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Racial/Ethnic Variation in Family Support: African Americans, Black Caribbeans and 

Non-Latino Whites 

Objective:  This study examined racial and ethnic differences in the receipt and provision of 
instrumental family support.   
 
Background:  Extended families provide significant levels of emotional and instrumental 
support across the life course. Despite their importance, extended family relationships and the 
assistance they provide are largely neglected in the literature. Further, questions remain 
concerning cultural variation in family support relationships and inconsistent findings on racial 
differences in family support in prior investigations. 
 
Method:  This study relied on data from the National Survey of American Life-Reinterview 
(n=3,483) to investigate the provision and receipt of instrumental support from extended family 
among African Americans, Black Caribbeans, and non-Latino Whites and within high- and low-
income categories for each group.  Eight key measures of instrumental family support are 
examined: receiving and providing transportation, help with chores, financial assistance, and 
help during an illness.   
 
Results:  African Americans and Black Caribbeans share similar profiles of providing and 
receiving instrumental family support.  Both populations receive and provide assistance more 
frequently than do non-Latino Whites.  Similarly, analyses stratified by income indicated that for 
low-income and high-income groups, African American and Black Caribbeans are similar to one 
another, and at each income category, both groups received and provided support more 
frequently than non-Latino Whites.   
 
Conclusion: Study findings are discussed in relation to conceptual and methodological 
differences in assessing Black-White differences across studies of family support.  Attention to 
these issues and the specific contexts for receiving/providing family support (emergency vs. 
routine; intergenerational vs. extended) will help clarify inconsistent findings across studies. 
 

Keywords: ethnicity, family diversity, interpersonal relationships, kinship, race, social network, 
social support.  
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Extended families are a mainstay of society and provide emotional and instrumental 

support (e.g., transportation, money, chores, help during illness) across the life course (Chatters 

et al., 2018; Cross et al., 2018a; Taylor et al., 2003).  For instance, in addition to routine chores 

(Stack, 1974) and childcare (Dow, 2016a), extended family members provide and receive 

financial assistance (Jayakody, 1998) and extended caregiving during illness (Dilworth-

Anderson et al., 2002).  Despite the importance of informal social support networks, kinship, and 

family support exchanges, several studies (e.g., Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004), including a recent 

review of this literature (Furstenberg, 2020), argue that extended family relationships are a 

neglected area in family studies.  

The present study uses data from the National Survey of American Life (NSAL) to 

investigate differences between African Americans, Black Caribbeans, and non-Latino Whites in 

the provision and receipt of instrumental support (i.e., transportation, help with chores, financial 

assistance, help during an illness) from extended family members.  Although definitions of 

extended family differ, for the sake of parsimony, we use the term “extended family” to refer to 

individuals related to a person through blood relation or marriage including parents, children, 

grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, in-laws and other relatives, but not spouses. We use the 

terms African American, Black Caribbean, and Black American in this study to refer to distinct 

groups.  African American refers to persons of African descent who are native to the U.S., while 

Black Caribbean refers to persons of African descent whose parents or grandparents were born in 

the Caribbean region.  Although often used in research, the general term “Black American” does 

not differentiate between African Americans and Black Caribbeans who comprise this group.  

However, we retain the term Black American if it was used in the original research. We begin 

the literature review with research on Black-White differences in family support, followed by 
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research on family support relationships among Black Caribbeans.  Then we discuss literature 

exploring the role of income in research on African American and Black Caribbean family 

supports.  Next, social exchange theory and the family solidarity model are discussed as 

theoretical frameworks for this study.  This section concludes with a discussion of the focus of 

the study. 

Black-White Differences in Family Support 

Research on Black-White differences in family support has produced inconsistent results.  

Although some research indicates that Black families have more supportive networks (e.g., 

Benin & Keith, 1995; Gerstel & Gallager, 1994), other work finds that White families have more 

supportive networks (e.g., Hogan et al., 1993; Jayakody, 1998), while other studies report mixed 

findings (e.g., Fingerman et al., 2011; Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004).  For example, Fingerman et 

al., (2011) found that among middle-aged adults, Whites provided more support to adult children 

than Blacks, but Blacks provided more support to parents than their White counterparts.   

The research team of Sarkisian and Gerstel have produced several notable articles in this 

area.  Collectively, they find that African Americans are more likely than Whites to co-reside 

with relatives, to reside within two miles of relatives, to visit relatives more frequently, and are 

more likely to exchange instrumental social support including household work, childcare and 

running errands (Gerstel, 2011).  They also find that although African American men interact 

with their families more frequently, White men are more likely to provide and receive large-scale 

financial support (Gerstel, 2011).  In one of their most cited studies, Sarkisian and Gerstel (2004) 

found that Black and White Americans have different patterns of social support exchanges.  In 

particular, they found that Black Americans are more involved in childcare, chores, and 

transportation, whereas Whites are more involved with financial and emotional assistance.   
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Taylor et al., (2013) did not find any differences between African Americans and non-

Latino Whites in receiving overall family support and emotional support and the size of the 

family support network.  However, African Americans were more likely to report more frequent 

contact with family members and to provide assistance to family members more frequently.  

Sarkisian and Gerstel’s (2004) findings that African Americans were more likely than Whites to 

provide childcare, chores, and transportation may be accounted for by their more frequent 

contact with extended family members (i.e., daily contact), as these activities are more likely to 

occur when individuals are involved in ongoing interactions.  Based upon these findings we 

expect that African Americans will receive and provide instrumental support more frequently 

than non-Latino Whites (Hypothesis 1). 

Black Caribbean Family Support   

 An emerging body of research examines family support among Black Caribbeans in the 

U.S. This research is important in several respects.  Black Caribbeans represent a significant 

proportion of the Black populations in the Northeast U.S. (New York/New Jersey) and Florida 

(Logan, 2007; Zong & Batalova, 2019). Despite their numbers and differences in countries of 

origin and descent, cultural traditions, and sometimes language, Black Caribbean populations are 

not typically recognized as a distinct ethnic group within the Black U.S. population (Waters, 

1999).  Finally, studies of the migration of Black Caribbeans to the U.S. indicate that extended 

family networks are intimately involved in providing instrumental and other supports in the pre- 

and post-migration process (Bashi, 2007).  Given the growing Black Caribbean population, it has 

become increasingly important to study this group and investigate differences and similarities 

with the larger African American population. 
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This body of research generally finds that Black Caribbeans are highly involved with 

their extended family networks and are members of transnational families with relatives residing 

in countries including the United States, England, Canada, and various Caribbean countries.  For 

example, Bashi’s (2007) research indicates that the migration of Black Caribbeans to new 

locations in the U.S. (New York) and U.K. (London) is supported by extended family members 

who are involved in migration decisions (e.g., who migrates and the timing of migration), as well 

as providing extensive social support in the form of financial resources and in-kind goods and 

services (clothing, room/board) during the migration process.  Extended family members also 

provide transnational kinship care for children who remain behind when parents migrate, as well 

as for children that are sent ahead of parents to reside with extended family in the receiving 

country. Chamberlain’s research (2003) on Black Caribbean families in Britain similarly 

underscores how extended family networks care for children during the migration process.  

