, dependent on, and invest more in family ties than men 

(Rossi & Rossi, 1991).  

Race and family structure, along with other social structure factors, present 

differing standards, benefits, and constraints for intergenerational exchanges and linkages 

(Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1999; Lawton et al., 1994b). Therefore it is not surprising 

that demographic characteristics were associated with parent-child closeness, although 

findings indicate that these factors are complex, and deserve further attention in the 

future.  

Limitations and Future Research 

Although this study contributes to existing literature, several limitations must be 

noted. Add Health has the benefits of a large, nationally representative sample, 
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longitudinal data, and a wide variety of measures to examine. Respondents in Add 

Health, however, did not provide details about relationships with parents at Wave IV. 

While closeness is an important factor, measuring closeness on its own does not provide 

a complete picture of family relationships, and closeness may be interpreted differently 

by respondents. Future research should use additional variables to measure aspects of the 

parent-child relationship beyond closeness, such as feelings of warmth towards family 

members. Additionally, only three dimensions of intergenerational solidarity theory could 

be included in this study. Incorporating the other dimensions in future research might 

reveal what additional aspects of intergenerational solidarity contribute to the parent-

child relationship post college, such as how contact and interactions between parents and 

children or feelings of family obligation, regardless of residence, impact closeness.  

Findings on demographic differences, particularly race and family structure, 

indicate that implications of intergenerational co-residence may differ by race, 

marital/cohabitation status, and parenting status. The current research, however, does not 

completely take into the account the complexities of these demographic variables. Future 

research can take into consideration additional measures of family structure or 

specifically consider the impact of demographic characteristics on parent-child closeness, 

self-efficacy, and family financial support.  

As the majority of research on boomerang families is approximately 20 years old, 

this study was the first step in uncovering current information about post-college 

residence and parent-child closeness. The data used in this study, however, may not 

completely reflect the economic downfall that occurred in the 2000s, which could have 
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impacted factors relevant to post-college life such as an inability of graduates to find 

jobs or afford to live on their own. Future research can build upon this study and further 

explore the full impact of the economic downturn. 

Finally, even though the significant findings on self-efficacy and parent to child 

financial support contribute meaningful information to existing literature and provide 

implications for professionals, these variables were not strongly related to parent-child 

closeness after college. Therefore, there is much room for future research to uncover 

what other factors contribute to these relationships. The suggestions above, including 

incorporating other dimensions of intergenerational solidarity theory, may help explain 

what factors determine closeness in parents and young adult children following college. 

Implications for Parenting Professionals 

 Findings of this study are useful to parenting professionals addressing the needs 

of families with young adult children. Specifically, professionals at colleges and 

universities, who have the benefit of reaching parents and families while children are still 

in college, can provide information to families of students preparing for life after college, 

whether this includes a return home or not.  

Factors other than whether or not a young adult returned home played a bigger 

role in family closeness than residence itself; if a college graduate is moving home, 

parents should be aware that the move alone is not likely to be detrimental to their 

relationships. Parenting professionals can encourage parents to keep an open mind about 

post-college residence. Second, even though self-efficacy only contributed slightly to 

parent-child closeness, parents can continue to provide support and encouragement to 
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young adult children in order to keep feelings of self-efficacy strong as children 

navigate post-college life. Third, even though parent to child financial support 

contributed slightly to closeness, this does not imply that parents should provide support 

if they are economically unable. Rather, there should be an open conversation among 

family members regarding financial expectations and needs. Further, intergenerational 

solidarity theory, along with other literature, would suggest that financial support is not 

the only type of support that impacts relationships. Help around the house and spending 

time together may also be important to the parent-child relationship as children age into 

adulthood. 

Conclusion 

 As young adults navigate post-college life, parent-child closeness can be a 

complex matter, regardless of whether or not young adults return to the parental home. 

Literature has pointed to numerous factors that impact closeness, including accessibility 

to each other, individuals‘ feelings about themselves, financial needs, and available 

resources of family members. Findings of this study specifically suggested that a young 

adult‘s feelings of self-efficacy, parent to child financial support, race, 

marital/cohabitation status, and parenting status are related to parent-child closeness after 

college, although these factors do not play a major role. Rather, parent-child closeness 

during college was what mattered the most for closeness after college. Future research 

can build upon these findings to uncover how additional variables work together to create 

close family relationships following college.  
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Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Mother Subsample 

 

 Full Mother Subsample  

(n=1,739) 

Home Returners  

(n=180) 

Non-returners  

(n=1,559) 

Characteristic n % Mean 

(Range) 

n % Mean 

(Range) 

n % Mean 

(Range) 

Biological Sex          

 Female 1031 59.3%  109 58.7%  922 59.1%  

 Male 708 40.7%  71 41.3%  637 40.9%  

Age           

 Wave III   21.8 

(18.3-26.3) 

  21.5  

(19.0-25.1) 

  21.6 

(18.3-26.3) 

 Wave IV   28.1  

(24.6-33.0) 

  28.0 

(25.2-31.3) 

  28.1 

(24.6-32.9) 

Race          

 White 1280 73.6%  111 61.7%  1169 75.0%  

 Non-White 459 26.4%  69 38.3%  390 25.0%  

Total household income          

 Less than $5,000 31 1.8%  1 1.3%  30 1.9%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 15 0.9%  1 0.4%  14 0.9%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 39 2.2%  2 0.9%  37 2.4%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 40 2.3%  1 0.4%  39 2.5%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 60 3.5%  4 1.8%  56 3.6%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 65 3.7%  6 3.6%  59 3.8%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 171 9.8%  13 6.7%  158 10.1%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 227 13.1%  26 13.5%  201 12.9%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 449 25.8%  31 17.5%  418 26.8%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 305 17.5%  28 16.1%  277 17.8%  

(Table 1 continues) 
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(Table 1 continued) 

 $100,000 to $149,000 209 12.0%  37 19.7%  172 11.0%  

 $150,000 or more 128 7.4%  30 17.9%  98 6.3%  

Young adult income          

 Less than $5,000 151 8.7%  29 16.1%  122 7.8%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 50 2.9%  8 4.4%  42 2.7%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 89 5.1%  16 8.9%  73 4.7%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 87 5.0%  12 6.7%  75 4.8%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 129 7.4%  11 6.1%  118 7.6%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 153 8.8%  20 11.1%  133 8.5%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 328 18.9%  29 16.1%  299 19.2%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 280 16.1%  27 15.0%  253 16.2%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 355 20.4%  25 13.9%  330 21.2%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 66 3.8%  3 1.7%  63 4.0%  

