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ABSTRACT. ) e . , S
- Studies conduc¢ted in specifically age-segregated
housing for older persons sudgést that such age- homogeneous settings.
" encourage networks -of £r1enésh1psrand mutual assistance. Since ”
" @ patterns-of age segregat1on ex1st.w1th1n communities, such , ° )
' segregation may result in similar social benefits. Interviews - '
(N=1,185) assessing social networks were conducted with persons aged
60 and older. Two measures of neighborhood age structure were used to
determine the age segrégation of neighborhoods. Results indicated }
that, although children were preferred for instrumental and o
" expressive suppoerts, neighbors were.frequently used for both types of
asﬂpport and were substituted for unavailable children for '
" instrumental help. Whether neighbors weré chosen for instrumental or
= _ expressive help appeared to contribute little to oyerall well-being. -
General involvement in neighborhood networks showed similar.patterns. s .
. Closest neighbors and ne1ghbors who were cop£1dants tended to be age . .
.~ . . peers, with age being less important for instrumental or emerdency
2o "help Living in an age- segregated neighborhood had little:relation to
. ' getting instrumental or expressive support from neighbors or to
- rgeneral involvement with.neighbors. The results provide little
evidence that residential age segregat1on contributed to overall
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S ‘. NEIGHBORHOOD AGE smucrxgz AND !

| o . SUPPORT NETHPRKS

-

Studies conducted in a variety of age-sigregated living arrangements for

e 2 older pebple-"single—room occupancy" hotels, aparfment complexes, P°bil? home
parks, and retirement communities——suggest that such settings have a numSer‘qf' .

Py ' _beneficial consequences (see Werd (1979b>’for a review of this literature). In

particular, networks of friendship and mutual assistance appear to be enhanced

by age homogeneity. Other patterng of age segregation exist within communities,

as there is evidence of substantial residential age segregation in American

métropolitan areas (Qowgill, 1978: Kennedy and DeJong, 1977: LaGory et al., . ‘ -
“

1980; Lafory et al., 1981: Pampel and Choldin, 1978; Smith ‘and Hiltner, 1975)\.
These patterns are ,attributable to lower income of the 'aged and an associated
dis&dvantage in housing competition, ecological processes of urban growth and
. ' choices related to the family cycle. The researgh reported here investigatea
whether snch 8 gregation has social benefits similar to those of epecifically

. age—segregated housing. A number of’perspectives suggest that this may be the

- -~

-~ case, ' ) ’ i , th}:. ) ;‘& }
; . ’ L .

‘., - »_ THE IHPORTANCE OF NEIGHBORHOOD sgrn_ns

“xo
-

-

PR The concept of "environmental docility" (Lawton and Nﬁhemow, 1973) auggests .

=
k=3

that older‘people nay be.more dependent on, and less able to mﬂnipulate, the

1 . euvironment. Similarly, it has been sugghsted that "perean/environment con= .,
[} * I 4 .

- gruence"‘ia particuiarly cfitical to the well-being of older peraons (Kahana, , ) L;)
1 1975;, Lawton, '1980). This highlightn the importance of viewing the ueighbarhood

T ass behavioral ccntext for-the eiderly. While the range of nodern aaa tance - .0
‘ v}g S f ~ e
. relationghips has cxpanded-to include ifferentiated netwprks vhich encompaaa an

t o p ‘ nntirc utropoiitsn area (Hanun, 19 ), th‘?nduced nobility of older people B4
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* and the tendenty of many inmer-city elderly to be "block-bound" means that the * -
j .

j~while most of today 8 socigty reach far fypm home to meet the needs of everyday

’

| 1ife" (Carp, 1976: 249). -

- in this regard., Kendig (‘976)'suggests that* age and class congruency facilitate

*

i’ .
[ »

agéd "muat rely on the logél area and 152;:nb§bitants‘to support their needs,

¢

RS

Characteristics of the deighborhood, rather than of the dwelling unit per
se, are most decsbive in shaping housing aatisfaction of the agéd Neighborhood
social composition ig a particularly cricical ngighborhood characteristic because

