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{é};fu Zontrary to what aomet_mes‘pauSﬁs aé cqnventlonal'
;:Ls:k:m o_ld people do aot, for the w St part, .live a
22z %= sisolat 1onr}rc~ therr famild s, Altholigh-it is
& -rus Tnat ml.; "i"g_g_nera::o.nz._'. houset us a.x_"e not very

v commrso 'cross{géﬁenat;ona; ki: czontsc s is far from rars.
- nremer of atudie;, e Epot, ad’ ' e that interactian

=0 2g _.mil-* members (2&rt icu_ari- 2e contac: of close

. PR o'arelb.s ‘an¢ gh. crer __ < routinized charac-
" '? N . '. -
e =, O qwe:‘dgy I..e _o " ".c ag- (Adams, "1968;
‘ ._ﬁ;% . Y;_ % . « i ’ ! “‘
- o =2t il 196 R:serpers "7+ Sussmar. 1965
""'./4
¥ oult -
( i . - . 4. . -
. wi oo o_nd ;rea}.*,fQQ: Ir . .: ze-szale-study.of o.

re-- 'indseriali o =d sc o, ies, Shanag et a.
k2 . ]

tec sthE - per ;ez&: <-2 American resp:" -
PR aad s@et at _.eas- ome = th:ir :zildren the

e

ET=" 1.4S week o ‘

réﬁﬂfﬁs un-lear. however, whether "the frequén_

L 1lywconiact .28 2py_ impact ur-= the guality of- .. I=

o oldér member<= Some research has shéWn, contra-y
T expectatidns. trat interac=ion wgth children has
€i"te. no effect -T...ng, .976) or a negative im;act on
22 » rale of the ¢ aor adult (Bell, 1976; Kerckhoff, 1966
'1é-explanaticn ‘or these findings is that fhey
a~: .mother éxam:le N the-limitations inherent in thel
o, . -

=== ..mental'" or _.-2ian" model of‘family life. ‘;

. oo

B— = _y, this mods . _ssumes that (1) the family is.

ta




ne:~essa~ily and?;nefitably apn-arena.of love and-warmth,'
- a rev-eat fwom thgfsmresses and strains of the "outside"
o L V2 ’ -

world *2) Interpersonal ccmflict-is rare and undesirab. e

~ . .

iz families; (3) sTatus hierarchies and struggles for

~ “ A

‘power ~"e nee reiev:nt issue= to famil&zmémbers: and
(%), theere exist ”he;.thy“ an. urxnealthy"” fawilies wnick
£ +mpi-:zcally zistinct anc wxhi:h. therefors. réquire
~2parate expLina-izas (Birdw:;Steli, 1966; zoinick,

© 377 Sprey, .969... . - '

"

Jie medel ..ppezrs to be =c = fanciful <har r==zl,

nowev:rr. 4s more studies surv=ec in probing b=ozd _

L idealizem;f:on; a2t Tam: __:s create for o. -::zders,

——

= has carome ooviz uz chat faz— _ =5 cperate acc—~ding

- -

~ many O>f - 2 same prifAciples aoo- apply. in otrsm

seie o settirngs. I amilies are 20t "hiding place §$
-

!
s ]
®
b
Q
[w}
Y
=
H
Q0
4]
0
a}
[o B
N‘

~ratificat-on - se théi%pge;evancg.'7
el T  c:trary <ae family\mqy >e the beét":atural‘
“abora Jrvdnin whi-: to cIserye tﬁ;se sociﬁl prvceégéé’
. = sma . secale of , Kuar. 1974 Marital irzeraction
) ' . o .

and : "1lx -:.:ial-zation provide nu..srous examp: s of

, h%r Coniliote oI interest zre manag 2d through exchange
- 1Y \. - P
‘ (;bd e~ g H:sbandé "suy" thei- positions 02 powe;
in the Iz=. by virtue oZ theif generally Superior
. ’
incomes " ent= punish -heir childrén\to convince .them
. ) . ., N

to cor. ™™ f., Nye”‘1978). Y
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The relationship between the older family member\»

and his or-her middle—aged.children'may also be viéwed
as a process in ;hich the relatlve power of the members
determines the conditions of the exchange (Sussman 1976;
1977) Income and. health for example are critical
resources,,the lack of which places an individual in -

a disadvantageous, dependent status.a Since olcd people

v

generally-possess.fewer of these and-other resources

which are used as barter in the egchange process (Dowd

-

1975), and since power is 1nverse1y related tc d endency
(Emerson, 1962 1972), intergenerational-relat;onships,
including family ties, are often character'zed by

unbalanced.exchange-ratios.

T . : : ’ .
A persistent dilemma in the everyd }ives;ﬁ(old- 1'

N

people is, in fact, the struggle to,maintain a Sense' -

s

) of independencdﬁend control/;n the face\of loweredJincome

[y

an%ypeclining physiqal stamina.. The older person who

fs unable to lead a relatively autonomous life is 7 ;

v

. hilabgjﬂed in some settings ﬁa poor dear,” a person who

needs_to be "taken care of "(Hochschild, 1973; Mathews,

,1976; 1977). - ‘ : | ".\' 'y

Rather than endure téé embarrassment of um111ation
@

that frequently accompanies an unbalanced social ° ) ‘ﬂr

exchange}‘many people choose to withdraw or,disengage,

from, social interactionz; In'the codtext of family

relationshipsh however, an-éhbalaﬂced exchange ratio

./. « .
! : - .
> . .

-

‘ »

endls,
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may persist due'to the presumed ”permanenti oona Taps S

ex1sts among faﬁlly members. Although "locssed 1 v ¢

' the klﬁ networh. many old people do _a fac: "y to
. minimize the cosTs associated with c=render y h; ;:s:s:i;g,
that they lr;edapert from-tbeir’chi{;ren. M . ez vTisits

- L ia . : . * ‘ Y
Zrom one's chilcren may be problemat=.. siace ey Z.asti-~

tute occasions during which the 6}der perso:z‘ .sr=mdent

- »
statue-and inability toireciprpcate mean-ag . w2 ds
- may becopelsaiient'issues. Thés, the visi: 7 Tough
well—intentiohed, may be a situaéionJin whi . iLze clder
I'4 .
' person's depehdénce emergeg\as a pivotal s ,vce 0f _den- ’“\\

tity and_which, as a result, actually ser—=3 - 9 éecreeée-

“4he morale of the Oldew< erson.