 $100,000 to $149,000 34 2.0%  0 0.0%  34 2.2%  

 $150,000 or more 17 1.0%  0 0.0%  17 1.1%  

Distance from mother Wave IV          

 Live together 185 10.6%  160 87.9%  25 1.6%  

 Within 1 mile 82 4.7%  2 1.3%  80 5.1%  

 1 to 10 miles 299 17.2%  5 2.7%  294 18.9%  

 11 to 50 miles 316 18.2%  4 2.2%  312 20.0%  

 51 to 100 miles 146 8.4%  1 1.3%  145 9.3%  

 101 to 200 miles 180 10.4%  1 0.4%  179 11.5%  

 More than 200 miles 531 30.5%  7 4.0%  524 33.6%  

Marriage/cohabitation status          

 Yes 1008 58.0%  36 20.0%  972 62.3%  

 No 731 42.0%  144 80.0%  587 37.7%  

Parenting status          

 Yes 584 33.6%  54 30.0%  530 34.0%  

 No 1155 66.4%  126 70.0%  1029 66.0%  
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Table 2  

Demographic Characteristics of Father Subsample 

 

 Full Father Subsample  

(n=1,396) 

Home Returners  

(n=150) 

Non-returners  

(n=1,246) 

Characteristic n % Mean 

(Range) 

n % Mean 

(Range) 

n % Mean 

(Range) 

Biological Sex          

 Female 801 57.0%  88 58.7%  713 57.2%  

 Male 595 43.0%  62 41.3%  533 42.8%  

Age           

 Wave III   21.5 

(18.3-26.3) 

  21.4 

(19.0-25.1) 

  21.6 

(18.3-26.3) 

 Wave IV   28.0 

(24.6-32.9) 

  27.9 

(25.3-31.3) 

  28.0 

(24.6-32.9) 

Race          

 White 1102 77.4%  96 64.0%  1006 80.7%  

 Non-White 294 22.6%  54 36.0%  240 19.3%  

Total household income          

 Less than $5,000 24 1.7%  2 1.3%  22 1.8%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 9 0.6%  1 0.7%  8 0.6%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 25 1.8%  1 0.7%  24 1.9%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 26 1.9%  0 0.0%  26 2.1%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 41 2.9%  3 2.0%  38 3.0%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 47 3.4%  4 2.7%  43 3.5%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 128 9.2%  9 6.0%  119 9.6%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 168 12.0%  22 14.7%  146 11.7%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 361 25.9%  23 15.3%  338 27.1%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 265 19.0%  25 16.7%  240 19.3%  

(Table 2 continues) 
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(Table 2 continued) 

 $100,000 to $149,000 184 13.2%  32 21.3%  152 12.2%  

 $150,000 or more 118 8.5%  28 18.7%  90 7.2%  

Young adult income          

 Less than $5,000 107 7.7%  21 14.0%  86 6.9%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 31 2.2%  6 4.0%  25 2.0%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 63 4.5%  13 8.7%  50 4.0%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 72 5.2%  9 6.0%  63 5.1%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 98 7.0%  11 7.3%  87 7.0%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 108 7.7%  12 8.0%  96 7.7%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 264 18.9%  26 17.3%  238 19.1%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 234 16.8%  24 16.0%  210 16.9%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 312 22.3%  25 16.7%  287 23.0%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 61 4.4%  3 2.0%  58 4.7%  

 $100,000 to $149,000 31 2.2%  0 0.0%  31 2.5%  

 $150,000 or more 15 1.1%  0 0.0%  15 1.2%  

Distance from father Wave IV          

 Live together 119 8.5%  110 73.3%  9 0.7%  

 Within 1 mile 71 5.1%  9 6.0%  62 5.0%  

 1 to 10 miles 248 17.8%  10 6.7%  238 19.1%  

 11 to 50 miles 229 16.4%  6 4.0%  223 17.9%  

 51 to 100 miles 126 9.0%  3 2.0%  123 9.9%  

 101 to 200 miles 158 11.3%  4 2.7%  154 12.4%  

 More than 200 miles 445 31.9%  8 5.3%  437 35.1%  

Marriage/cohabitation status          

 Yes 820 58.7%  33 22.0%  787 63.2%  

 No 576 41.3%  117 78.0%  459 36.8%  

Parenting status          

 Yes 430 30.8%  43 28.7%  387 31.1%  

 No 966 69.2%  107 71.3%  859 68.9%  



     

 

47 

Table 3  

T-tests for Differences between Home Returners and Non-Returners 

 

 Residence   

 Home Returners Non-Returners   

 M SD M SD t p 

Mother subsample (n=1,739)       

Closeness       

 Wave III 4.43 0.76 4.43 0.24 0.00 .994 

 Wave IV 4.58 0.71 4.50 0.23 1.23 .269 

Self-efficacy 19.76 0.26 20.08 0.08 1.36 .245 

Finance support       

 Mother to child  1.63 0.12 0.51 0.03 80.26 <.001 

 Child to mother  0.84 0.11 0.29 0.03 22.04 <.001 

Father subsample (n=1,396)       

Closeness       

 Wave III 4.23 0.83 4.22 0.04 0.12 .904 

 Wave IV 4.21 0.97 4.24 0.04 0.12 .730 

Self-efficacy 19.82 0.26 20.08 0.08 0.90 .345 

Finance support       

 Father to child  1.42 0.13 0.49 0.04 7.16 <.001 

 Child to father  0.44 0.08 0.11 0.02 4.21 <.001 
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Table 4 

Intercorrelations of Independent Variables  

 

Measure 1 2 3 4 

Mother (n=1,739)     

1. Wave III closeness --    

2. Self-efficacy .032 --   

3. Mother to child financial support .081
**

 -.078
*
 --  

4. Child to mother financial support .002 -.028 .138
**

 -- 

Father (n=1,396)     

1. Wave III closeness --    

2. Self-efficacy -.024 --   

3. Father to child financial support .089
**

 -.053
*
 --  

4. Child to father financial support .067
*
 .004 .122

**
 -- 

*
p< .05; 

**
p< .001 
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Table 5 

Regression Analyses of Post-College Residence on Parent-Child Closeness Post College 

with for Mother and Father Subsamples 

 

Variable B SE R
2 

R
2
 

Mothers (n=1,739)     

Step 1    .181  

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .429
**

 .034   

Step 2   .194 .013
*
 

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .427
**

 .034   

 Biological sex .024   .047   

 Age at Wave IV -.027 .016   

 Race -.121 .065   

 Household income .009 .013   

 Young adult income .008 .013   

 Distance from mother -.007 .014   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .089
*
 .049   