» Y

older people tend to draw their ffiends from a more narrowly local area (Lawton,

1980; Riley and Foner, 1968; Rosenberg, 1970). The quality of neighborhood re-

_ lationships has been found to be an important dimension of neighborhood satis-

faction for older persons (Bohland and Davis, 1979: Branch 1978 Mathieu, 1976-

Toseland and Rasch, 1978), and age similarity appears to be an 1mportant fagtor

gsocial contéct, which in turn is related to morale and mental health. Lawton

and Nahemow (1978)’f9und thaf a greater proportion oé oider pebple in the neigh- .
bﬁrﬂood was asaociated with greate; participation in a;tivities, housing satis-
faction, and interaction with felloy‘tenants; similarly, Berghorn et al. (1978)
found that age concentration was associated with higher motale.

\. ”
" i s : .
' THE TMPORTANCE OF AGE SIMILARITY ' .
N . e > !
The iﬁporéince~of nefgﬁborhood age,gggggs!f;;n is related to the more gene- '

ral role of age similarity in friendahip formation. A number of studfes teport
that people tend to choose friends of their own age (Heaa, 1972‘ Lowenthal et
al., 1975, ?duaxs and Bultena, 1976° Riley'and Foner, 1968; Stueve and Gibson, .
1977). Age has long been conaidered a focal poinc for the development of adciai
networks (s:lmel, 1955). *Friendnhipa are highly volmu:ary. emphasizing peership/
si'nilar:ltr (Hess, 1972' prenml ee al., !975), and hoth cohorc membership .

_and s;age 1n- thé life course creata chared intereate anquggd;ﬁ The imporcance f ff

- . *
- - -y
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_of age as a basis of friendships may be greatest in old age,fwhen ties to other,
o

M ¢

age-mixed networks are loosened because of more restricted and age;linked-roles

Py -t L4

(Hess;‘1972: Lowenthal and Robinson,.1976),.\\ o
A number of factors promote age similar1t§ in social relations: 'shared ex-

perie;ces, similar work and family' positions, role transitions occurring ‘at about

the same time, relative e;uality in resources and authority, residential segrega-

.

tion, cultural expectations (Stueve and Gibson, 1977). A member of pressures”

»

may heighten the salience bf age-homogeneous peer groups in later life, includrpg

aging subcultures revolving around leisure and socialization for old age, retire-

.ﬁent and consequent reduced diversity of role sets, economies of scale which en-

courage age;homogeneous houaing, and ageisnkfnono\et al., 1979). Age homogene-
ity may arise from a oesire to select an, "audience" which faciiitates 1dentit§
maintenance (Qforge, 1980), Dowd (1980a, 1980b) places the issue of age homogene-
ity more expficity within an exchange theory framework; age homogeneity minimizes

the costs ot social exchange, bringing together similar interests anq resoumcea,

anﬂ'makes it easfer to determine routine expectations and rules for~exchange.

1 .
. 7 . ‘ ~

o NEIGHBORS AND SUPPORT NETWORKS /l S

- ’

14 ‘/l'

. Nighborhood age structure, of'course, will be im@ortant only to’ the extent

thld soeial nétworks make significant c:zf::futions to wellﬁbeing,\aud that neigh-

bors constitute an important component Clal networks., Social networks serve '

as linkages by which individuals receive information and assistance. Cobb €(1976)s _

. . . N
characterizes social supports as "communicated sharing", whereby information is

- ¥

received that one 1s cared for, esteemed, and belongs.to a network of communica-

tion and mutual obligation. Kahn‘(1979) cites affect, affirmation and aid as

o

the elements of supportive transactions. There is evidence that social support

facilitates coping and adaptatipn, either directly or-indirectiy as.a stress—

buffcring systen, through 1:3 1natrumcntal and expresaive functions (Cobb 1976-‘

4 - U
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. Dean and Lin, 1977: Resslér, 1479+ Lin et al., 1979). Cobb (1979) hypothesizes -

that social supporta reduce stress by imﬁroving person/environment’fit, as people

e

. . ~ ~ . &
who feel esteemed feel more confident and better able to exercise environméntal |

control. * . . . v o~

There 18 certainly reason to'believe that social supports will be related to

I3 ) \
well-being in later life. "Stability in’ friendship networks lends a sense of con-