1i_~ectly

' The objective of "the preseht researct
addreés this'issue_by investigatiné’the 1:: - Lween
primary grdup interaction and'ﬁqrale‘with ;3ﬁ;‘ ..asz 1
emphasis being given to the po;ential‘impa | A denendeﬂcy
as a contlngent or qualifier varlable : ilﬁido-ng, we
__ empiricaNAiy assess'the relative 1mnortancaf 'o -h ™~
n famlly mnteractlon and dependency on moya.. g = asses'c—e
ment that heretofore has not ‘been made T 08 research
in- ghls area hes been unable to mase th :é;@gsary‘ - ./kh
r‘ompar:.son\\due to e1ther 1nadequ <e stat. t.0 2l cehtrols-
or 1nsuff1q1ent sample heterogenel y (cf., ar -ng,. ¥976 %J
Kerckhoff 1966) We anticipate t“at interac-‘ on w1th )
, calldren w111 have a positive effert\on morale only for
' S oo . FAS TR U .
; g S . & ‘ ,




¢
-cde respomdentu who are xzle :o retain a sense of
e anomy and degﬂne of eont -1 in thelr dally 1- ves
SN N
wor =rsely, the mc*ale of Qeneqﬂent oluier ﬁeople w1ll

e negatlvel;§ifeected by p:;maP~ gro - thact

- . METHCOS o L,
sesesarch Design ' -"\;3, ;@7 :
- The data to b= pfesented'wer ol.ected as part of

,la:ge: stuzy on :oc1allza tzcz ¢ 1lc zze. The sample
20 reeldents'of the -z.an- a’Metropo ltan

~3nsists of
- =ea ’Fulton, Deka;b and'chb Z.unties), aged 5¢C to 80.

\d
“"1e communltles in which 1nter*‘ew¢ weTre conducted’were

-aleczed’ w1th'probabllit1es orc ortiorate to éize;‘!QfV
‘gsuﬁa reppesentat’veness, toe eampla was welghted us1 %

-2 it=rative approximatlon pT cedu‘e All 1nterv-eWs:

~§ﬁ

ware conducted dur'ng the period Ap-il - July, 1977,
Distribution of respondents n the sample by age, r?ce;

and sex is given in Table‘&. . _ .

L ,
< . , - .
TABLE' 1 ABOUT HERE - . -
- ,"’ / ; ’ . - L a_ .
(1. | Lo

£ 8

 For the ;%esent ana1y51s, only --lose respondents with 35
11v1ng ch11d are 1ncluded as che principal fpcus'of
the analy51s is on frequency c family contact.  This

final subsamgle 1ncludef 757 ct -he original 920

3 - -~ L . ) o
F%sgondents " . "y y
. L) . ) % « - "
- - i _/ -
; ( : ¢

™

&

[
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Measu—pment

'natlye (nonfamily) sgu-ces of support. Receiving

findgcéial @&id from one's’children is\g iirect\measure

th

rela.;::sblp betwee~ Drrma*y gToup co-Tact and more
These Thi=ee magor —zrianles weﬂF mezs:..-=1 as follmr

2pendency Dependency is :-:;-ptuallzed i3

¥ <

the _ac &i power resditlng from lnaaecuate axcnan5~

/ ,
Tregourc:s ~/Mere sne01f1cally, ”The derenden:e >f a.-or

A upon actor B is (1) directly ‘propor=_:aal zo .'s*

-~

-motiva: :zal investiment in goals mediated by B, anc

'&54 B v f
(2) 1n  sely prozortional to the ava-_upility cf

Ehese ~ilS to_ A ocutside of the A-B relation“ (Emerson,

196213: . The measure of depe&dency used\here was
. ( ; ‘ - \
. deriveL fgom a factor analysis of flveLrndlcators
(oA \

perqp:ved ill health labor force marginarityk'reCe"p%

;’Gf f1.inc1al ald from ch11dren thé lack of” new friends

4

s " v Y
.

and a negatlve percentlon of griwn chlldﬁen leaVﬂng ghe

home. , . :
- N -

-

/// Each of these measurgs are seen as ,,potentla 1z,

signs of the elderly's re11ance dn beneflts mediated

by his or her famlly and the unavallabllity of alter-,

/

of the older .parent's dependence upon rewards suppl ed

by’ their grown children. *Poor health and labor force
“ " Y 4 .

N w— . .\.
flarginality (that is, unemplSyment or ;etirémentz also

}.

-

3 indicatedﬁa:ove our onjective _ to i:vest;gate
'fhe‘ cssible speel-.lng effects of depfzwen@y on th~

4

°

"r

~_ 7
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indicate a lack aof ekchange resources and a need o be

"taken care of.." Less/ &rectly, the présence of

& - L=

friends, particularly-new f*:ends, sugges<Ts an ability
to cultlzgte alternate spu.'es af the rewn::s generally
.sprlled by one's ch11dr=n ﬂrbends, simc_-, are

,resources, the lack of whircn na.-rows. the possible range

v 14

o0t reward sources. -Indeed. without friemdés, the indi-

. J . L. . \
vidual is almost certainly i=perdent upon either family

/ ‘relatiors .and/or governme- .2 :Ssistance ior the satis- -
faction of basic human ne~ils The final indicator of s
v 'y . . .

?dependence is an attftudlwaT isseesment >f the relative

~degree of hardshlp thqﬁ :s imcosed upon-each~genenatign
. % . )
when a grown chlld ”leaVef the/nest.” - &3, for example,

tne résponeé'that the par=nt fif{ers-more than the child,

when tke child leaves home i= t?dcen gl ;ndicate greater"‘

' dependency or "motivational ir—estmd " than’the ogﬁOSiFe:
_response. o ' s ’ - E .;j}'~}

) Actual items fﬁith;factor loadings are 1is£ Q'ﬁ,:\ e
Appendix A. gle pr1nc1pa1 comnonents ana1y51s 1dent1f1ed

a 51ngle factor (with e1genva1.1e)1 00) underlylng these

¥

f1ve items. , The dependency'variable'was'constrycted.by

s 1]

sumblng '1egproducts og the factor score~coejf1c1ent§

'

and the 1nd;vldual s standardlzed score for the partlcular

' 2
_ var;able ’ Dependency, as constructeg here has a

w

4 - ~
* potentlal/zz nge from a maxlmqp of 1 97 to afmlnlmum of —1 34.
. J )
"\ N C e
Rgspondents in the present-sample were dlstrlbuted @;dely.