 Parenting status -.030 .048   

Step 3   .196 .002 

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .427
**

 .034   

 Biological sex .027 .047   

 Age at Wave IV -.026 .016   

 Race -.128 .065   

 Household income .002 .013   

 Young adult income .014 .013   

 Distance from mother .005 .015   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .113
*
 .052   

 Parenting status -.024 .047   

 Post-college residence -.171 .095   

Fathers (n=1,396)     

Step 1   .263  

 Father-child closeness Wave III .544
**

 .039   

Step 2   .286 .023
*
 

 Father-child closeness Wave III .538
**

 .038   

 Biological sex .011 .055   

 Age at Wave IV -.035
*
 .017   

 Race -.183
*
 .092   

 Household income .016 .014   

 Young adult income .010 .013   

 Distance from father -.012 .015   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .145
*
 .060   

 Parenting status -.178
*
 .066   

(Table 5 continues) 
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(Table 5 continued) 

 

Step 3   .286 .000 

 Father-child closeness Wave III .538
**

 .038   

 Biological sex .010 .055   

 Age at Wave IV -.035
*
 .017   

 Race -.181 .093   

 Household income .017 .015   

 Young adult income .009 .014   

 Distance from father -.013 .018   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .141
*
 .059   

 Parenting status -.179
*
 .066   

 Post-college residence .023 .115   
*
p < .05; 

**
p < .001 
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Table 6 

Regression Analyses of Self-Efficacy on Parent-Child Closeness Post College for Mother 

and Father Subsamples 

 

Variable B SE R
2 

R
2
 

Mothers (n=1,739)     

Step 1   .196  

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .427
**

 .034   

 Biological sex .027 .047   

 Age at Wave IV -.026 .016   

 Race -.128 .065   

 Household income .002 .013   

 Young adult income .014 .013   

 Distance from mother .005 .015   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .113
*
 .052   

 Parenting status -.024 .047   

 Post-college residence -.171 .095   

Step 2   .210 .014
**

 

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .425
**

 .033   

 Biological sex .030 .046   

 Age at Wave IV -.021 .016   

 Race -.145
*
 .064   

 Household income .001 .013   

 Young adult income .011 .014   

 Distance from mother .002 .015   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .106
*
 .050   

 Parenting status -.013 .046   

 Post-college residence -.178 .088   

 Self-efficacy .038
**

 .009   

 Residence x self-efficacy  -.021 .022   

Fathers (n=1,296)     

Step 1   .286  

 Father-child closeness Wave III .538
**

 .038   

 Biological sex .010 .055   

 Age at Wave IV -.035
*
 .017   

 Race -.181 .093   

 Household income .017 .015   

 Young adult income .009 .014   

 Distance from father -.013 .018   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .141
*
 .059   

 Parenting status -.179
*
 .066   

 Post-college residence .023 .115   

(Table 6 continues) 

 



     

 

52 

(Table 6 continued) 

 

Step 2   .292 .006
*
 

 Father-child closeness Wave III .540
**

 .038   

 Biological sex .012 .054   

 Age at Wave IV -.032 .017   

 Race -.192
*
 0.91   

 Household income .015 .015   

 Young adult income .008 .014   

 Distance from father -.017 .017   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .135
*
 .058   

 Parenting status -.168
*
 .065   

 Post-college residence .022 .112   

 Self-efficacy .032
*
 .010   

 Residence x self-efficacy -.018 .032   
*
p < .05; 

**
p < .001 
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Table 7 

Regression Analyses of Parent-Child and Child-Parent Financial Support on Parent-

Child Closeness Post College for Mother and Father Subsamples 

 

Variable B SE R
2 

R
2
 

Mothers (n=1,739)     

Step 1   .210  

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .425
**

 .033   

 Biological sex .030 .046   

 Age at Wave IV -.021 .016   

 Race -.145
*
 .064   

 Household income .001 .013   

 Young adult income .011 .014   

 Distance from mother .002 .015   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .106
*
 .050   

 Parenting status -.013 .046   

 Post-college residence -.178 .088   

 Self-efficacy .038
**

 .009   

Step 2   .224 .014
** 

 Mother-child closeness Wave III .412
**

 .329  
 

 Biological sex .034 .046   

 Age at Wave IV -.016 .016   

 Race -.105
*
 .065   

 Household income .005 .013   

 Young adult income .016 .014   

 Distance from mother .005 .015   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .122
*
 .049   

 Parenting status -.009 .045   

 Post-college residence -.216
*
 .108   

 Self-efficacy .040
**

 .009   

 Mother to child financial support .097
**

 .021   

 Child to mother financial support -.007 .037   

 Residence x mother to child financial support  .108 .061   

 Residence x child to mother financial support  .099 .084   

Fathers (n=1,396)     

Step 1   .292  

 Father-child closeness Wave III .540
**

 .038   

 Biological sex .012 .054   

 Age at Wave IV -.032 .017   

 Race -.192
*
 0.91   

 Household income .015 .015   

 Young adult income .008 .014   

 Distance from father -.017 .017   

(Table 7 continues) 
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(Table 7 continued) 

 

 Marriage/cohabitation status .135
*
 .058   

 Parenting status -.168
*
 .065   

 Post-college residence .022 .112   

 Self-efficacy .032
*
 .010   

Step 2   .304 .012
* 

 Father-child closeness Wave III .524
**

 .037   

 Biological sex .013 .053   

 Age at Wave IV -.026 .017   

 Race -.223
*
 .093   

 Household income .017 .016   

 Young adult income .015 .014   

 Distance from father -.009 .017   

 Marriage/cohabitation status .160
*
 .058   

 Parenting status -.153
*
 .064   

 Post-college residence .099 .153   

 Self-efficacy .032
*
 .010   

 Father to child financial support .099
**

 .026   

 Child to father financial support .066 .046   

 Residence x father to child financial support -.036 .090   

 Residence x child to father financial support  .093 .130   
*
p < .05; 

**
p < .001 
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Appendix 

Dissertation proposal: The impact of residence on the change in parent-child closeness 

from college to post-college 

As children age into adulthood, the parent-child relationship transitions from the 

parent as a caretaker to a more mature, egalitarian adult relationship (Aquilino, 1997). 

Both parents and children must negotiate the new roles that come with this shift. The 

challenge of renegotiating family relationships may increase as young adults leave 

college and potentially return home with parents. This is a concern as a return home has 

become more common; estimates have shown that 65%-85% of recent college graduates 

moved home (Savage & Ziemniak, 2011). Most parents are unprepared mentally, 

physically, and financially for the return of the ―boomerang‖ generation (Furman, 2005). 