N
. ey

tinuity of self (Lowenthal‘ﬁnd Robinson, L976), and friends fulfill nany social-
ization functions--emotional support during role transitions, information about

roles, and mutual opportunities for role rehearsal (Hess,,1972)} External sup- ;

port and socialization bolster a gense of internal control whicn is important to

effective coping (George, 1980) Older people may also be especially dependent

on the "lsy,referral nétwork for access to -services (Ward 1977). :
The social netﬂorks of older persons may be cHErscterized by ‘reduced size

and' increased instability because of role loss and limited mobility due to de~
¢

,clining 1ncome.and health (Kshn, 1979; Ward 1979a*’ Wood and Robertson, 1978). -

Empirical resqlts concerning the importance of social activity are neither'clear-

cut nor consistent, however, (Conner et al., 1979; Larson, 1978° Wood and
o
Robertson, 1978). While some find relationships between social integration/
4 - ’ w - e -

interaction and morale/adjustment, others do not. This may refiect a failure to” ll

14nk types of support’ func:ions with types of social relationships. . .

There is disagreement about“the relative impqxtance and functions of differ- .

ent components of the social networks of older persons. . Cantor’ (1979), studying

ten hypothetical situations, found that kdn, prefefably children, were cléarly
the«first choice for assistance, foziowed by friends~;;d neighbors, who were used
substantially witb regard to sociﬁbility and loneliness. She charscterizes,social
networks as. “hierarcbicalrcompensatory", uith othdr. relatives, friends, and neigh-

bo¥; being turned to-only as “children aze increasingly<more removed. Others view

A

social nctuorks as "taskrspecific",‘houeve:, uith primsry groups differentiafed
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[
structurally according to the types of tasks they. cdn handle mogt effectively
(Dono et al., 1979; Litwak and Szelenyi;1969). "Kin groups are characterized by

J
permanent membership, but differential mobility. This immedes face~ o-face con—

» -

’

allow maintenance of ties, over distances. Kin, groups function best in tasks’in-
volving long-term ties of reciprocity. but the obligatory nature of kin rela-
tions may detract from their qualiti, and kin may be estranged by generational
differences in interests and e iences, yielging relatively symbolic and ritu-
alistic interactions QWEod’:;;;::zertson, 1978)‘ Friendships} because of thgir

volun ity nature and basis in similarity and consensua may yield greater open-

", mess “of communication and intimacy (Adams, 196Z) The structure of neighborhoods

‘\
emphasizes proxﬁmity and face-to-face contact, but also nonpermanent membership;
the most appropriate functions relate to speed in—responding to emergencies, ser-

vices based on territoriality, and everyday observation for learning (socializa—

tion) (Litwak and Szelenyi, 1968). To the extent that low income or poor health'.

limit mobility, older people may be particularly dependent on the‘local area for.

nsocial'contaidg‘(nono et al,, 19795. Indeea; some studies.have found thafhin—

teraction with friends and neighbors is more st:ongly related to morale than in-

teraction with family (Arling, 1976; Pihlblad and Adams 1972) Since age is of-

<

ten a basis for friendships, neighbors who are age peers may combine the "advant- .

ages" of neighbor and friend making their availability particularly valuable.

Some research»suggeats that informal‘néighboring and social bonds decline
with age (Hunter, 1975 Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974) Lopata (1973"1975), for

-

example,-found that neighboring was limited to only*casual contacts outside of

_residences for her imer-city sample of oider vcmﬂn. But thete.is other evidence

of “local BuPtht systema £or the aged (e.g. Cantor, 1975 Carp 1975) Cantor \

neighbor well: over one-half _were inVolved in functional social support relations

s - . & -
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'tact,‘but‘modern systems of communication, transportation, and monetary exchange ]

‘(1979), :\study of New‘Ybrk City elderly, found*that 6% - &naw ac least one . i
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, with neighbors,

| mary source of both old and new frierids for widowe.

support networks.,

These exchanges exhibited high reciprocity, involving both in-.