‘»9"
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;qrbss this potenfial range wfth 19 respondent’s obtaining

»~

,he loweSt possible dependency score ahd two respondents
“

‘ obtainlng the hlghest p0551b1e Score: The*mean
X dependeBCy seore in thls sample was 0 w1th a standardm
deVi‘atlon of 0. 714 . ’ .(\ . (

; 2 Frequency of Prlmary'Group Contact; 'fhis " -
variable 1nc1udes measures of the frequency(zlth whlch ‘ oo
the respondent Asaé theln Chlldren, grahdch1ldnen dnd'

'é

friends or nelghbors. “Separate quesf1ons were,asked, - <
. B : . - . . o N
peértaining to each ij these three referents. . The for%{ o

of the guestiop was lmllar in each case and can be

»

5umman1zed as’ f0110Ws ”Generally, hOW'often do-you - - .

ee %P? of your (grandchlldren)9 Do 'you. see thiem dally,
weekly monthly yearly fr less than. that°” Additlonal

-

. s
' écdes were. added to account for those who report seelnéj ‘

nbe¥r‘fam y or friends "several’ times a week”;orﬂ”severalf S
'_\fimes a‘;o'th 1 %éfﬂ.‘ - . ] !
| The %hree Varlables measur;ng frequenchof coﬁtact
vlth Chlldren grandchlldren, and frlends, each ranges -
-from a low of gne (sees the ch11d grandchlld or.frlend . s
1ess than once 2 year) xo glg__ (sees the person o&’a: B f' i
,,.- Vda-ily bamsy If chlldren, “grandﬁhlldrgg, or fr:ends < o ‘l’

were living in the same houég*cid a?/the respondent rhe -

9
paXximum code of eight was g1ven If the’ respondent

Egported varnable 1evels of contact w1th two different

o / .

cblldren, for. example, tne coqe Correspondlng to ‘the
N

-
KWK
- - . . f . . Al -
-~ . > . } ° [
. <’
. f .

grea%er freq%?ncy of COntE“Y Was glve§
O ~ R 1Y "%67,"A' o
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. ® As with the dependency variable thereﬁifs codﬁz;-’TJ

]

siderable 1§r1at10n on each of the three’ var1ab1es' -
! .

4’measur1ng frequenqy of primary group,contact, although - - )
E the modal response patterp was.oleariy towards the"t .L ”//
higherlend of the rangex Freguency of contact with“ ( —
'friends, for exampfe was at least weeklgbfor over 85% -
of the.sample; da11y contact was reported by almost 50%
of the sa&ple (49.4%). * For those re/pondents with |

ch11dren, 66«7% see ‘them at least weekly and over .

.

one—fourth (27 8%) elther 11ve wuth the1r ‘children or.; ' 1

-

see them on a da11y bas1s For those w1th grandchlldzen,

%

over half (56 8%) see Ehgm/at least weekly and 18.3% 7' f
esther 11ve with their grandchlldren of/see them.dally 3 \\&

3. Morale.’ Ths\measure‘of morale used in th1s“’j‘
._ .. - ’ > s -
research is a-;odified version of the Philadelphia -,
' L . , ' R .
- Geriatric’ Center (RGC) Morale Scale (Lawton; 1975). -

A L t s

T /
sca&e'4 '.«This. 1ndex has-a poss1b1e r,nge from zero to a

"e for respondents

e max;mum of fﬁ ‘The mean morale scof

1n thls sample was 17.0 w1th a stafoard dev1a;ion of-

5.42,' Th1s suefary measure has anlalpha'rellablllty >

‘acoefficlent 0f..824. The agtual iteds used to measure

. . .
até listed im-Appendix A.™

! Also entering thelanalysis as cont Eg;variables are.i(

’ ﬁace; g;zome se% .and age. Bécause of the probahix;ty

-

«

AV,
s
' -
e
0 F_‘
<; |
£
~




that" the effects of depéndency are medlated by pr10r
3

soc1a1 learnsgg, partlcularly

Ahalzslsn

B . . .
The analysis is d1v1ded intoftwo parts The first
J

¢
— part w111\present the'results of a Multiple Classification“’

Analysls (MCA) in which mean morale scores were computed
J

for each of the 24 categorles formed by the class1f1catlon
of séx, age, frequency of pr1mary group contact S and R
A -

dependency (2 X 2x 2 x 3 = 24). Theﬂmeans reported in

/

thls sect;on are net 9; the effects of‘1ncome and race, 4\¥;

v

which are statlstlcally controlled through .the MCA,

In addition to the eCA we will p;eSent the results

—
S,

of an analys1s‘of covar1ance (u51ng_mult191e regressron

techniques) in which the effect.of the interaction ) .-
_— P W ’ , ' .
‘.' between dependency and primary. grofip contact on morale -

. will be tested‘for_significance.' cause we hypothesi%e

- - . I

that the effectS of primary group contact on morale may ' ‘{

. berdif}erent fqr_those who ‘remain reihtively i%dependent
4
- in old age than for those who are 1ess so, ‘the problig}§~

for analysxs 1s to test whether this hypothe51zed€1nte% F

.

4ction effect is 91gn1f1§~pt

A

In order to test whether the effect of" pr1mary

—

group contact .on morale drffers between one group (those"
- N \ N
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a %{“ v _ "-,, S ,/‘v 11.

high‘on dependency) and another (those 1ow on dependency),

’

-the. dependency varlable was subdivided 1nto three groups

'lr._'"

E"low" (20%); "averageﬂ (QO%); and "high (20%)] 6 . The two
' extreme groUps (low and.high dependency) were entered

_1nto the regre531on equatlon as dummy var1ables, those

‘in the middle dependency category (average dependency)
J

constltuted the base group The full regresslon model

to be tested is g1ven by the follow1ng equatlon

>

5-, T R .' - ¢
e a..

y = A +;31D1 + BZD +_§3X + B4(D1X) +‘35<DZX)

D

'_where"- S ‘= morale E

e

= Iow dependency - .«

[

o

Q.
H

:fghiéh?ﬂependency-'

.4
[

-primary‘group contact

‘fAsilndicated'earller,‘the primaryigrOup contact_'
'variable‘consrstedvof frequency of centact hlth;children
grandchildren;;and friends (a separate'regression eduation
. was calculated for each). _Also, because of the poss1ble

.-._distorting'effectbof age and sex, the regress1on analys1s
was run indiyidually for-each'of four age/sex groups:
(1) males, SO to 64; (2) females, 50 to 64: (3) males,
65 to 80; and (4), females, 65 to 80.