There is evidence that co-residence between parents and young adult children, 

particularly after time apart, has an impact on family relationships. For example, one 

sample of young adults reported the relationship with their parents reverted from one of 

friends back to that of parent-child once they returned home (Hartung & Sweeney, 1991).  

While there is evidence that a return home post-college may impact families, 

academic literature regarding boomerang families lacks in three key areas. First, the 

majority of research on boomerang families is approximately 20 years old and does not 

reflect the current climate in families and society. Previous research focused on the idea 

that returning to the parental home may be problematic to families, as it was not seen as a 

normative role transition. Recent changes in society, however, including a lack of jobs 

and the rising costs of college (and thus high levels of debt), have made it more difficult 
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for young adults to live on their own, making co-residence with parents more likely. In 

fact, a current study revealed that over 50% of parents felt that it was somewhat likely, 

very likely, or certain that their student would move home upon graduation (Petree, 

2012a). Current research is needed to examine the state of boomerang families, including 

how this living situation impacts closeness in the parent-child relationship.  

Second, literature has primarily focused on young adults in general and does not 

distinguish between continued co-residence and a return home; there is a shortage of 

research on college students in particular and measures focusing on a return post-college. 

College has been seen as a semi-autonomous route out of the home, as students 

frequently move in and out of the parental home during the college years. Further, 

students have been found to be more likely than a general sample of young adults to say 

they were in between childhood and adulthood (Arnett, 1997; Mitchell, 2006). Because 

many students do not yet consider themselves adults, they may continue to rely on 

parents for a variety of needs. In addition, boomeranging back to the parental home may 

have different implications for family relationships than continuous co-residence. 

Finally, there is a lack of literature that specifically looks at how residence 

impacts parent-child closeness from college to post-college. Research on parent-child co-

residence tends to focus on a variety of topics surrounding the co-residence itself, such as 

the likelihood of and the reasons for co-residence, areas of conflict and expectations, and 

satisfaction with this living arrangement (Aquilino & Supple, 1991; Hartung & Sweeney, 

1991; Mitchell, 1998; Mitchell & Gee, 1996). Research has not examined if the parent-

child relationship post-college is different for home returners and non-returners.  
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The purpose of this study is to explore the role of residence in the change in 

parent-child closeness from college to post-college. Additionally, this study aims to 

examine the contributions of individual and family factors to the association between 

residence and change in closeness. Using data from Waves III and IV of the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) and concepts from 

intergenerational solidarity theory, this study responds to gaps in the literature and 

contributes valuable information on post-college residence and family closeness.  

Theoretical Framework 

Intergenerational solidarity theory accounts for patterns of cohesion, or the bonds 

created and sustained, among generations of family members such as parents and adult 

children. This theory describes how cohesion is influenced by six dimensions: 1) 

associational (frequency and patterns of interaction); 2) affect (the degree of positive 

sentiment); 3) consensual (degree of agreement on values and beliefs); 4) functional 

(degree of help and exchange of resources); 5) normative (strength of familial 

obligation); and 6) structural (availability of family members; Bengston & Roberts, 1991; 

Hogerbrugge & Komter, 2012). The first five dimensions are behavioral or cognitive 

aspects of the dyad, while the sixth, structure, refers to the opportunity for interaction, or 

the availability of family members for interaction (Bengston & Roberts, 1991).  

The model of intergeneration solidarity was originally developed for the study of 

family relationships and care giving in older adulthood; however, it can also be useful in 

the study of earlier life stages, including family relationships in young adulthood. This is 

particularly relevant in research about residence. When parent-child dyads share a 
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residence, there is increased opportunity for family interaction. Greater opportunity for 

interaction has been found to predict higher levels of association, or more frequent 

contact, between adult children and parents (Bengston & Roberts, 1991).  

Most research about intergenerational solidarity has focused on just one 

dimension; it is less common to see multiple dimensions in one study. Further, available 

research incorporating intergenerational solidarity tends to focus on how parent-child 

closeness impacts aspects of the child‘s life, or how solidarity impacts the dimensions, 

rather than how dimensions of intergenerational solidarity impact closeness in parent-

child relationships. The current study incorporates aspects of intergeneration solidarity 

theory in a number of ways. First, the affect dimension is considered by looking at the 

change in parent-child closeness from college to post-college as the outcome. Second, the 

structural dimension is taken into consideration as post-college residence is tested as the 

primary predictor of change in closeness. Third, two dimensions: a) function as measured 

by financial support; and b) normative as measured through family obligation, are tested 

as predictors of the change in parent-child closeness from college to post-college. 

Literature Review 

Parent-Child Relationships in Young Adulthood 

The stage of children aging into adulthood can be a difficult time for the entire 

family system; this period is marked by changes, and changes in the life course of one 

family member impact the entire family system (Cowan, 1991). When an emerging adult 

leaves home, for example, his or her role in the family and family expectations shift to fit 

the new living arrangements (Heath, 2009). While the child transitioning into adulthood 
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is adding one or several new roles, such as student, employee, or spouse, parents are 

refining their role as caretaker of their child to a role of one part of a mature, adult pair; 

the parent-child relationship transitions into a relationship between two adults, rather than 

one adult and one child (Aquilino, 1997).  

Determining an appropriate parenting role in young adulthood can be particularly 

difficult when the child enters college. Parents have been told from the time their children 

were young to be involved in their education and lives. These messages, along with 

factors such as the increasing cost of college, technological advances, and changes in 

parenting, mean that today‘s parents do not ―just let go‖ when a child enters college 

(Savage, 2003; Wartman & Savage, 2008). Even though involvement may be different 

than it was in high school, parents continue to play an important role throughout the 

college years and beyond. After college, parents often continue to struggle to find an 

appropriate role, particularly when it comes to finances. Due to retirement incomes or 

obligations to younger siblings, parents might not be able to provide much financial 

assistance to their college graduates, who may find life after college financially straining 

(Savage, 2003). One option for many young adults is to move back home with parents.  