Grandmothers, in particular, are involved in the practice of child-shifting, in which they assume 

caretaker responsibilities for minor children (e.g., grandchildren, nephews/nieces) when a parent 

migrates. Chamberlain’s research indicates that child shifting arrangements reflect long-standing 

patterns of support reciprocity within extended families that are based in strong cultural beliefs 

about the importance of family lineage and responsibility for the nurturing and care of children. 

Remittances of both goods and money to relatives in their country of origin (Bashi, 2007) 

is another important aspect of extended family support networks of Black Caribbeans.  Items 

such as clothes, toys, books, and food are sent in cardboard shipping “barrels” (Basch, 2001, 

2007).  Large 50-gallon shipping barrels that contain appliances, electronic items and other items 

are shipped by freighter to relatives in the Caribbean (Bashi, 2007).  Remittances of this type and 

financial assistance help relatives in home countries finance the construction of “middle-class 
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housing” as well as, in some cases, achieve middle class status (Basch, 2001).  An analysis of 

immigrants in New York City found that 34% of first-generation West Indians regularly sent 

money to relatives in their home country (Kasinitz et al., 2002).  Similarly, two out of three 

immigrants from St. Vincent and Grenada sent money to relatives in their home country at least 

once a year, and over half sent goods at least once a year (Basch, 2001).  

Meschede et al., (2015) conducted an analysis of racial and ethnicity differences in 

family support in Boston.  This is one of the few analyses of financial support that compares 

Black Caribbeans and African Americans.  They found that one of four Black Caribbeans (25%) 

send money to family members who live abroad.  Similarly, one of five African Americans 

(20%) and Black Caribbeans (18%) send money to other relatives who live in the United States.  

Black Caribbeans were more likely to provide any financial contribution to support higher 

education than African Americans, but African Americans were more likely to receive financial 

help towards the down payment for a new home (Meschede et al., 2015). 

The majority of research on Black Caribbean families is either based on ethnographic or 

surveys of distinct migrant communities in the U.S (e.g., West Indians in New York City).  Only 

with the advent of the NSAL are we beginning to see studies based on national data that reflect a 

broader cross-section of Caribbean respondents.  Lincoln and colleagues (2013) did not find any 

significant differences between African Americans and Black Caribbeans in the frequency of 

receiving emotional support from extended family.  Taylor and colleagues (Taylor et al., 2013) 

found that there were no differences between African Americans and Black Caribbeans in 

providing or receiving overall support and the degree of subjective family closeness.  Based 

upon this research, we expect that there will be no significant differences in the types of social 

support given and received between African American and Black Caribbeans (Hypothesis 2).   
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At present, there is extremely little research and no definitive literature regarding 

differences between Black Caribbeans and non-Latino Whites for types of support from family.   

Given this, the hypotheses that we present must necessarily remain speculative.  Consequently, 

we expect that that like African Americans, Black Caribbeans will receive and provide 

instrumental support more frequently than non-Latino Whites (Hypothesis 3). 

Race, Income and Family Support 

Studies that address the role of income in research on African American and Black 

Caribbean family supports can be categorized into three main categories. Several studies explore 

within group differences among African Americans (e.g., Chatters et al., 2002; Cross, 2021) and 

Black Caribbeans (Lincoln et al., 2013) where income is either not a specific focus or it is one of 

several demographic factors examined.  Other studies focus on poor and impoverished groups 

that heavily rely on the assistance of extended family members as a means of resource sharing to 

meet daily needs (Stack, 1974).  Finally, studies of familial support among middle-class and 

high-income families include within-group analysis of African Americans (Hill, 2022; McAdoo, 

1978) and between group analysis of differences among middle class Blacks and whites (Chiteji 

& Hamilton, 2002; O'Brien, 2012).   

Studies show that economically disadvantaged Black families engage in ongoing 

exchanges of emotional, and instrumental support with extended relatives that is often life 

sustaining and related to their economic circumstances (Stack, 1974).  One important aspect of 

research on middle-class and high- income African Americans concerns the degree to which 

financial and other forms of family support are important for achieving upward mobility (Dow, 

2016a; McAdoo, 1978; St. Vil, 2018).  Alternatively, other research examines the degree to 

which middle-class and high-income families provide financial supports to less well-off family 
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members and the degree to which that may hinder upward mobility and the accumulation of 

wealth (Chiteji & Hamilton, 2002; McKinley & Brown, 2020).   

Black Americans’ economic situations span the entirety of the income distribution, and it 

is important to assess whether race/ethnic differences in family support are found among low-

income and high-income adults.  As a matter of fact, one of the issues in this literature is that 

research on the support networks of poor African Americans is contrasted with research on non-

Latino whites in general (Furstenberg, 2020).  Very few analyses of Black-white differences in 

social support either stratify by income or examine race by income interactions (O'Brien, 2012 is 

a notable exception).  Consequently, to address this gap in the literature, we divide our sample 

into low- and high- income groups and investigate whether extended family support exchanges 

vary across racial groups that are in similar economic positions.  We expect that African 

Americans and Black Caribbeans with both high and low incomes will receive and provide 

instrumental support more frequently than non-Latino Whites (Hypothesis 4). 

Theoretical Models  

We utilize social exchange theory and the family solidarity model as theoretical frameworks 

that guide our analysis.  Because familial support involves exchanges among individuals, social 

exchange theory is a relevant framework for our analysis (Wan & Antonucci, 2016).  Exchange 

theorists argue that individuals are more likely to engage in relationships that are rewarding 

while minimizing relationships that are negative (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958).  Although 

exchange theory is utilized extensively in research in business and economics, its utilization in 

the context of familial relationships has a different focus.  Business and economic exchanges 

involve participants who have weak interpersonal ties that are short term in duration (Blau, 

1964).  Exchanges among family members, in contrast, involves individuals who have strong 
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interpersonal ties and exchanges that are long-term.  The enduring nature of familial connections 

allows opportunities for contact and the development of emotional closeness that support 

mutually satisfying and cohesive relationships.  Family relationships are further reinforced by 

shared family events and experiences that celebrate and reinforce kinship bonds such as 

weddings, funerals, birthdays, anniversaries, and family reunions.   