-

strumental and expressive support. Lopata (1979) found that while little support

is exchanged with neighgors‘who age»not considered friends, neighbors are a pri-

LY

- .

The research reported here addresges téo isgsues concerning guch neighborhood

- . Q‘ . ,
First, what role daes age segregation, or neighborhodd age

P »

structure, play in fostering social support networks within neighborhoods’ Sec-'
2 \
ond, how, and through what processes, do such ne affert the 'yell-being of

older persons”

Sample
To investigate‘the nature and consequence of neighborhood support networks,

in the Albany-Schenectady-Troy, New York, .SMSA

’

; sample of persons 60 and ov,
was ieterviewed.
average, but within one standard deviation of the mean (LaGory et al,, 1581). To
insure an adequete range of neighborhood age structure, censue tracts were first

stratified according to pe;cent aged 60 and over, as follows. 1) Stratum 1, less

than 13% aged 60+ (35 tricts, 9.7% of thoae 60+ 4n the SM5A); 2) Stratum 2,-13-

217 aged 60+ (88 tracts,,16.4z of those 60+ in the SHSA), and 3) Stratum 3, 21%Z-

and" greater aged 60+ (31 tracts, 23.9% of those 60+ in the SMSA). Blocks were

then sempled proportionate to their size within each stratum; starting at a des-l
ignated householq{‘uﬁ to three respondents were:inte:v;ewed on each block. A

total of 1,185 interviews were'cogpleted (456 in Stratum 1,.§86 in Stratum 2, and
343 in §t:atu; 3). The .average hge of respondents was 70.6, with 611 female and

96% white. In terms of locatiou in the "urban hierarchy", 46% resided in one of

) the three central cities, 27.8% were M"suburban" (Urbanized Area or noncontinsuouc

lnsll city), and 26.22'were "rural" (Iargest place S;UOO bopulation)

L s .
N i  pa s
el - ”/_\” A - H . 7
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Residentiel age segregation in this '‘SMSA 1s somewhat lower than

v
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Instrumentation . e . ' . N

Demographic information for each respondent includes age, sex, marital sfa—

tus (50.32 married 38.72 wddowed), employment status, _occupation (and occupa—

l'

.o

tional prestige), education, and income. A scale of functional health measured

eage of going outdoors, walking up and down staits, éetting about the house, and
- * ‘

“ doing cleaning and household chores (the first three are from thélphysical inca~

pgcity index useq by Shanas et al., 1968). This.sample is quité able in terms of

mobility and tasks of daily living, as 70,.2% indicated they could do all four by
N ‘ . R

*

themef%zgg withouf(figﬁiculpy.
* Of particular interest here are the measures of social networks util{fed in
the éur;;y. Cantor (%a;g) suggests that support systems ﬁust/ﬁulfill'three major
needé--socialization, carrying out tasks of daily living. and assistance during
Efisis. These represent both instrumental and eﬁgressive dimensions of support.
‘c,ant:o;' 8}3: cites th;ee‘ éomponetit:s- of informal personal support--kin, cleoge
friends or iﬁlimates,.and neighbors. Each ?f these aspects of support were as—

segsed in the interview.
Instrumental support in .tasks of daily living is assessed b& asking respon~

dents whe, ather.thanfépouse, they would turn to in four hypothetical situations
v o . T

‘(look in and see how you are doing, give a ride to go shggging or see the doctor,
get something from the store, look after the house while you are away) . ResponJ,_

dents are also asked who these persons are (family, friend, etc.), their age and '
. : . r

gsex, and whether ;hg;;ltve in the peigﬁpqrhbod, and generally whether they have

~

enough -persons to. turn to in such situationn
5

Drawing from Wellman (1979) and Cantor (1979), who streaa closeness anﬂ
sharing of confidences and feelings in défining "confidants", respondents vere
asked if there 1s. "anyOne-friende, neighbors, or relatives--that you feel very

¥ - PR Y

close to-*ggmeoue you share confidences and feelinga with?", and how many such

persons they have outqide,'h@.househqld. FBr the (up to three) confidants they



‘and length of the relationship.

i . ’ ) ~ 2
>

feel closest to, respondents also indicated the person's relationship, age, .sex,
t . -,

N\ . N
location (proximity), frequency of interaction, religion, ethnicity, educationm,

.