Moving Home with Parents 

Previous research has suggested that co-residence between parents and young 

adult children is not preferred and not a normative transition (Aquilino, 1991; Ward & 

Spitz, 1992; Ward & Spitz, 1996). Additionally, in the 1990s, attitudes about co-

residence in the media and general public were cited as having a negative impact on 

family well-being, because failure to live outside the parental home was thought to 
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disturb cultural norms and preferences held by both parents and young adult children 

(Mitchell & Gee, 1996). It is necessary, however, to consider historical context, including 

current economic climate and demographic trends, when determining what is ‗normative‘ 

(Mitchell, 1998). Because there is a limited amount of current research on boomerang 

families, available literature does not reflect recent trends. Further, research has not 

specifically focused on college attendance or a return to the parental home (as opposed to 

continued co-residence). Available information, however, including reasons for moving 

home and satisfaction with co-residence, provides the background necessary to 

understand how a return home might impact closeness in boomerang families.  

Why move home? Young adult children in general have been found to move 

home for many reasons, including cost and availability of other living arrangements, job 

opportunities, an inability to afford living on one‘s own, and conditions in the family 

home. Economic concerns, including a lack of jobs and wanting to save money, have 

been found to be the biggest reasons to move home (Petree, 2012b; Sassler et al., 2008; 

Ward & Spitze, 1996). One study found that more than 40% of American youth that 

leave home by age 18 will return to the parental home at least once, and these rates have 

increased in recent years (Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1999). As noted above, this 

number appears to be higher for college students. Returning students, who may have only 

planned to remain at home until they secure employment, have ended up remaining at 

home longer than expected due to high unemployment rates in recent years (Furman, 

2005). In 2010, for example, the percentage of employed young adults aged 18 to 24 was 

at 54%, the lowest since data collection began in 1948 (Pew Research Center, 2012). A 
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lack of jobs for college graduates likely means these young adults cannot afford to live 

on their own. 

Moving back home with parents, however, is not solely a decision based on 

finances and economic conditions. Many young adults who lived at home in one 

qualitative study agreed that, while they could have probably afforded to live on their 

own, they could not afford to live on their own in the manner in which they expected or 

desired (Hartung & Sweeney, 1991). A second study found that for young adults, 

returning home was more about social and emotional comforts than material resources 

(Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1999). Young adults saw benefits beyond the financial 

privileges, including the comfort of the familiar and, in some cases, personal services 

such as laundry and cooking (Hartung & Sweeney, 1991).  

Satisfaction with co-residence. Overall, parents and young adult children 

expressed satisfaction with their co-resident living situation (Aquilino & Supple, 1991; 

Ward & Spitze, 1996). This arrangement did not come without problems, however; even 

parents who stated the living arrangement worked out very well indicated dislike for 

certain aspects of the return. The benefits appeared to override the difficulties, but only 

when the parent-child relationship was strong and/or if the parents perceived equal and 

fair social support exchanges (Mitchell, 1998). In fact, one study revealed a close linkage 

between parental satisfaction with co-residence with adult children and the quality of the 

relationship (Aquilino & Supple, 1991).  

Co-residence itself does not appear to lead to parental dissatisfaction or problems 

in the parent-child relationship (Aquilino & Supple, 1991). Rather, dissatisfaction 
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frequently stemmed from intense disagreements or lack of instrumental support. In 

general, help with housework and positive interactions, such as fewer arguments and 

more shared enjoyable activities, were significant predictors of how parents felt the co-

residence living arrangement was working out (Mitchell, 1998). Further, parental 

satisfaction with co-residence appeared to be highest when parents and young adult 

children participated in enjoyable activities and when children were more self-sufficient 

(Aquilino & Supple, 1991). Children‘s unemployment and financial dependency related 

negatively to parental perceptions of co-residence (Aquilino, 1991).  

Household and financial support. Exchange of support is a vital aspect of 

intergenerational solidarity (Rossi & Rossi, 1990). Even though the co-resident living 

situation has been found to be more successful when the young adult children contributed 

to the household and provided support, there is evidence that this is not common. Sassler 

et al. (2008) found that most young adults did not make financial contributions to the 

household, such as rent payments, and few assisted in domestic tasks upon moving home. 

Many mentioned that mothers automatically resumed responsibility for domestic tasks.  

Lack of contribution on the end of the young adult may have negative implications on 

more than parental satisfaction with co-residence. Findings of one study revealed that co-

resident young adults who did not have any responsibility for household bills felt less 

mature than those who did. Further, those that had jobs and were more financially 

independent from parents had more of a sense of independence and an increased sense of 

entitlement to adult rights than young adults who did not have jobs. Unemployment not 
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only meant financial dependence for these young adults, but also a lack of power in the 

household (White, 2002).  

These studies have explained how household contributions and financial support 

impacted satisfaction with co-residence, but there have been few linkages made between 

support and family closeness. While one study found that closeness to mothers increased 

the odds of economic and housing support (Swartz, Kim, Uno, Mortimer, & O‘Brien, 

2011), no studies have examined how economic contributions of young adults or parents 

impact closeness.  

Parent-child relationships during co-residence. In one study, young adults that 

moved home immediately after college were asked to rate their relationships with parents 

during different time points. Respondents rated relationships as significantly lower during 

their last month living at home than during their first month living at home (Petree, 

2012b), indicating that the relationship changes throughout co-residence. Although 

changes in interactions between parents and young adult children do occur, it is not clear 

how parent-child relationships change across the move home. Another study revealed that 

upon return, young adults tried to establish new, adult relationships with parents, but 

perceived that parents still saw them as children. Even though young adults wanted 

independence and adult status, they reverted to previous childhood patterns upon moving 

home (Sassler et al., 2008). This signifies a loss of adulthood status, which may impact 

an individual‘s perception of his- or herself, further impacting the relationship between 

residence and a change in closeness.  
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Feelings of adulthood. Unlike in the past, when marriage was considered the 

ultimate transition into adulthood, markers of adulthood today are more individualistic, 

such as becoming independent and self-sufficient (Arnett, 1998). The transition to 

adulthood is now thought of as gradual and extending over several years. Life course 

changes and transitions normative of this stage include leaving the parental home, 

entering school or military service, choosing a career, establishing economic 

independence, getting married, and having children (Aquilino, 1997).  

Returning home, especially after a period of independence from parents, may 

upset what young adults and parents see as transitional markers of adulthood. According 

to a sample of 18-28 year olds, primary role transitions necessary for adulthood included 

being ―financially independent from parents‖ and ―no longer living in parents‘ 

household‖ (Arnett, 1997). Returning home could mean that ‗adulthood‘ comes later in 

the lifecycle (Hartung & Sweeney, 1991). Young adults that lived at home after 

graduating from college reported two of the greatest challenges to be establishing 

independence and boundaries (Petree, 2012b), suggesting these indicators of adulthood 

become blurry during co-residence with parents. Young adults‘ feelings of adulthood 

may impact how they feel about moving home, as well as how close they feel to parents. 