The family solidarity model, based on the work of Bengtson and associates (Bengtson et al., 

2002; McChesney & Bengtson, 1988), has been extensively used in research on extended family 

and intergenerational social support.  The family solidarity model has also been used with 

research on African Americans (Taylor et al., 2021), Black Caribbeans (Taylor et al., 2017) and 

non-Latino whites (Huo et al., 2019).  The concept of family cohesion is a central tenant of 

family solidarity theory.  Family cohesion is conceptualized as the degree of emotional closeness 

of family members and their level of contact with one another. Family members that are both 

emotionally close and in frequent contact with one another will both receive and provide 

assistance on a more frequent basis.  In other words, family members are more likely to receive 

and provide support to family members that they like and have stronger bonds and more contact 

with.   

Prior work confirms that frequency of family contact and degree of family closeness are 

positively associated with frequency of receiving and providing overall support (Taylor et al., 

2017).  This is found among African Americans (Taylor et al., 2021) and Black Caribbeans 

(Taylor et al., 2017), as well as Jamaicans in the U.S., and in Kingston, Jamacia (Forsythe-

Brown et al., 2017).  Further, the magnitude of standardized coefficients for subjective family 

closeness and family contact tend to be larger than those for demographic variables like gender, 

age, income and education (Taylor et al., 2017), suggesting that they have a larger overall effect.   
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One of the strengths of the present analysis is that we examine racial and ethnic differences 

in instrumental support both with and without controls for measures of subjective family 

closeness and the frequency of family contact.  Thus, we are able to ascertain whether 

racial/ethnic differences in instrumental support are eliminated when accounting for these family 

variables.  This represents a useful contribution to the literature, as the majority of research on 

black-white differences in family social support does not examine the impact of subjective 

family closeness and/or contact. 

Focus of the Present Study 

 The present study investigates racial and ethnic differences in instrumental support using 

data from the National Survey of American Life Re-Interview.  To our knowledge, it is the first 

study that compares instrumental support from extended family members for Black Caribbean, 

African American, and Non-Latino White adults.  This analysis builds on previous research on 

Black-White differences in social support, as well as research on African American families and 

makes several contributions to research in this field.  First, it includes comparisons of African 

Americans and Black Caribbeans in the United States.  Distinguishing between Black 

Caribbeans and African Americans is consistent with calls by researchers to acknowledge and 

examine ethnic diversity of the Black population in the U.S. (Batson et al., 2006, Waters, 1999).  

Second, it examines racial and ethnic differences in both frequency of receiving and providing 

instrumental support to family, in response to research in this field that notes the limited amount 

of research on support provision (Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004).  Third, this study addresses recent 

calls to investigate the contributions of extended family members, in addition to work on 

intergenerational ties and kinship research that focuses on a small number of family ties (Daw et 

al., 2016; Furstenberg, 2020).  Fourth, this study examines racial/ethnic differences in support 
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among low-income as well as high- income adults.  Lastly, we present analyses that control for 

frequency of family contact and subjective family closeness which are known correlates of 

instrumental support (Cross et al., 2018b).  The focus on racial and ethnic variability provides a 

unique opportunity to explore possible differences between three populations in the frequency of 

receiving and providing four forms of instrumental support from extended family members—

transportation, household chores, financial assistance, and help with illness.   

Methods 
 
Sample 

This analysis is based on data from The National Survey of American Life Adult Re-

interview. The field work for the original National Survey of American Life (NSAL) and the 

NSAL-Re-interview (NSAL-RIW) were completed by the Institute of Social Research’s Survey 

Research Center, in cooperation with the Program for Research on Black Americans at the 

University of Michigan.  Data collection for both surveys were conducted from February 2001 to 

June 2003.  A total of 6,082 interviews were conducted with persons aged 18 or older.  The 

overall response rate for the NSAL was 72.3%.  Final response rates for the NSAL two-phase 

sample designs were computed using the American Association of Public Opinion Research 

guidelines for Response Rate 3 samples (AAPOR, 2006).  All respondents in the original NSAL 

were invited to complete a self-administered follow-up questionnaire. The NSAL Adult Re-

interview (NSAL-RIW) included measures of instrumental family support that were not 

available in the original NSAL.  Of the 6,082 NSAL respondents who completed the original 

interview, a total of 3,438 completed the self-administered NSAL-RIW and comprise the sample 

for the current study.  
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The NSAL sample has a national multi-stage probability design.  The African American 

sample is the core sample of the NSAL.  The African American sample is a nationally 

representative sample of households located in the 48 coterminous states with at least one Black 

adult 18 years or over who did not identify ancestral ties in the Caribbean. Both the African 

American and non-Hispanic White samples were selected exclusively from these targeted 

geographic segments in proportion to the African American population.  

The non-Latino White sample was a stratified, disproportionate sample of non-Latino 

White adults residing in households located in the 2000 Census tracts and blocks that are at least 

10% or greater African American population (Heeringa et al., 2004:230).  While the white 

sample is not optimal for descriptive analysis of the U.S. White population, the sample design 

and analysis weights for this sample were designed to be optimal for comparative analyses in 

which residential, environmental, and socio-economic characteristics are controlled in Black-

White statistical contrasts (Heeringa et al., 2004). The design of the non-Hispanic White sample 

was to maximize the geographic and socio-economic overlap with the African American sample.  

This strategy builds upon the recommendations of a body of research which notes the difficulty 

of fully controlling for socioeconomic status in Black-White comparisons because the 

geographical and residential context of the two groups vastly differ (LaVeist & McDonald, 2002; 

Yu & Williams, 1999).   

In both the African American and Black Caribbean samples, it was necessary for 

respondents to self-identify their race as Black.  Those self-identifying as Black were included in 

the Black Caribbean sample if: 1) they answered affirmatively when asked if they were of West 

Indian or Caribbean descent, 2) they said they were from a country included on a list of 

Caribbean area countries presented by the interviewer, or 3) they indicated that their parents or 
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grandparents were born in a Caribbean area country (see Jackson, et al., 2004).  The Black 

Caribbean sample was selected from two area probability sample frames:  the core NSAL sample 

and an area probability sample of housing units from geographic areas with a relatively high 

density of persons of Caribbean descent (more than 10% of the population) (see Heeringa et al., 

2004 for a more detailed description of the sample designs and sampling methods used in the 

development of the NSAL). 

Measures 

Dependent Variables 

Eight dependent variables are used in this analysis; four assess how often respondents 

received different types of instrumental support from their family members and four assess how 

frequently respondents provided specific types of support to their family members.  With regard 

to receiving support, respondents were asked “Other than your spouse or partner, how often do 

your family members do the following things for you?  How often do they provide you with 

transportation? How often do they help you with regular chores, such as shopping, cleaning or 

yard work? How often do they help you financially? How often do they help when you are sick 

or ill?”  With regard to giving support, respondents were asked about the same four types of 

instrumental support. In particular, they were asked how often they provided assistance to family 

members in the form of: transportation, chores, financial help, and help when ill.  Response 

categories for each of these 8 instrumental social support items were very often=4, fairly 

often=3, not too often=2, and never=1.   Missing cases for the instrumental support variables 

ranged from 67 cases to 92 cases (see Table 1).   