Fipally, the measure of dependency used in this

repearcb was factor analyzed separately for each of the

d1fferent age/sex categorles. 'The purpose of th1s

e




2 e - a2,
procedure .-was to determine whether each of the five

. . ' ) . I -
variables constituting dependency “loaded" simjlarly

for- the four ‘groups. - - .
. ' ' !

°

LY

RESULTS |
.Table 2»represents the results of tne.Multiple
"Classification Analysis. fhere.are’two mportant_findings.

xm ' - - _
"TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE | §

1First; there is-antunequivocai decline in morale with
rincreased dependencec ;This is true across all categories
of sex, ageﬁ and frequeegy of pr1mary group contact |
-Secondly, the.erfect increased dependency
‘ is not identical- for :if—respondents In some cases,
| édependency is mediated by the frequency of prlmary
group contact. This is most evident with older (i,e.,565d

to 80) men

-

]' In this group, while increased dependency does

o -

: impact upontthe morale of thos lder males who'are: both

indeed lower morale, 1t has a ;?ns1stently more damaging
highly dependént and who have freguent contact w1th o .

family members, part1cu1ar1y ch11dren ‘For these~older
dep@ndent mw&es, 1ncreased contact lowers morale

?he difference in morale between groups of older, dependent
-men with infrequent vs, frequent contact with their
children is 5.36 (17.24 - 11.88), a difference-that-is

[
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"significant at .001. The same phenomenon aqccurs when'”
¥y . o ‘

one cons1ders v151ts from grandchlldren although the
,.9 . . 4

. .," .
»dlfference in’ morale scores 1s somewhat less in th1s case

Pty

Cons1der1ng contact w1th fr1ends there 1s'no meanlngful

dlfference in morale between those older depéﬁdent men , ,
who reportkirequent (1 ? )d}lly)séontact w1th their !
: 4

friends and those who report less contact Th1s last

\

f1nd1ng 1s not difflculq to understand (although adm1ttedly

contrad1ctory-of the maJor hypothes1sao£.th1s paper),

'given that.post friendships are age—graded (Hess,'1972)

A

and, one would expect, "dependency graded" as well
For younger males, part1cularly those who are

highly dependent, the effect'of frequent contact wlth

<
.

- family members or. fr1ends is typ1cally salutory.. For
) females, regardless of age or dependency. lé;el the effecﬂa
of primary group-coutact is generally negligible, with'.

one exceptiona for young grandmothers;vfregnent contact
.o 4+ l, '

with grandchildren is associated with lower, not greater,
. . _* * -

morale. ‘ |
Table” 3 ekamines further theV"dependency hypothesiS"'
comparing regressioh analyses (the effects of freduency
of contact with children, grandchildren;'and friends

were estimated separately) for four different age/sex

-~

categories .~

TABLES 3a AND 3b ABOUT HERE

- i

t

x [y

/5



‘High dependency (X ), however-. reflects certa1n age

. The first interaction term

- : T

i > . . . '14-

" Frequency of pr1mary group contact (Xl) and, low

v 4

»dependency (X ) .are both largely unrelated to morales

dlffenences . Whereas for the younger males low

dependency is unrelated to morale the effect of h1gh

dependency is s1gn1ficantly negatlve Allso, whereas
L]

- for older females low depentiency is unrelated to

_morale, the effect of high dependency is significantly

negative The effect of h1gh depend\hcy on morale {s.
also dlf?erent for ‘older males than for the other age/sex
groups._ Whereas for the younger n:les and the younger '
and older females X3 is négative; for the'older m%les'

it is positive, though not s1gn1f1cantly ‘These main

effects should however, notvbe given prolonged consid-j'

o

~eration because of the significant interaction effects

between primary group contaCt, dependency, and}morale.

. ’ N - ! .
These interaction effects appear in Tablelg as X4

(contact/lowdependency)aId X5 (contact/high dependency).
.

4,
in explaining any of the variance of morale. = Thus we

i

can conclude that not only is frequency of primary group-

’

contact unrelated with morale'for the "average' Trespon-
dent (Xl),'but also it has little or no effect'on

morale for those respondents, both male and female,

who are low on dependency (or, in other words, for those

who are relatively’independent). -
\

\,
3

16 B

is consistently ineffective.
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"*he sahe‘is not true, however, for the seCOnd

? ~

interaction term (X ), the effect of- primary group\j
' contact on morale for those respondents who are iyfthe
upper 20% of the distribution of dependency scores .

-

That is, it is not true for the'men in this category.

- For males, not only does the interaction of(primary_
group,contact and high dependency have a significant'
impact on- mo*ale but. also the direction of the inter-

action eﬂfect is conslstently d&fferent between age

9 1

groups. For dependent older men,‘contact with family'

or friends-decreases morgfe, }he.cpposite is true icr :j
dependent, middle-aged men. This ccntrast‘is graphically
depicted in Figures l";4' In’these figures, the |
significant interaution'cf contact with children'and'
dependency for men is indicated hy'the lack cf a common

.

FIGURES 1 - 4 ABOUT HERE

slope among the t:ree.least—squares sclutions. The nega-.
'tive effect of primary%ro-up contact on the morale of,
highly dependent older men, for esample, is clearly evi-

dent by the downward‘sloping regression estimate in

4
¥

Figure <. o
-q ) o i .
The estimates for women are also presented to

provide a point oI contrast. The absence of significant

P o l"
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- | B

interact.:on effects'_ females is ‘indicated by the
f [ , T e TS
commonalityydaong slopes. - .

: _
One vexing issdf renains, namely; why;is the. 1nterL

N

relative;y_greate

,actlon of hlgh contact/hlgh dependency so deleterlous

+

-3

" to the, mqrale o{\older males but ﬁbt say,\, he morale .

of younger'males Although the fact of age is certalnly

;mpllcated,he;e, another pleu51ble answer lies in the |
diffening meanings that dependeney m;;Icarry for each
age_group.n To test this possibility, the'meaeure.of.
dependency was factor anelyzed Separately.forveach-of

the fouroege/sex categories."'The intent~of this proce-

dure is to determine'whether each of the five variables

constituting dependency "loaded" similarly for each of

thefgroups; 'These results” are presented in Table 4.