Previous research has found that higher levels of family closeness reduced the likelihood 

of feeling like an adult for a sample of adolescents, suggesting that adolescents in 

conflict-ridden families may detach from parents earlier than those who perceived higher 

levels of warmth from parents (Benson & Johnson, 2009). The role that feelings of 

adulthood play in connection between residence and closeness is unknown, however. 
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Self-efficacy. Perceived self-efficacy refers to an individual‘s judgment about 

what he or she can and cannot do, or the sense of confidence and competence to make 

changes in one‘s life (Cervone, Artistico, & Berry, 2006). These judgments influence 

choices and activities; people choose those that they feel capable of handling. Beliefs 

about self-efficacy further impact how long an individual will persist in a challenging 

situation and an individual‘s emotional reactions during transactions with the 

environment (Bandura, 1982).  

Moving back in with parents after living on one‘s own may impact an individual‘s 

feelings about his or herself in some way, including his or her confidence and judgments 

of personal capabilities. Several of the primary reasons to move home include factors that 

young adults do not have much control over, such as a lack of available jobs. An 

individual‘s self-efficacy may further be associated with closeness to others. Previous 

research has found self-efficacy to be positively correlated with family relationships 

(Riggio, Valenzuela, & Weiser, 2010). Most often, however, research has examined how 

family relationships contributed to self-efficacy and has found that more positive 

relationships are related to stronger self-efficacy beliefs (Graziano, Bonino, & Cattelino, 

2009; Tangeman & Hall, 2011). Further, children that were more securely attached to 

parents had a higher sense of self-efficacy (Bilgin & Akkapulu, 2007; Coleman, 2003). 

There is, however, a lack of research examining how an individual‘s perceived self-

efficacy impacts closeness in families. 

Research Questions 
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Available literature indicates that there is a connection between residence and 

parent-child closeness, but does not directly examine this connection, or the contribution 

of individual or family factors, in post-college young adults. This study aims to do so by 

examining the following research questions: 

1. What is the relationship between post-college residence and the change in parent-

child closeness from college to post-college?  

2. What is the contribution of feelings of adulthood and self-efficacy to the 

relationship between post-college residence and the change in parent-child 

closeness? 

3. What is the contribution of family obligation and family financial support to the 

relationship between post-college residence and the change in parent-child 

closeness, above and beyond the contribution of feelings of adulthood and self-

efficacy? 

This research will provide information to researchers who wish to explore post-

college family relationships, including boomerang families. Additionally, findings can be 

used by family professionals providing information to parents and families of college 

students.  

Method 

Data Source 

The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) is a 

nationally representative sample of American youth. Data collection began in 1994; a 

school-based cluster sampling design was used to select a sample of students in grades 7-
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12. In-school questionnaires were followed up with four waves of in-home interviews 

in 1994-95, 1996, 2001-02, and 2007-08. Throughout the four waves of data collection, 

additional sources were used to gather information including parents, siblings, peers, 

school administrators, and romantic partners.  

The current study uses information gathered during the third and fourth wave of 

data collection. The in-home interviews at Wave III were conducted with 15,197 

respondents, who were between 18 and 26 years old in 2001-02. The in-home interviews 

at Wave IV were conducted with 15,701 respondents, who were between 24 and 32 years 

old in 2007-08. Along with longitudinal elements from the earlier waves of data 

collection, survey content in Waves III and IV focused on topics relevant to the lives of 

young adults, including educational transitions, economic conditions, cohabitation and 

marriage, and key life events. Add Health is described in more detail at 

www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/.  

Participants 

The present study included participants that lived away from their parent‘s home 

and were in college in Wave III. In the data set, 2,512 participants met these criteria. Of 

these participants, 59.7% were female and 40.3% were male. The average age at Wave III 

was 21.90 years with a range of 18.33 to 27.67 years; the average age at Wave IV was 

28.37 years with a range of 24.58 to 34.08 years. In the sample, 69.7% reported being 

white; other races reported included black/African American (21.3%), Asian (6.3%),  and 

American Indian/Native American (1.4%; Table 1). Of these 2,512 participants, 9.8% 

(247) were living at home at Wave IV (home returners); 90.2% (2265) were not living at 

http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/
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home at Wave IV (non-returner; see Table 2 for demographic characteristics of each 

sample). 

Measures 

 Change in parent-child closeness. To represent the affect dimension of 

intergenerational solidarity theory, change in parent-child closeness was computed with 

two items from Wave III and Wave IV that asked about mothers and fathers separately: 

―How close do you feel to [her/him].‖ Items were measured on a 5-point scale from (1) 

―not close at all‖ to (5) ―extremely close‖ (―very close‖ in Wave IV). Closeness at Wave 

III was subtracted from closeness at Wave IV to create an item that measured closeness 

change over time.  

 Post-college residence. As all participants included in this study lived away from 

home at Wave III, this measure only uses data on residence from Wave IV. To represent 

the structural dimension of intergenerational solidarity theory, post-college residence was 

reported with one item, ―Where do you live now? That is, where do you stay most 

often?‖ Responses were dichotomized to include home returners: ―your parents‘ home‖ 

and non-returners: ―another person‘s home;‖ ―your own place (apartment, house, trailer, 

etc.);‖ ―group quarters (dormitory, barracks, group home, hospital, communal home, 

prison or penitentiary, etc.);‖ and ―homeless—that is, you have no regular place to stay.‖  

Feelings of adulthood. Feelings of adulthood were reported in Wave III and 

measured using a scale containing three items: a) Respondents were asked ―Some people 

grow up faster than others, some grow up slower. In terms of social maturity, would you 

say you grew up faster, slower, or at about the same rate as other people your age?‖ and 
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responded on a 3-pont scale from (1) ―faster‖ to (3) ―slower;‖ b) Respondents were 

asked ―In terms of taking on adult responsibilities, would you say you grew up faster, 

slower, or at about the same rate?‖ and responded on a 3-pont scale from (1) ―faster‖ to 

(3) ―slower;‖ c) Respondents were asked ―In general, how old do you feel compared with 

others your age?‖ and could respond on a 5-point scale from (1) ―older all of the time‖ to 

(5) ―younger all of the time.‖ The third item was recoded to a 3-point scale: (1) ―older;‖ 

(2) ―neither older nor younger;‖ and (3) ―younger.‖ All items were recoded so that a 

higher score on this scale reflects stronger feelings of adulthood (Cronbach‘s 



=.621).  