Independent Variables 
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Several sociodemographic factors (i.e., age, gender, family income, education, working 

status, marital status and region).  Each of these demographic variables are included as controls 

to be consistent with previous research in this area and because they have known associations 

with family relationships and support exchanges.  Age and education are coded in years and 

family income is coded in dollars.  The Program for Research on Black Americans staff imputed 

missing data for the total NSAL sample for household income (773 cases 12.7% of the total 

NSAL sample) and education 74 cases (1.2% of the total NSAL sample).  Marital status is coded 

as married, cohabiting (partner), separated, divorced, widowed and never married.  Employment 

status differentiates respondents who are employed, unemployed, and out of the labor force (e.g., 

full time students, disabled, retired).  Region is coded as four categories (Northeast, North 

Central, West and South).  There were 12 missing cases for marital status and 5 missing cases for 

work status. 

Two family network variables that are commonly used in social support research are 

utilized as independent variables.  Frequency of contact with family members is measured by the 

question: “How often do you see, write or talk on the telephone with family or relatives who do 

not live with you? Would you say nearly every day (7), at least once a week (6), a few times a 

month (5), at least once a month (4), a few times a year (3), hardly ever (2) or never (1)?”  

Degree of subjective family closeness is measured by the question: “How close do you feel 

towards your family members? Would you say very close (4), fairly close (3), not too close (2) 

or not close at all (1)?”  The variable, family contact had 21 missing cases and family closeness 

had 22 missing cases (the same 21 missing cases and an additional one).  The n’s for all study 

variables are presented Table 1. 

Analysis Strategy 
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Bivariate analyses used complex design-corrected measures of association; the Rao-Scott 

chi-square for categorical variables and the F-test for continuous variables.  Linear regression 

analysis is used for analysis involving the entire sample, as well as for analysis stratified by 

income.  Income was stratified by median splits of the sample (the high-income group is 

comprised of all the respondents whose family incomes are above the median and the low-

income group is comprised of all the respondents whose family incomes are equal to or below 

the median).  Computations for the distribution of the sociodemographic characteristics and 

linear regression analyses were conducted using SAS 9.1.3, which uses the Taylor expansion 

approximation technique for calculating the complex design-based estimates of variance.  All 

analyses utilize sampling weights.  To obtain results that are generalizable to the U.S. population, 

all statistical analyses accounted for the complex multistage clustered design of the NSAL 

sample, unequal probabilities of selection, nonresponse (including the lower response rate of the 

NSAL-RIW), and post-stratification to calculate weighted, nationally representative population 

estimates and standard errors. 

Results 

 Table 1 presents the distribution of sample characteristics and the study variables.  The 

average age of the sample is 44 years and respondents have roughly 13 years of education and an 

average annual income of $42,000.  Women comprise 58% of the sample and 47% of 

respondents are married/cohabiting, 25% are never married, while roughly a quarter of the 

sample are either separated, divorced or widowed. Regionally, more than half of respondents 

reside in the South, 20% in the Northeast, and roughly 13% reside in both the North Central and 

West regions.  Half of the sample are non-Latino Whites (54%), 43% are African American, and 

2% are Black Caribbean (all percentages are weighted).  Mean levels of receiving assistance in 
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the four areas (transportation, chores, finances, and illness) range from 2.43 (illness) to 3.12 

(chores).  Mean levels for providing assistance range from 2.21 (illness) to 2.84 (finances).  The 

average level of family contact is 6.04 (at least once a week) and subjective family closeness is 

3.64 (fairly close).  Comparisons by race and ethnicity reveal that non-Latino Whites and Black 

Caribbeans have more years of formal education and are also more likely to be currently married 

than African Americans.  Black Caribbeans had the highest average income ($52,480) and 

African Americans had the lowest ($35,281).  There were no racial/ethnic differences in family 

contact or subjective family closeness, but African American and Black Caribbeans received and 

provided support more frequently than non-Latino whites. 

  Table 2 presents the regression analysis by race and ethnicity for receipt and provision of 

our four measures of instrumental support.  For the sake of parsimony, the results are presented 

across all of the dependent variables in each table.  Race/ethnicity is represented by a dummy 

variable with African Americans as the comparison category in the left and center panels; Black 

Caribbeans is designated as the comparison category instead of African Americans in the right 

panel.  Additionally, in Table 2, baseline models and full models are presented.   The baseline 

models control for demographic variables and full models control for frequency of family 

contact and subjective family closeness, in addition to the demographic variables.   

 An examination of the baseline models in Table 2 reveals that in all of the 8 dependent 

variables, non-Hispanic Whites received and provided instrumental support significantly less 

frequently than both African Americans and Black Caribbeans.  These relationships remained 

significant when controlling for family contact and family closeness in the full models.  These 

results indicate that both African Americans and Black Caribbeans received and provided 

transportation, household chores, financial assistance, and help during illness more frequently 
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than their non-Latino White counterparts.  On the other hand, there were no significant 

differences between African Americans and Black Caribbeans in the frequency of receiving or 

providing instrumental support.  The only significant income difference was for the frequency of 

receiving financial help.  Individuals who had lower incomes indicated receiving financial 

assistance more often (analysis not shown).   

 Table 3 presents the regression coefficients for racial and ethnic differences in 

instrumental support exclusively among respondents who have high incomes.  Like Table 2, this 

table presents comparisons with African Americans in the left and center panels and comparisons 

with Black Caribbeans in the right panel.  With regard to comparisons with African Americans, 

this analysis shows that in 7 of the 8 dependent variables non-Latino Whites reported less 

frequent receipt and provision of instrumental support.  The only non-significant finding was for 

providing household chores, where the coefficient bordered significance (p=.08).  Six of the 

eight possible relationships between Black Caribbeans and non-Latino Whites were significant 

(Table 3).  In each case, Black Caribbeans exchanged instrumental support more frequently than 

non-Latino Whites.  There were no significant differences between high income Black 

Caribbeans and non-Latino Whites with regard to frequency of providing chores and receiving 

help with an illness. Lastly, there were no significant differences among high income African 

Americans and Black Caribbeans. 

 Table 4 presents the regression coefficients for race and ethnic differences in instrumental 

support among respondents with low incomes.  Among low-income respondents, non-Latino 

Whites received and provided instrumental support less frequently than African Americans.  All 

16 coefficients (baseline and full models) examining differences between African Americans and 

non-Latino Whites were significant.  There were no significant differences between African 
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Americans and Black Caribbeans for indicators of the receipt or provision of instrumental 

support. 