~
5

. TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE - o
) ' . '

e

"

From these data, it heagmes apparent'that the meaning

ef ependency may weIl’}e d. ‘ferent for the-different
z2ge sex segme:tS’&ithin the sample. - The dependency :;\\
- i T ) : .
r.c.le-aged meles aged 50-54) is largely a function of

‘poor health, as ev-denced bt a factor score coezficient

(fsc) of th}s nomr:enent of 649 The only other component_

variab.e of dersendency with a coefflclent greater than

v

.20 within this sample segment is labor force margin-

ality (.233). For older males (aged 65-80), however,

f}‘

4
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the.contrihutioﬂ of poor health to.dependency is much

lowe '(fsc ;"187) while that of laborjforce marginality

is~proportionately much higher (.454). ) : ) ]
The definition of d/pendencf assumes' still other .

< forms for middlq—agedJand older women. For ‘women, the___;f; .
contribution o%—labor fTorce. marginallty to the dependency
éurg_varies considerably by age The efﬁ;?t for;the " ‘*Q
\?Jmiddle-aged women is much 117e that for Sidii:men' i§i,, ""
labor force marginality is the 51ngle most 51gn1f19an .
contributoi to. dependency For older women howevera :
abor foroe_marginality is coﬁpletely unrelated to ’ | .i
dependency:_;Instead,_the meaning of dependency for \ :

. ) o
older women centers around poor health and to a lesser

I'd

. degree, around the receipt of f1nancia1 help irom theirli

ch11dren

e e

stépssmN N T

The MCA and regre551on ana1y51s hndicate that the

’ :
nature of 1ntergenerationa1 fam11y ties var' -n51derab1y
P N

dependimg upon\ex1st1ng power/dependence elationships

@

among thk members. The factor analysis o\ the'dependency

m;aEKfET_however, suggests'that existing power¢dependence

re1ationships in the family only become salient when

routinized role performance'is seriously jeopardized. . M
ihese Tindings.hoid significant.implications for

the‘dependencylhypothesiL; For_middle—aged men and

older women{ the two groups for which perceived ill C -
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e ],.i
b ]

hea}té7w_s the core detenplnant of dependency, the
N4 .\

T

morale _ Since depen%ﬁnc}\in these two casesﬁ
A

is pﬂyslcai}y, ‘not socially, defined existlng soC1a1 ~

v
relat10nsh1ps and role expgctatlons w1th1n the famlly

may not be Jeopardized Frequent visits from -amily

members to a phys1ca11y handicapped paren or‘grandr

-

_parent may be more likeiy;xb be perce1ved by the‘
dependent 1nd1v1dua1 as necessary and helpful and con—
sequently{ are probably appreciated. V1s1ts f-on famlly
.are especially-significant for the niddle—aged nan who

is highlgfdependegnra\With only infrequent vis:ts from

chlfdren for example, the life'satisfaction score of !

L4

"these men is an almost m1n1ma1 9.8. >With frequent
v151ts_from children, however, the cd;respbnding score
is a significantly higher 14.5. Similar differenmcss
.are evident as well ﬁith’the grandchildren.
) Among older'males, the sample segmenh for whic}
the’loadingfofﬂpe;EEive ill health on morale s “:3t,
primary group conzact h::\a negative effect or r R |
‘an effect directly oppdsite to that described :c =
fcr middie—aged men anddolder women . For olde- =z
dependency is principally a function of lahor ze
"marginality, not poor health;-ccnsequently, der- iercT

.1s being defined more in social terms than in p:-si . o_.

' '

)

-

N
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'#heﬂgas, :p@rson in poor health genkra-_y is’ nof ' I
B ° < ) .
o  held "responsible” for their cen ~- ar, nemployed -/
¥, _ ‘

ca fid s o

‘person frequently'is con51dereﬂk _east partialiy

"at faultt M FS? the-unemployed

5 s F e

, social\}nteraétion
. ) .

may‘reasona ly be expected to .

N

. Ao
-moraié if it is,

N

]
a Series of occas10ns(durin /Whlgh a negatlve, unw&%ted
e I )

;identitf or deviant label is ipposed and maintained .
The social interactlon between generations may -

be.understood as a_devolution 0f authority from the o

'nownre{ired oldei worker to his middlz=-aged successor,.

A SLgnifiéant event in this process oY succession &
© ‘tetirement:“ The onset of }abor force retirement serves
to symbplize a sihnltaneoﬁs sz>ft in role definitions
witkin the family. 'Tne former worker's privileged
scatus’ae b eadwinner” no lcnger applies. In fact,: -
since men inithis society pf?ﬁbrpaIly secure aké,main_
t_in their adult status by. wo*king (Ross-, 1968),
vretirement (and associated income loss) remevee an
;mpcrtant source of the éale's power within the family.
Consejuently, his claim to his former posit}bn Qﬁ_”head
oz hcusehold” becomes tenupus:and}increaeingly difficzult
- tc legitimate.‘ Frequent visits frq? hié grown_children

N ma 7, in'iacgv_conetitnte occasiene dpring which a fitual

oz fceding control" is wo;ked out (Gross and Stone. 1964;“4

Leme~t, 1962; ﬂindeémith, et al., 197%?. In other words:

onppational retireﬁent pay-pfecipitate'a'family drama

4 -

o). . ’ _ E N "i‘
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An whlch the" middle aged (”mecendlng”) genexation LT S -

; ~ ) :

" assumes leaderehlp thnough\a-gfadual proeess of redeflnlng
. ‘ [4
the former ”pnov1der” 4s non—producthe and‘ therefore

’l

‘. 4 ‘ - LY

_{*‘ dé%tnden% JThat.thls Drocess 1s‘§9t ett red 1nto // .
/.. . J

voluntaiiizxpy the«older malejls eV1denced by ‘the negatlve

.