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy was reported in Wave IV and measured using a scale 

containing five items: a) ―There is little I can do to change the important things in my 

life;‖ b) Other people determine most of what I can and cannot do;‖ c) There are many 

things that interfere with what I want to do;‖ d) I have little control over the things that 

happen to me;‖ e) There is really no way I can solve the problems I have.‖ Items were 

answered on a 5-point scale from (1) ―strongly agree‖ to (5) ―strongly disagree.‖ Items 

were recoded so that a higher score on this scale reflects stronger feelings of mastery 

(Cronbach‘s 



=.749).  

Family obligation. To represent the normative dimension of intergenerational 

solidarity theory, family obligation was reported in Wave IV and measured using two 

items: a) ―How often on your primary job have you had to cut back your hours or turn 

down overtime because of your family responsibilities?;‖ and b) ―How often on your 

primary job have you spent less time with your family than you wanted to because of 

work responsibilities?‖ Items were answered on a 4-point scale from (1) ―frequently‖ to 
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(4) ―never.‖ Items were reverse coded and summed so that a higher score represents 

higher levels of family obligation (Cronbach‘s 



=.471). 

 Financial support. To represent the functional dimension of intergenerational 

solidarity theory, financial support was measured in Wave IV. Parent to child financial 

support was measured by an item that asked about mothers and fathers separately: ―How 

many times has your (mother/father figure) paid your living expenses or given you $50 or 

more to pay living expenses during the past 12 months?‖ Child to parent financial support 

was measured by an item that asked about mothers and fathers separately: ―How many 

times have you paid your (mother/father figure‘s) living expenses or given her/him more 

than $50 to pay living expenses during the past 12 months?‖ Response choices for all 

four support questions included: ―never;‖ ―yes, number of times unknown;‖ ―yes, 1 or 2 

times;‖ and ―yes, 3 or 4 times.‖ Items are used individually in analyses.  

 Demographic characteristics. Participants reported gender, age, race, household 

income, young adult income, and distance living from mothers and fathers at Wave IV 

(Table A1 and Table A2). 

Data Analysis Plan 

Preliminary Analyses 

Missing data. For all variables of interest, missing data ranged from 0% missing 

to 28.7% missing. For each variable of interest, I will create a new variable that indicates 

whether or not the item is missing. I will then use a series of t-tests to determine where 

respondents with missing data differ from respondents with complete data. If missing 
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values are determined to be missing at random (MAR), expectation maximization will 

be used to impute values for all missing data (Johnson & Young, 2011).   

Control variables. There is evidence that intergenerational relations vary by a 

number of characteristics, including gender of the child, race, and family structure 

(Aquilino, 1994, 1997; Rossi & Rossi, 1990). Based on this evidence, preliminary 

analyses will be computed to explore differences in the change in parent-child closeness 

by demographic characteristics, including young adult gender, age, race, total household 

income, young adult income, and distance living from mother and father. These tests will 

determine which demographic characteristics will be used as control variables in final 

analyses.   

Descriptive information.  Descriptive analyses will be conducted for all primary 

variables in order to provide information on: a) how much parent-child closeness changed 

from college to post-college; b) how young adults rated their feelings of adulthood and 

self-efficacy; and c) levels of family obligation and parent to child and child to parent 

financial support (Table A3). Additionally, t-tests will be conducted with the purpose of 

examining differences in primary variables for home returners and non-returners.  

Multicollinearity testing. Correlation analyses have been conducted to determine 

that intercorrelations between all predictor variables are low. Multicollinearity, or high 

intercorrelations between independent variables, can lead to inaccurate results, as high 

intercorrelations confirm that the predictor variables contain too much of the same 

information. Intercorrelations between predictor variables are low (Table A4); 

multicollinearity will not be a problem for primary analyses.  
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Primary Analyses 

Research question #1. In order to answer the first research question—what is the 

relationship between post-college residence and the change in parent-child closeness 

from college to post-college—regression analyses will be conducted separately for 

change in closeness to mothers and change in closeness to fathers. Change in parent-child 

closeness will be entered as the dependent variable. Control variables, determined 

through preliminary analyses, will be entered in the first block; post-college residence 

will be entered in the second block as the predictor variable.  

Research question #2.  The second research question—what is the contribution 

of feelings of adulthood and self-efficacy to the relationship between post-college 

residence and the change in parent-child closeness—will build upon research question #1 

through regression analyses conducted separately for change in closeness to mothers and 

change in closeness to fathers. Change in parent-child closeness will remain as the 

dependent variable. Control variables, determined through preliminary analyses, will be 

entered in the first block; post-college residence will be entered in the second block; and 

feelings of adulthood and self-efficacy will be entered in the third block in order to 

examine the role of these individual factors above and beyond the influence of post-

college residence.  

Research question #3. The third research question—what is the contribution of 

family obligation and family financial support to the relationship between post-college 

residence and the change in parent-child closeness, above and beyond the contribution of 
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feelings of adulthood and self-efficacy—will build upon research question #2 through 

regression analyses conducted separately for change in closeness to mothers and change 

in closeness to fathers. Change in parent-child closeness will remain as the dependent 

variable. Control variables, determined through preliminary analyses, will be entered in 

the first block; post-college residence will be entered in the second block; feelings of 

adulthood and self-efficacy will be entered in the third block; and family obligation, 

parent to child financial support, and child to parent financial support will be entered in 

the fourth block in order to examine the role of these family factors above and beyond the 

influence of post-college residence and individual factors.  
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Table A1: 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N=2512) 

 

Characteristic N % Mean (Range) 

Biological Sex    

 Female 1500 59.7%  

 Male 1012 40.3%  

 Missing 0 0.0%  

Age     

 Wave III   21.90 (18.33-27.67) 

 Wave IV   28.37 (24.58-34.08) 

Race    

 White 1751 69.7%  

 Black/African American 535 21.3%  

 Asian 159 6.3%  

 American Indian/Native 

American 

36 1.4%  

 Missing 31 1.2%  

Total household income    

 Less than $5,000 45 1.8%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 31 1.2%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 46 1.8%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 64 2.5%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 84 3.3%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 98 3.9%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 246 9.8%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 282 11.2%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 629 25.0%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 423 16.8%  

 $100,000 to $149,000 302 12.0%  

 $150,000 or more 170 6.8%  

 Missing 92 3.7%  

Young adult income    

 Less than $5,000 206 8.2%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 84 3.3%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 116 4.6%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 130 5.2%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 189 7.5%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 203 8.1%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 475 18.9%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 383 15.2%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 481 19.1%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 98 3.9%  