 There were several significant differences between low income Black Caribbeans and 

non-Latino Whites.  For six of the eight dependent variables, low-income Black Caribbeans 

received and provided support more frequently than their non-Latino White counterparts.  In 

comparisons of the full models, Black Caribbeans received transportation and help with chores 

and during an illness more frequently than non-Latino Whites.  Black Caribbeans also provided 

assistance with household chores, finances, and during an illness more frequently than non-

Latino Whites. Low income Black Caribbeans and non-Latino Whites were indistinguishable 

with respect to receiving financial assistance and providing transportation. 

Discussion 

This study investigated racial and ethnic differences in instrumental support.  It has 

several unique advantages including examining differences between Black Caribbeans and 

African Americans and non-Latino Whites, as well as focusing on both receipt and provision of 

support.  Our analysis also examined differences between these three populations for those who 

had low and high incomes.  This is useful because some research in this area is restricted to 

samples of middle-class adults (Dow, 2016b; Hill, 2022; McAdoo, 1978), while other research 

focuses on lower income individuals (Stack, 1974).   

African Americans and non-Latino Whites 

Consistent with our first hypothesis, for every dependent variable, African Americans 

received and provided support more frequently than their non-Latino White counterparts (Table 

2).  Further, the significant differences are also evident among both high income and low-income 

respondents (Hypothesis 4).  These findings are consistent with the research of Sarkisian and 
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Gerstel (2004) who also found that Black Americans were generally more likely to be involved 

with transportation and chores than non-Latino Whites.  As some of the early work on support 

networks was exclusively among poor families, there was an assumption that the support 

networks of African Americans were based on economic necessity and survival.  The present 

findings, in conjunction with previous research on the support behaviors of middle-class African 

Americans (Hill, 2022; McAdoo, 1978), indicates that African Americans frequently provide 

family support regardless of income or social class. 

The financial assistance findings are particularly interesting because, given their lower 

overall incomes, and more importantly, significantly less wealth than Whites, one might expect 

African Americans to be less involved with transfers of money.   However, it is important to 

understand our finding in relation to conceptualizations of financial support measures.  Our 

measure asks for the frequency of financial assistance, not the receipt of a specific lump sum 

amount (e.g., $200).  Research indicates that there are differences among African Americans in 

exchanges of financial support.  Relatively poor (Stack, 1974) and middle-class African 

Americans (Hill, 2022, McAdoo, 1978; O'Brien, 2012) both give and receive financial assistance 

to family members.  However, research measuring financial assistance as a lump sum (which 

includes loans) of $200 (Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004) and $100 (in 1987) (Jayakody, 1998) finds 

that non-Latino Whites were more likely to receive financial assistance and the amounts they 

received were larger (Jayakody, 1998; Shapiro et al., 2014).   

Our findings, as well as those of Sarkisian and Gerstel (2004) and Jayakody (1998) are 

not inconsistent.  Due to the vast (more than 10 to 1) Black-White wealth differentials, non-

Latino Whites provide a higher amount of financial assistance than African Americans.  This is 

particularly the case with regard to transfers of financial assistance to adult children for cars, 
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home repairs, weddings, house down payments, and tuition.  We also believe that the present 

findings indicating more frequent financial assistance among African Americans is correct.  This 

is based on previous research which also finds a higher likelihood of African Americans 

providing and receiving financial support.  For instance, Park’s (2018) analysis of adult 

children’s financial assistance to their mothers finds that Black mothers were more likely than 

non-Latino White mothers to receive financial assistance from both coresident and non-resident 

children.  However, the amount that Black mothers received was much lower (Park, 2018).  

Similarly, a PEW foundation report (2016) found that Black households were more likely to both 

give (35% vs. 25%) and receive (18% vs. 11%) money than non-Latino White households.  

However, the median amount of money received and given by non-Latino White households was 

double that of Black households.   

Although not the focus of our paper, a related body of research examines the impact that 

financial assistance to extended family members has on wealth accumulation (see the classic 

research of Chiteji & Hamilton, 2002; Heflin & Pattillo, 2002).  In general, this research finds 

that because extended family members of Black Americans are poorer, providing financial 

assistance to kinship networks jeopardizes the accumulation of wealth.  Providing and receiving 

financial assistance is helpful in responding to relatives’ needs such as college tuition and 

emergent needs (e.g., home eviction, food security, potential funeral expenses).  However, doing 

so places long-term wealth accumulation at risk.  

Overall, our findings indicate that African Americans both receive and provide 

instrumental support more frequently than non-Latino Whites.  This finding is consistent with 

some studies including the work of Sarkisian and Gerstel (2004), but inconsistent with others 

(Hogan et al., 1993). The issue for this area of research is ascertaining what accounts for the 
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inconsistent findings.  In some cases, it could be differences in measures used in various studies.  

However, the measures for instrumental support like transportation and helping with chores are 

fairly robust.  As noted earlier, various measures of financial assistance can produce different 

results in terms of receiving and providing money.  It bears repeating (Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004; 

Taylor et al., 2013) that there are numerous other quite legitimate reasons why the results in this 

area are inconsistent.   

As originally noted by Sarkisian and Gerstel (2004) and later by Taylor et al., (2013), 

discrepant findings for Black-White differences in the exchange of familial social support could 

be due to several factors.  This includes differences in: 1) the life circumstances of the study 

population (e.g., middle class, poverty, single mothers, employed women), 2) the specific 

familial relationships investigated (e.g., adult children, parents, siblings, all relatives), 3) the age 

of the study sample (e.g., older adults, emerging adults, middle-aged adults, adults across the 

entire age range), 4) the type of support examined (e.g., emotional, instrumental, advice), 5) 

whether support was provided for a chronic (e.g., cancer, dementia) vs. acute (e.g., emergency 

surgery) health problem, and 6) whether support was provided/received in response to an 

emergency (family member is close to eviction) vs. day-to-day life needs.  Given this, we cannot 

state that our findings prove that these patterns of giving and receiving instrument support are 

indicators that African Americans have stronger informal social support networks than non-

Latino Whites.  Instead, we argue that based on our findings and other research, the exchange of 

instrumental social support varies by a host of factors and in some situations, Black Americans 

exchange more support, in other situations non-Latino Whites exchange more support and, in 

still other instances, there are no differences.  Consistent with Allen’s (1978) cultural variant 
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perspective we acknowledge group differences in support networks without suggesting that one 

group’s pattern of exchanges is stronger or better.   

Black Caribbeans, African Americans and Non-Latino Whites 

 As noted in the literature review, there is a limited amount of research on Black 

Caribbean family social support networks.  This is especially true with regards to quantitative 

research.  Our findings indicate that overall, both Black Caribbeans and African Americans 

received and provided instrumental support significantly more frequently than non-Latino 

Whites (Hypothesis 3) and that there were no differences between Black Caribbeans and African 

Americans for any of the measures of the receipt and provision of instrumental support 

(Hypothesis 2) (Table 2).  Even when comparing instrumental support among low- and high-

income respondents, there was only one significant difference between African Americans and 

Black Caribbeans.  This similarity between African Americans and Black Caribbeans is 

consistent with previous literature in this area.  As noted earlier, there were no significant 

differences in the frequency of overall support received, the frequency of emotional support 

received and the frequency of overall support provided to family members (Taylor et al., 2013).  