-

assoc1at10n of morale w1th prlmary group contact\\

The fourth samplp/TQQMent 00?51dered hewe are the = ﬁ\\
) :

women aged 50-64 F his group. both labor force-

marglnallty gnd percelved ill héalth contrlbute signi- S

~

fican ly to the def1n1t10n of dependency., leen thls.

finding, the incon51stency of the(depencency effect ”«

observed fur middle—aged women'(1n Tables 3) becomes.less

of an anomaly. In Tatle 3, the effect af primary group o
' } conta.t for H/gh dependent ~iddle aged vomen differed” s

between Ec .ation 1 (where frequent contdE w1th chlldren
was posit. rely though not sfgnl 1cant1y hs§0c1ated wit |
mora.=2 c.nd Equation 2 .(where frequent contact wi:x i
»granuchildrenhwas negatfvely'associated'w:th morele).

. . . ¥ ™S
Any -.xplanation of this findiag at this ~ime wopld be

-high.7 speculative and, consejuently, wi. . not be .

attempted. ‘However, future research or -1e effects of-

T

the Zamil:y cbntact-oh th¢ morzi= of middl=z-aged women >
. ‘ N .

would centribute to our‘understandingti;\this"area by

'asking two .related questions: (1) Is the effect on

)

morale of contact with children qualizatively| different

(‘i.ez., directed differently) from that of contact with

oo
7

')
S
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<t .
grandchi*ﬂ?enﬁ and (2) are. labor &U?ce mang-nali;y and/or~*

. poor hea’th of - mlddle-gged-women si;Lifican: feetors rp
a&; explainin V . ‘a N )
SN ‘ > Ry |
. ° 7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS :> ' .
nUsing/a sample of‘X4 élddle-aged and‘dldertr . -

'ﬁ/.residents of tne‘étlanta mgntropolitan region thei

' relationship/)%etween primary group contact and morale

‘was analvzed. The hYpothesisxto be teeted in the research
was that :-he effect of primary group contact on morale

- N . ’ ‘ (RS} ’

<&3ries depending upon the relative power (and, conse-
Yy N , . ;
quent{;, relative dependency) among the generations.

& ] . : _ .
The data)renorte&'nere partiall' supports ziais conclusion

as frequency of nrlmary group ccatact was fouhd to be

negatively correlated: 'th morale among dependent older

males but rot among olddr males =ho were relatlvely

Mo

independent. In additio
was found :c hav= a positive eZfsct on the morale of
dependent ~iddle-aced males ac: dependent older women.

£

These findings were explclned in terms of the

power-dependence relationships that exist within
famfﬁies. It was argued tha- social interaction affects
" morale negatively during periods in which existing role

relationships and associated exchange ra‘tios become o

»

salient issues and, hence, are vulnerable to.renegotiation.

It was observed that the morele of dependent older males

° .

oo
c« J

, however, primary group contact
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- WDQ repoffed frequent chtact\wiin &hlldren and grand- "
cbﬁldren w;s sigglficantly lower than-the morgie of y -;:‘;
those reporting/bnhy 1nmreqnfnt famllyfconteet i'bn g - A

considering that . the dependenCy of mgles‘in thls age .

- \range Was defined in large part ‘by 1abor force s&atus‘~
\it was argued tbat Vig&ts wit bhlldrengand grand—n
l;hidggen are perceived by the older’ person as a drama
1ﬂ which the ascending generatlons le%rtlmate ﬁhelr
Qlalm to 1eader5h1p through a gradual process of situa-
‘t10n‘ ediflnltian The older male lacking the power for-
meTly pgssessed as "breadW1nner,' is forced'tb conply |

with hls*phlldren's ta01t.suggestlons that;thedr roles -

be reversed.  Ope mahifegt result ‘of ''ceding control”.-

" to his midd1e~gged~dffspring is a lower life sstisfaction el

for the older male. . '
Whether thls relatlonshlp between dependency,
primary group contaCt, and morale .holds in other,aréas

'15,ﬂpf course,‘an>empirieal qnestion. :However; following

tpe lead of thdse who hade examined marifel pewer in a

: s
cross—Cultural conteXt (Rodman, 1967; 1972),\we would

hygothesize thﬁt nq?ﬁg;ive prescriptions for age strati-
fieation specify or quaiify the effect that socioeconomic
dependency has on power. Specifically, the more equali-

'"tariin'the norms governing power relations in age-

heterogeneous situations, the stronger the positive &

relationship betwWeen socjoeconomicC status (as a resource)

apd power. 24 B _ o 25

AN
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” - [ -’ Y'\ 7(.. ) "‘I AGE - A ;’.\.."\x"t%~
L RN — 1 o
-SEX RAC§ AR, 50264 . * 65-80 7' TOTAL
| -\ - . ) . . ) ¢ ‘ : ) . / o ""‘ \/ 4
) N : " ) "7\‘ * ; >~; ‘ \ . ce i ,
. . White ~ . 162 7~ 7 Nt 137 299. '
- e (141) (168) S (249) A
]quE - B .l .
. A : . ' .
Non- . .27 -7 \26 53
White o (24) - ©o(21) - (45)
.- ’ -
. . . N _ ) \ : R
’ White 195 223 418, -
. (173) . - (1i83) (356) »
FEMALE \\ {\ " : S ' |
. ’ Non~ T 63 134 o
oy White - (61) . (46) (107)
WV e | &
TOTAL R | . .455 © . 449 904*
L - (385) (372) (757)**
. ) I . . - . S .
* iz)respondents\eitper refused or were unable to answer .

the question asking date of birth.
*x Figures in parentheses indicate the number of respondents
in each category who had children and who, therefore,

_—

actually»en%ered the major analysis.
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3 Morale by Primary Group Support Dependen;yl and Age/Sex Status.