(Table A1 continues) 



     

 

79 

(Table A1 continued) 

 

 $100,000 to $149,000 45 1.8%  

 $150,000 or more 31 1.2%  

 Missing 71 2.8%  

Distance from mother W4    

 Live together 255 10.2%  

 Within 1 mile 131 5.2%  

 1 to 10 miles 428 17.0%  

 11 to 50 miles 432 17.2%  

 51 to 100 miles 189 7.5%  

 101 to 200 miles 225 9.0%  

 More than 200 miles 732 29.1%  

 Missing 120 4.8%  

Distance from father W4    

 Live together 161 6.4%  

 Within 1 mile 102 4.1%  

 1 to 10 miles 389 15.5%  

 11 to 50 miles 364 14.5%  

 51 to 100 miles 183 7.3%  

 101 to 200 miles 205 8.2%  

 More than 200 miles 704 28.0%  

 

 

 

 



     

 

80 

Table A2: 

Demographic Characteristics of Home Returners and Non-Returners 

 

Characteristic Home returners (N=247) Non-returners (N=2265) 

 N % Mean (Range) N % Mean (Range) 

Biological Sex       

 Female 146 59.1%  1354 59.8%  

 Male 101 40.9%  911 40.2%  

Age        

 Wave III   21.60  

(18.42-25.83) 

  21.93  

(18.33-27.67) 

 Wave IV   28.08  

(25.08-32.75) 

  28.40  

(24.58-34.08) 

Race       

 White 146 59.1%  1605 70.9%  

 Black/African 

American 

67 27.1%  468 20.7%  

 Asian 29 11.7%  130 5.7%  

 American 

Indian/Native American 

2 0.8%  34 1.5%  

 Missing 3 1.2%  28 1.2%  

Total household income       

 Less than $5,000 4 1.6%  41 1.8%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 2 0.8%  29 1.3%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 2 0.8%  44 1.9%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 1 0.4%  63 2.8%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 4 1.6%  80 3.5%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 10 4.0%  88 3.9%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 12 4.9%  234 10.3%  

 $40,000 to $49,999 24 9.7%  258 11.4%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 35 14.2%  594 26.2%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 35 14.2%  388 17.1%  

 $100,000 to $149,000 41 16.6%  261 11.5%  

 $150,000 or more 41 16.6%  129 5.7%  

 Missing 36 14.6%  56 2.5%  

Young adult income       

 Less than $5,000 36 14.6%  170 7.5%  

 $5,000 to $9,999 11 4.5%  73 3.2%  

 $10,000 to $14,999 18 7.3%  98 4.3%  

 $15,000 to $19,999 16 6.5%  114 5.0%  

 $20,000 to $24,999 17 6.9%  172 7.6%  

 $25,000 to $29,999 27 9.7%  179 7.9%  

 $30,000 to $39,999 39 15.8%  436 19.2%  

(Table A2 continues) 
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(Table A2 continued) 

 

 $40,000 to $49,999 37 15.0%  346 15.3%  

 $50,000 to $74,999 34 13.8%  447 19.7%  

 $75,000 to $99,999 3 1.2%  95 4.2%  

 $100,000 to $149,000 0 0.0%  45 2.0%  

 $150,000 or more 0 0.0%  31 1.4%  

 Missing 7 2.8%  59 2.6%  

Distance from mother W4       

 Live together 204 82.6%  51 2.3%  

 Within 1 mile 2 0.8%  129 5.7%  

 1 to 10 miles 10 4.0%  418 18.5%  

 11 to 50 miles 7 2.8%  425 18.8%  

 51 to 100 miles 3 1.2%  186 8.2%  

 101 to 200 miles 1 0.4%  224 9.9%  

 More than 200 miles 13 5.3%  719 31.7%  

 Missing 7 2.8%  113 5.0%  

Distance from father W4       

 Live together 143 57.9%  18 0.8%  

 Within 1 mile 2 0.8%  100 4.4%  

 1 to 10 miles 18 7.3%  371 16.4%  

 11 to 50 miles 14 5.7%  350 15.5%  

 51 to 100 miles 7 2.8%  176 7.8%  

 101 to 200 miles 3 1.2%  202 8.9%  

 More than 200 miles 21 8.5%  683 30.2%  

 Missing 39 15.8%  365 16.1%  
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Table A3: 

Descriptive information for primary variables (N=2512) 

 

Variable N % Mean (Range) 

Change in closeness    

 Mothers   .075 (-4-4) 

 Fathers   .010 (-4-4) 

Feelings of adulthood   7.23 (3-14) 

Self-efficacy   20.08 (5-25) 

Family obligation    

Mother to child financial support    

 Never 1546 61.5%  

 Yes, number of times unknown 421 16.8%  

 Yes, 1 or 2 times 145 5.8%  

 Yes, 3 or 4 times 279 11.1%  

 Missing 121 4.8%  

Child to mother financial support    

 Never 1837 73.1%  

 Yes, number of times unknown 280 11.1%  

 Yes, 1 or 2 times 111 4.4%  

 Yes, 3 or 4 times 163 6.5%  

 Missing 121 4.8%  

Father to child financial support    

 Never 1456 58.0%  

 Yes, number of times unknown 326 13.0%  

 Yes, 1 or 2 times 106 4.2%  

 Yes, 3 or 4 times 222 8.8%  

 Missing 402 16.0%  

Child to father financial support    

 Never 1888 75.2%  

 Yes, number of times unknown 129 5.1%  

 Yes, 1 or 2 times 37 1.5%  

 Yes, 3 or 4 times 56 2.2%  

 Missing 402 15.9%  
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Table A4:  

Intercorrelations for Predictor Variables  

 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Mother       

1. Wave IV residence --      

2. Adulthood status .035 --     

3. Self-efficacy .033 .009 --    

4. Family obligation -.023 -.141
**

 .110
**

 --   

5. Mother-child finance 

exchange 

-.292
**

 -.044
*
 -.093

**
 .000 --  

6. Child-mother finance 

exchange 

-.220
**

 .068
**

 -.019 -.096
**

 .171
**

 -- 

Father       

1. Wave IV residence --      

2. Adulthood status .035 --     

3. Self-efficacy .033 .009 --    

4. Family obligation -.023 -.141
**

 .110
**

 --   

5. Father-child finance exchange -.243
**

 -.048
*
 -.054

*
 .027 --  

6. Child-father finance exchange -.188
**

 .024 -.002 -.060
**

 .026
**

 -- 
**

p< .01 
*
p< .05 

 

 

 

 