Taylor et al., (2013) further found that there were no differences between these two populations 

in their relationships with other primary groups including fictive kin, friends, and church 

members.  Other work on religious participation also finds no differences in religious 

participation (attendance, prayer, self-rated religiosity, religious coping, self-rated spirituality) 

between African Americans and Black Caribbeans, however, both groups had higher levels of 

religious participation than non-Latino whites (Chatters et al., 2008; 2009).  Collectively, the 

current findings in conjunction with previous research indicate that racial differences (African 

American-Non-Latino White; Black Caribbean-Non-Latino White) in family and friendship 
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social support networks are more prominent than ethnic differences (African American-Black 

Caribbean).  Further, these differences were robust and not attenuated by controls for 

demographic factors, degree of family contact, or emotional closeness to family. 

Future Directions for Research 

 Several directions for future research are suggested by both the present findings and 

previous studies.  First, future research on Black-White differences in financial assistance should 

give special attention to conceptual and measurement issues, identifying dependent variables that 

reflect a middle-class bias.  For example, when kin support is conceptualized and measured 

exclusively in terms of cash transfers, it embodies a class advantage that favors White and 

middle to upper income families.  Support transactions involving monetary sums even as low as 

$200 are problematic in this regard.  Given documented differentials in wealth (e.g., home 

ownership, accumulated savings) across the U.S. population (Shapiro et al., 2014) Blacks and 

Latinos will be less able to provide this type and level of assistance to network members.  

Furthermore, given that family assets and wealth are typically not measured in studies of kin 

support, multivariate controls for socioeconomic status (e.g., family income) in analyses of 

financial assistance to kin fail to adequately address this measurement limitation. 

Accordingly, preferred methods of providing assistance to members of the family support 

network will vary by income and poverty status.  Stack’s early work (1974) demonstrated that 

support exchanges among poor blacks involved numerous small daily exchanges of assistance 

such as purchasing and preparing meals together.  Network members may provide assistance to 

others in increments of $10 and $20 and, over time, this may total to more than $200 (Jayakody, 

1998).  However, within the interview context and depending on question format and wording, 

respondents may not report that they have received monetary gifts of that amount from network 
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members.  Careful consideration should be given to potential conceptual and methodological 

biases inherent in the measurement of social support across diverse populations and whether 

specific aspects of the construct of social support lack conceptual equivalency across groups (see 

Lincoln et al., 2005).  Further, keenly nuanced interpretations of race and other status differences 

in kin support should seek to contextualize these findings in relation to the relevant life 

conditions, circumstances, and opportunities that characterize different population groups (see 

Jayakody, 1998 and Chatters & Jayakody, 1995 for a more detailed discussion of this and other 

methodological issues in research on family support).    

For example, one of the documented differences between Black and White informal 

networks is that Blacks are more likely to reside in extended households (Cross, 2018; Reyes et 

al., 2020).  Research using the National Survey of Black Americans also found that Black 

families provide transitional housing for relatives and friends who live with them for at least a 

month due to reasons such as marital stress, family conflict, alleviating homeless and geographic 

relocations (Taylor et al., 2003).  Although household extension is generally not considered in 

social support research as a way of providing or receiving assistance, it is one of the most 

valuable types of support that family networks can provide.  Census information remains an 

important source of data for investigating family structure and the composition of extended 

households.  Other methods and approaches, however, are needed to explore why households 

absorb extended kin and non-kin for periods of a few months or a few years (see Reyes, 2020).  

Future research should also examine the impact of household size and family structure on family 

support networks.   

Basic studies involving cognitive interviewing techniques are needed to investigate how 

respondents estimate and report on the level and types of assistance they receive.  For instance, a 
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college student with little discretionary income may feel that a cash gift of $250 each semester 

from their grandparents is a more significant form of financial assistance than the tuition 

payments made by their parents.  This suggests that other aspects of social support exchanges 

(e.g., source, saliency, reciprocity, obligation, relative amount) apart from their monetary value, 

may be important in assessing these transactions.  Further, because dynamic aspects of support 

transfers may not be fully captured in survey research, ethnographic and focus group studies are 

needed to complement and expand our current understanding of informal support networks.   

Other directions for future research include research on reciprocal support.  Currently, 

there is very little research on this phenomenon, and this is especially true among African 

Americans and Black Caribbeans.  There is also a need for within-group research on 

instrumental support.  Cross et al., (2018b) investigated within-group differences in instrumental 

support among African Americans, but within-group research examining differences among 

Black Caribbeans is sorely needed.  Further, given the importance of gender for research on 

family relationships, future research in Black family research should explicitly investigate the 

role of gender in family support networks.  Lastly, following a suggestion by Krause (2006:195), 

research should examine specific circumstances or groups in which social support has 

differential impacts on health and well-being outcomes.  For example, he speculates that the 

relationship between social support and health may be stronger for African Americans than 

Whites, even given comparable levels of assistance. 

This study provided a preliminary picture of differences in the frequency of receiving and 

providing instrumental support from extended family among three racial/ethnic groups.  The 

availability of a national sample of Black Caribbeans, was a definite advantage of the study.  

Despite these strengths, the findings are limited by restrictions in the sample.  The analyses were 
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based on the NSAL-RIW, which was collected in 2001–2003 and thus may limit the 

generalizability of the findings to contemporary groups.  The Black Caribbean sample excludes 

individuals who do not speak English (i.e., persons who only speak Spanish, Haitian-French, or 

Creole dialects). The non-Latino White sample does not reflect the regional distribution of the 

White population, and instead reflects the regional distribution of the African American 

population.  Consequently, the design of this sample maximizes the overlap in geographic 

distribution with the African American sample for the purposes of Black-White comparisons, but 

not for subgroup analysis of Whites.  The non-Latino White sample was taken from geographic 

areas with at least 10% Black population and thus is representative of Whites who live in these 

geographical areas and not those who live in areas in which the African American population is 

9% or less.  Moreover, our findings are only generalizable to non-institutionalized adults. 