. b
] | ‘EQUATION 1 " EQUATION 2: | ’"ﬁﬁUATION 3
b - CHILDREN GRANDCETLDREY RIS
AGE SEX  -PRIMARY GROUP -~ Dependency = 4. . Dependemcy Dependency .
STATUS __CONTACT ' low Mid  High  Jow  Mid High  Low Mid Bigh
; — — — | {
1.~‘Hen Infrequent 1880 18.80 9.80 1972 1911 1072 19.31 18.%5 - 11.49
L5064 Co (B0, (19)  (12) 0 (19)  (18)  (16)  .(21) (20) (19)
.- Treguemt 2004 1752 14,5  19.43 17,30 1468  19.64 17.84. 13.55
R ¢t S O I € R C R VG
F-Test NS WS . pc02” NS, p<l0 p<od NS NS, - NS,
2, Women  Infreuent 17.82 18,55 M.78 1852 1000 168 1905 18.31 13,97
e (26) (42) () o) () [ (2) (51 ()
| CFrequent 2028 1767 . 15,00 10,34 - 17.51 1213 18,87 1768 1418
oy ) e @ @ ) W) (%)
e F-Test pel0 NS, NS N.s; --_p<i05 p<10 NS, NS, NS,
3. Wei  Infrequent 1967 18,12 17.24 - AL 1606 B 187 105 131
" 65:80 S @wme)an ) @ 1) (1) (28 (19)
Frequent 19,31 '17.55 1088 1962 1859 12.66  20.72 18,04 14,29
, | () @) (2 o) 2 o(2) () (7). (36) (23)
P © F-Test . NS NS pc00l NS p<05 pads NS NS, NS,
4, Women.  Infrequent 20,37 17.46 12.62  19.04 1815 1175 20.55 17,23 13.82
6580 . m o (. @ @ @ 1) (53)  (31)
‘.-Frequéht 20,30 1733 14.48 2056 16.83( 1591 /20,47 17,55 - 13.90
C (13) (61)  (8) * (1) (59). «(44) | () (48) 13
P-Dst NS NS NS NS NS pe0a/ NS, NS NS,
- : . \ ' ¢ L B
g ' —
I 'I' h
2
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TAﬁLE'Ba.‘-Regression coefficients® from final equation estimating the effects of frequency’

. « of primary grbqpfcontact,.dependehCy, and the interaction-termS‘on morale - Men.
\ . . o . C
© ', o, BQUATION 1. EQUATION 2: . - EQUATION 3:
e ccocootoe o7 CHILDREN GRANDCHILDREN -~ %  FRIENDS
- INpEPEDENT - . « |
~ VARIABLE - 5064 65-80 50-64 65-80 9064 65-80
» X Frequency -0.13 ~0.02 cs02 oo w012 0,14
of Contact: - (-0.32)  (-0.03) (-0.56) (0.26) (-0.45) - (0.51)
SR - NS NS, p<.10 - N.S. N.S, N.S.
o’ ' 05 006 - 006 0.3 -095 008
. 2 Dependency C(-1.64)  (2.30) (-0i65)  (5.56) (-2.61)  (1.14)
| NS, - NS NS ps<.10 N.S. N.S.
Xq High - T a100 0.42 ' 1,25 0.22 -1.81 0.35 .
: .Dependency ~ (-12,52) . (4.73) (-15.34) (2.44) (-17.85) (3.89)
- p<ool . pc.10 o op«00l NS - pgioot N.S.
- %, Interaction 0.2 -0.02 013 -0 ' 0% . 005
KK Co(043) 0 (-0.05)  .(0.24)  (-0.68) (0.58) (0.10)
‘ AR N.S. N.S. o NS NS - N.5. NS,
X, Interactien 089 083 0.80 058 L1 .00
R L (1.06)  {-1.40) (1.53) - (-1.05) - (1.96)  (-1.11)
SO pkI0 Tpe00l pe0l L pg a0 . K.01 10
S e $ 7
CONSTANT 20.46 17,83 2201 1598 . 21,29 14,32
V . L » .., * | ) ‘_. 0\1 ! ' .
O R S S
P (1 LS £ SR | AT 185 161
/ \
2 . ¢ : : . _ EE
Standardized beta c¢efficients;‘ugstandarQized regression coefficients in,parentheses.
1 28




, . \ i _
TABLE 3b. Regression coei’-,fjcien-t:z::a from final equation estimating the effects of frequency

of primary group contact, dependency, and the interaction terms on morale - Women.

. ] . o _
v EQUATIONL}g - (j-f: EQUATION 2:° ' EQUATION 3:

CHILDREN - GRANDCHILDREN FRIENDS
 INDEPENDENT o ' | o
VARIABLE  50-64 - ' 65-B0 - 50-64  65-80  50-64  65-80
% Frequency . -0.05  -0,08- =001 - 0,07 -0.10 0.04
{ of Comtact  (-0.13) (-0.23) - (:0.02) (-0.17) ©  (-0.35)  1{0.15)
L N.S. N.S N.S. . N.S. N.S .8
Xy Low 011 0.08 0,08 0.02 -0.26 0.25
Dependency  _ (-1.32) (1.40) (0.44)  (0.32) (~3.21) (4.30)
N.S. N NS NS .S, .95
My High T 045 050 026 064 043 -0.46
. " Dependency | .  (-5.50)  (:6.07) (-3.12) (-1.65) . (-5.95)  (-5.48)
R Cop 10 Tp(.O_l ) - N.S. p{.001 = N.S. p¢.10
X, literaction 020 0100 012 013 0.40  -0.08
X% o (0.38), 0 (0.28) (0.26)  (0:31) . (0.69)  (-0.19)
S KR ¥ NS, NS, N.S. N8,
X5 Interaction . 0.09. (%&o' 1 0.9 0.1 ¢ 011
| S 018y (079 (-0:21)  -(0.36) - (0.19)  (0.19)
NS, NS N.S. NS,
! | J .
\ ( - ‘
1859 18.96  20.38 1665
162 086 . 154 205
189 20 - 264 285

[ RIClardized beta toefficients; unstandardized regression coefficients in parentheses. 1
S . | .‘ ot \ | . , . ,
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PABLE 4; - Sub-Sample Comparisons of'Dependency Faictor Scores.

. | - S SAMPLE SEGMENTS '3- )
oy . . L : -
COMPONENT . Men, B -Men, Women, Women,
- VARIABLES - 50-64 65-80 50.64 65-80
| A | )
1. Perceived ’ .808 .293 /r .517 - .538
Ili Health . ‘(.679)a | (.187) ( <358) . (.476)
| AY ‘ : |
. . N ) H . ) .
2. Labor Force - .564 . .523  T—_ 617  .006
Marginality . (.233) . (.454) (.495) . (=.057)
3. Financial Aid  , .124 ©+.098 119 - . .337
From Children. .'( g39) .  ~ (.052) (.031)" . (.249)
FRp ' , ' o~ ’
- : 3
4. No New . .400 275’ 5,054 . .287
. Friends *(.134) (.125) } (.005) - (.173)
5. Negative View- . .164 ’ -.021 - Nxﬁ;> . 035
of "Empty Nest™ - % L042). (-.055) . (-.063) < _(-.01

. - .
o Ve . . i
S ures\jn parentheses réﬁ}esent factor-score coefficients

whilefthose figures without parenthesés aré/;:;-loaQings derived

‘ ﬁr&m-a_varimax rotated factor matrix. . :
- : ' '
L » L]
: . V .
‘Q%.\. N
_ . ,
J
1 \ . /'
] ( - 3 2 *
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FOOTNOTES =~ =
. . .