Individuals that are homeless, incarcerated, or living on a military base were excluded from this 

and most national probability studies.  Lastly, like any survey-based research, our analysis 

cannot fully capture the dynamic and fluid nature of familial support relationships.  Nonetheless, 

the study’s advantages (i.e., sample, methods, and analysis) provide a unique opportunity to 

examine racial/ethnicity differences in extended family instrumental support across these three 

populations, stratified by income.  In doing so, the study brings attention to extended family 

relationships and instrumental support provision/receipt in low- and high- income families, both 

of which are topics deserving more consideration in the family literature (e.g., Furstenberg, 

2020; McKinley & Brown, 2020).       
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Table 1.  Demographic Characteristics of the Sample and Distribution of Study Variables 
 

  

        
 Total African American Black Caribbeans Non-Latino Whites  

 N (%) M (SD) N (%) M (SD) N 
(%) 

M (SD) N 
(%) 

M (SD) X2/F 

Family Support Variables          
     Receive Assistance          
         Transportation 3370 2.03(1.02) 2102 2.27(0.90) 674 2.12(0.33) 594 1.82(1.63) 30.68*** 
         Chores 3371 1.88(1.01) 2101 2.04(0.90) 675 2.01(0.35) 595 1.75(1.62) 11.48*** 
         Financial Help 3351 1.94(1.00) 2080 2.16(0.85) 676 2.04(0.34) 595 1.76(1.64) 20.44*** 
         Help when Ill 3346 2.57(1.12) 2089 2.74(0.92) 665 2.65(0.38) 592 2.43(1.93) 10.62*** 
     Provide Assistance          
         Transportation 3353 2.21(1.06) 2084 2.38(0.91) 673 2.30(0.38) 596 2.08(1.76) 8.97*** 
         Chores 3359 2.24(1.05) 2091 2.41(0.90) 674 2.44(0.36) 594 2.09(1.74) 7.19** 
         Financial Help 3360 2.16(1.00) 2080 2.43(0.81) 683 2.50(0.33) 597 1.94(1.69) 31.26*** 
         Help when Ill 3363 2.79(1.02) 2093 3.01(0.81) 679 2.83(0.36) 591 2.60(1.79) 14.84*** 
Age 3438 44.79 (17.49) 2137 43.68(14.15) 695 42.24(5.93) 606 45.79(31.35) 1.33 
Gender          
  Male 1162 (41.88)  693(40.91) 242(48.18) 227(42.39) 2.09 
  Female 2276(58.12)  1444(59.09) 453(51.82) 379(57.61)  
Years of Education 3438 13.02(2.82) 2137 12.49(2.18) 695 13.48(0.93) 606 13.43(5.09) 13.26*** 
Family Income 3438 42386(43259) 2137 35281(32142) 695 52480(15107) 606 47660(80446) 8.94*** 
Work Status          
  Employed 2204(67.01)  1328(63.54) 491(72.10) 385(69.60) 23.82*** 
  Unemployed 350 (7.77)  248(11.20) 73(9.85) 29(4.89)  
  Not in the Labor Force 8792 (5.22)  560(25.26) 131(18.05) 188(25.51)  
Marital Status          
   Married 1079(40.14)  575(32.67) 240(40.37) 264(46.19) 30.30*** 
   Cohabit 235 (7.23)  152(8.51) 57(8.46) 26(6.14)  
   Separated 250 (5.29)  175(7.54) 52(4.70) 23(3.49)  
   Divorced 521 (13.85)  336(12.74) 78(11.35) 107(14.86)  
   Widowed 334 (8.43)  227(8.54) 30(4.11) 77(8.53)  
   Never Married 1007 (25.06)  668(30.01) 234(31.02) 105(20.79)  
Region          
  Northeast 819 (20.29)  243(14.88) 497(55.92) 79(23.07) 36.67*** 
  North Central 451 (12.68)  388(19.98) 7(5.92) 56(7.11)  
  South 1968 (54.09)  1382(56.89) 181(22.80) 405(53.23)  
  West 200 (12.93)  124(8.25) 10(15.36) 66(16.60)  
Frequency of Family 
Contact 

3417 6.05(1.28) 2126 6.07(1.16) 691 5.81(0.50) 600 6.04(2.06) 1.38 

Subjective Family 
Closeness 

3416 3.64(0.68) 2125 3.65(0.57) 691 3.69(0.21) 600 3.63(1.17) 0.56 

Note. Percents and N’s are presented for categorical variables; Means and standard deviations are presented 
for continuous variables. Rao-Scott χ2 is used with categorical variables and F test is used with continuous 
variables. 
 
Percents are weighted; frequencies are unweighted. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 2. Regression Coefficients for Racial/Ethnicity Differences in the Frequency of Receiving and Providing Instrumental Support with Extended Family 
Members 

Dependent Variables 
Panel A: Black Caribbeans vs. African 

Americans (reference category)  
Panel B: White Americans vs. African 

Americans (reference category) 
Panel C: White Americans vs. Black 

Caribbeans (reference category) 

 Baseline Modela Full Modelb Baseline Modela Full Modelb Baseline Modela Full Modelb 

 β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d 

       

Receive Supporte       

Receive Transportation 0.00/0.00 (0.08) 0.00/0.01 (0.07) -0.17/-0.32 (0.05)*** -0.16/-0.31 (0.06)*** -0.17/-0.33 (0.09)*** -0.16/-0.32 (0.09)*** 
Receive Chores Help 0.02/0.12 (0.09) 0.02/0.12 (0.09) -0.10/-0.20 (0.06)*** -0.10/-0.19 (0.06)** -0.17/-0.32 (0.10)** -0.16/-0.30 (0.10)** 
Receive Financial Assistance -0.01/-0.04 (0.06) -0.01/-0.03 (0.05) -0.14/-0.27 (0.05)*** -0.14/-0.26 (0.05)*** -0.12/-0.23 (0.07)** -0.12/-0.23 (0.08)** 
Receive Help with Illness 0.01/0.07 (0.11) 0.01/0.09 (0.10) -0.09/-0.20 (0.06)** -0.08/-0.18 (0.05)** -0.13/-0.28 (0.12)* -0.12/-0.26 (0.10)* 
       
Provide Supporte       
Provide Transportation -0.01/-0.04 (0.10) -0.01/-0.03 (0.11) -0.15/-0.30 (0.06)*** -0.14/-0.29 (0.06)*** -0.13/-0.26 (0.11)* -0.13/-0.26 (0.12)* 
Provide Chores Help 0.01/0.08 (0.08) 0.01/0.09 (0.08) -0.12/-0.24 (0.07)** -0.11/-0.23 (0.07)** -0.16/-0.32 (0.11)** -0.16/-0.32 (0.12)** 
Provide Financial Assistance 0.02/0.11 (0.09) 0.02/0.12 (0.09) -0.25/-0.48 (0.06)*** -0.25/-0.47 (0.06)*** -0.31/-0.59 (0.10)*** -0.32/-0.60 (0.10)*** 
Provide Help with Illness -0.00/-0.01 (0.10) -0.00/-0.00 (0.09) -0.18/-0.34 (0.06)*** -0.17/-0.33 (0.06)*** -0.17/-0.33 (0.12)** -0.17/-0.33 (0.11)** 

       
       