1. Sarah Mathews (1976), in her perceptive”essay on b

|
_elderly widows, defineg this tactic of leaving the \

fieid of social interaction as "negotiation by default."
2. Fag;or scores are calculated by the formula '

fsc

f, = fs -+ f802'22'+_"' nizn-

i li 1

Where )fstl" is the‘factor score coefficient for ;
variable j and’factor i and "zi" is the respondent

standardized score on variable j (Kim, 1975).

2

3. Previgns research that has attempted to assess

levels of intergenerational relations with measures
. of frequency of contact)simiiar to'those useddhere -
has been justly Criticized for its ;ailure)to consider
\gyjtelephone communication as a viable means of contact.
In the present research telephonf communicatjon was
'-omitted from the measure of freqnency of contact )
only because we wished to_fo s directly on the

Qi effects of face-to-face céntact on morale The ques-

“tion of whether telephoneucontact may -also have a

variable effect on morale for different categories J

of dependeﬁcy‘is a legitimate research question but ¥

. one which we are unable to answer in this paper.

It should be noted, however,:the estimates of primary

group contact obtained -from .the preseut sample using

1

Q
the measures of face-to~face contact, (excluding

v - . ”

-/'telephone contact), while certainly lower than those



. derived from measures that 7hclude telephone Calls
AV in addition to face—to-face contact’, are quite high
nonetheless. It is veryfunlikely, then, that the
\ estimates of contact used here\undérestimatet&n -any
's1gn1ficant sense the amount of . contact one would
observe if the measure spec1f1ed either telephonz o
communication or face-to—face contact
p4. Three of the 17 PCG scale items were dropped pri—

\

. - marily due to. redundancy (”I take things hard, e
T e "Little things bother me more th1s year, o or "As 7
"I get older; things are better/worse’thaﬁ‘r thought
o’they would be") Some of the items that are 1ncluded
‘ : on our rev1sed¢index suff1c1ently approx1mate the deleted
items so as to warrant the shortened version (for.‘

example, "Things»keep getting'worse—as.I get older")

/ ’ ' fourth ftem ("I see enough of my friends and relatives")
A I <

p-3

contact with friends and relat1ves) is the ma%or 1nde—

s

pendent var1able in this analysis. : E . \\

5. For th1s analysis, primary group contact was dicho-
tomized into categoriés ofA"frequent" (at least
weekly contact for children andlérandchg}dren,hor;
at least seyeral times a_week for friends) agd "in-
frequent” (less than weekly for children and grand-

- i " children, or.less than;several times a week for

.m“friends%g_“The decisicnwas to -what' constitutes appro-

R

priate cutting points between ”frequent”‘and ”1nfrequent”

* . \ ] ) | -

0 A i
[ .
3
N

L was also dropped since’ pnlmary ‘group contgct ‘(including - -



CSW

o

\ .

primary group contact‘was based on empirical as well’

as common-sense ‘criteria. The dlstribution of

| responses on the measures qﬁ frequency of contact
. S B | |
-used here clustered around weekly contact with child-

ren and Erandchildren but daily contact with friends.
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. APPENDIX: VARIABLES =~

1. Dependency .
N . ~ :The ind!%idual variables comprising the dependency

—~ T

VT . ' measure include the: following'five interview questions

. . A, Poor health "in’ general, would you say your .
. o v » S _
| — healt,h is —j o o | ) '.
(1) very good,o(z) good (3) fair; (4) poor:
‘ - . : ‘
< | _ or (5) very‘poor?"

'B;"Laborfforce martinality. This variable was
constructed in response to a standard question asking
o \cgrrent employmentbstatus.: In order to plaqe the respondent -
_on a’ continuum measuring degree of margihality to the 1,»
| labor force, responses to the’ current employment question
were grouped and coded af follows: . Not working but
either unemployed & r fredh(z)-‘Homemaker or working :
. part- time (1), workinésjjll time (0)
'U. | c'. Financial assistance from children  vIn the

'past,year, have you received any f1nanc1al assistance

from any of ‘your children?" V_Yes (1); No (0).
, D. Lack of new friends: ‘"Have you made. any
new friendS‘in the last two years?""Yes (1) No (0)..

E. Perception of parental loss due to empty nest:
;W"Parents are the ones who suffer mést when children move - .
’away." Agree (2); Undecided (1); Disagree(O).

g 4

“ 2

' = 311 ;s
8




a -

The loadings of thesl variablesfon %he dependency

ra b
C e e factor (varimax rotatlon) are as follows
- - _Variable E Factor Loadlng_
- a. Poor health . - ., 635
. b. Labor'force'marginaiity.' _ o 421
7 c; Financial ass1stancék‘ ) , W 177
-a'<:7 d. [Lack of new frle\as B .264
o ;e. Perception of parental loss ' .229 )
: ’ R o ' v
N .
.

2. " Morale. The 14 items are as follows:
; a. P have a lot to be sad about.
b. ‘I sometimes feel tﬁatilirégrsn’t_wortn liying. R
‘ c; 'I* sometimes worry'so mucHi that I can't sleep.
© 0 d, I am afraid of a lot'of things. |
‘CF e. I,feel bored now mdre Jthan I used to'.
| f. I get upset eas11y th\: N
g;.;Thlngs keep getting . worse as f get older
h.. I-have as. much pep as 1 did 1ast year
~i. "As you get older you are 1ess useful. 1’ T a
.rjﬂ Life is hard for me most ofbthe‘time,
E. I get mad more. than I used to.
.1;-.i‘am as happy now‘as‘when I was younger.
h; bDo you often feel lone1y9 o
f_n;? Are' you sat1sf1ed w1th your 11fe today9 -
\\ Iteos were coded such that a/respOHSe 1nd10at1ng hlgh
' norale was_ scored 2 ‘a "depends" response was;scored‘}, and a

.

_response 1ndlcat1ng low morale was scored Q. >

B N . . N hj . . . . . )
_ 3 , - .
. , . :
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