      
Notes: 
 aBaseline models: Multivariate analyses control for the effects of age, gender, marital status, education, imputed family income, work status and region. 
 bFull models: Multivariate analyses control for the effects of age, gender, marital status, education, imputed family income, work status, region, frequency of family contact 
and subjective family closeness. 
cn’s range from 3359 to 3334 
dn’s range from 3343 to 3319 
eValues for all receive and provide support variables range from 4=very often to 1=never 
 
 β = standardized coefficient b = unstandardized coefficient SE = standard error.  
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table 3. Regression Coefficients for Racial/Ethnicity Differences in the Frequency of Receiving and Providing Instrumental Support with Extended Family Members 
among Respondents with Higher Incomes 

Dependent Variables 
Panel A: Black Caribbeans vs. African 

Americans (reference category)  
Panel B: White Americans vs. African Americans 

(reference category) 
Panel C: White Americans vs. Black Caribbeans 

(reference category) 

 Baseline Modela Full Modelb Baseline Modela Full Modelb Baseline Modela Full Modelb 

 β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d 

       

Receive Supporte       

Receive Transportation -0.01/-0.16 (0.09) -0.01/-0.07(0.09) -0.17/-0.30 (0.06)*** -0.16/-0.29 (0.06)*** -0.14/-0.24 (0.09)** -0.12/-0.22 (0.09)* 
Receive Chores Help 0.03/0.18 (0.11) 0.03/0.16 (0.11) -0.09/-0.16 (0.07)* -0.08/-0.16 (0.07)* -0.18/-0.34 (0.11)** -0.17/-0.32 (0.11)** 
Receive Financial Assistance -0.02/-0.10 (0.09) -0.02/-0.11 (0.09) -0.20/-0.36 (0.06)*** -0.19/-0.35 (0.06)*** -0.14/-0.26 (0.09)** -0.13/-0.24 (0.09)* 
Receive Help with Illness 0.01/0.08 (0.15) 0.01/0.07 (0.14) -0.10/-0.21 (0.09)* -0.09/-0.18 (0.07)* -0.14/-0.30 (0.16) -0.12/-0.25 (0.15) 
       
Provide Supporte       
Provide Transportation 0.01/0.06 (0.18) 0.01/0.04 (0.19) -0.19/-0.37 (0.09)*** -0.18/-0.36 (0.08)*** -0.22/-0.43 (0.19)* -0.20/-0.39 (0.19)* 
Provide Chores Help 0.01/0.03 (0.13) 0.00/0.01 (0.14) -0.10/-0.19 (0.10) -0.09/-0.17 (0.09) -0.11/-0.22 (0.17) -0.09/-0.18 (0.17) 
Provide Financial Assistance 0.05/0.27 (0.14) 0.05/0.26 (0.15) -0.27/-0.53 (0.06)*** -0.27/-0.53 (0.06)*** -0.41/-0.80 (0.15)*** -0.40/-0.79 (0.15)*** 
Provide Help with Illness 0.01/0.06 (0.18) 0.01/0.04 (0.18) -0.20/-0.39 (0.08)*** -0.19/-0.37 (0.08)*** -0.23/-0.45 (0.20)* -0.21/-0.41 (0.19)* 

       
       
      
Notes: 
 aBaseline models: Multivariate analyses control for the effects of age, gender, marital status, education, imputed family income, work status and region. 
 bFull models: Multivariate analyses control for the effects of age, gender, marital status, education, imputed family income, work status, region, frequency of family contact and 
subjective family closeness. 
cn’s range from 1330 to 1342 
dn’s range from 1325 to 1337 
eValues for all receive and provide support variables range from 4=very often to 1=never 
 
 β = standardized coefficient b = unstandardized coefficient SE = standard error.  
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table 4. Regression Coefficients for Racial/Ethnicity Differences in the Frequency of Receiving and Providing Instrumental Support with Extended Family 
Members among Respondents with Lower Incomes 

Dependent Variables 
Panel A: Black Caribbeans vs. African 

Americans (reference category)  
Panel B: White Americans vs. African 

Americans (reference category) 
Panel C: White Americans vs. Black 

Caribbeans (reference category) 

 Baseline Modela Full Modelb Baseline Modela Full Modelb Baseline Modela Full Modelb 

 β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d β/ b(SE)c β/ b(SE)d 

       

Receive Supporte       

Receive Transportation 0.01/0.10 (0.16) 0.02/0.13 (0.14) -0.17/-0.35 (0.07)*** -0.16/-0.33 (0.07)*** -0.21/-0.45 (0.17)** -0.22/-0.46 (0.15)** 
Receive Chores Help 0.01/0.09 (0.14) 0.02/0.13 (0.13) -0.12/-0.25 (0.06)*** -0.12/-0.23 (0.07)*** -0.17/-0.34 (0.14)* -0.18/-0.36 (0.13)** 
Receive Financial Assistance 0.01/0.04 (0.10) 0.01/0.06 (0.09) -0.10/-0.20 (0.08)* -0.09/-0.19 (0.08)* -0.12/-0.23 (0.13) -0.12/-0.25 (0.13) 
Receive Help with Illness 0.01/0.07 (0.17) 0.02/0.14 (0.14) -0.10/-0.21 (0.06)** -0.08/-0.18 (0.05)*** -0.13/-0.28 (0.17) -0.15/-0.32 (0.13)* 
       
Provide Supporte       
Provide Transportation -0.02/-0.16 (0.11) -0.02/-0.14 (0.12) -0.12/-0.25 (0.07)*** -0.12/-0.24 (0.07)*** -0.04/-0.08 (0.12) -0.05/-0.11 (0.13) 
Provide Chores Help 0.02/0.17 (0.09) 0.03/0.21 (0.10)* -0.13/-0.26 (0.07)*** -0.13/-0.26 (0.07)*** -0.21/-0.43 (0.09)*** -0.23/-0.47 (0.10)*** 
Provide Financial Assistance -0.01/-0.07 (0.09) -0.00/-0.03 (0.10) -0.24/-0.45 (0.08)*** -0.24/-0.45 (0.08)*** -0.20/-0.38 (0.13)** -0.22/-0.42 (0.13)** 
Provide Help with Illness -0.01/-0.09 (0.08) -0.01/-0.03 (0.08) -0.15/-0.29 (0.07)*** -0.15/-0.29 (0.07)*** -0.11/-0.20 (0.08)* -0.13/-0.25 (0.08)** 

       
       
      
Notes: 
 aBaseline models: Multivariate analyses control for the effects of age, gender, marital status, education, imputed family income, work status and region. 
 bFull models: Multivariate analyses control for the effects of age, gender, marital status, education, imputed family income, work status, region, frequency of family 
contact and subjective family closeness. 
cn’s range from 2000 to 2017 
dn’s range from 1900 to 2007 
eValues for all receive and provide support variables range from 4=very often to 1=never 
 
 β = standardized coefficient b = unstandardized coefficient SE = standard error.  
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 