Réspondents were also' asked whether they have
enough opportunities to share confidences with somegne.

&
While family, friends, and neighbors may be cited in the previous sets of

&

questions, additional questions were directed specifically‘at esch of these types

of relatiogghips. Respondents were. asked how many living children they hsve,
\t
their location and interaction frequency, and whether they see their children of-

ten enough. They also indicated the number of other 'relatives in the area, how

many of these aréyseen or heard from regularly, and how many nonneighbor-frietids"

they'haye in the area. L.

More detailed questioning focussed on neighbors. Respondents indicated how

Y

.many neighbors they knew well*enough to visit with in their homes, and the age,

+ .

sex, religion, education, and ethnicity of the (up to three) they are friendliest

with. They were also asked how many neighbors they relied on in emergeneies and

Y

whether most of these are over 60, how ofteR they interact with neighborsf’and

Respondents were asked which of six

.

whether they see neighbofs often enough

1 types of assistance they ever gave to neighbors, snd which of these their nei

.

bors ever did for them, these items parallel the general instrumental. and confi-

dant questions occurring earlier in the interview. More broadly, respondents’

)

were asked to "rate this neighborhood as a plaqe to 1ive" ‘(excellent, gopd, fair, :

poor), and how much they have in common with their neighbors, how happy they are
with the kind of people living in the neighborhood, and whether they have diffi-
culty making c1ose friends in the neighborhood, - . ‘ }'

>
I) the percentage

Two ﬂeesurés df neighborhood age structure aye utilized: -
of tract residenta.age 60+, bssed on 1970 tract statistics (pCT 60) (fé anﬂlG.S,
_ rangem3.6-35.0, 8 standard deviation-Q.Z aner),ﬂthe ;espondents e estimate of the

beIowingr~ ‘of a11 the people who iive in your neighborhood, -what proportion

o1

I

[

/




+
-~

’

»7

A v

(percentage) would you say are about 60 years or.older?" (PCT5?) (mean=30.5,

range=0=100 standard deviation=l4 3). PCT60, an objective measure covering a
broad area, and PCTOP, a subjective measure more locally based are moderately
correlated (r=. 29) indicating that they are similar but digtinct measures of
Both measures are strongly related to type of tract,

»

'gince the elderly teng to concentrate in central—city areas with older, 1ower

neighborhood age structure.

.value, multi-unit housing (LaGory et al., 1981) (mean PCT60: city=21.7, suburb=

12.2, rural=11 7; mean PCTOP' city=37 0, suburb=28.9, rural=22, 73 To avoid

confounding the effects of metropolitan 1ocation with those “of agc segregation,

analyses were also run separately for*the three types'of tracts; these results )

3
~

will be referred to as appropriate.

Three varigbles are used to measure the "outcome” of social support. It was

expected that persons with stronger social networks would have greater access to

{,informstion'about gervices, Similar to the approach taken by Bild and Havighurst

k1976), kndbledge of five services for older people known to exist throughout the

»

survey area was assessed. Global well—being was measured by the Philadelphia ¢

Geriatric Center Morale Scale (Lawton, 1975). Finslly, it has been suggested

that the coping ability of older people is dependent upon their social context

1

(Kuypers and Bengtson, 19322. This research utilizes a Mastery scale developed

by Pearlin and Schoole} (1978) to’measure the "extent to which one regards one's
) . :
11fe chances as being under one’s own control®.

. RESULTS - , ‘

Thc research reported here is directed at the role of neighbors generally,

and neighBOrs agad 60+ specifically, in the support networks of older people.

The results are prgsented wirh ‘the followins organization. First, are neighbors

important sources of instrumental ai& and does this vary with nsighborhood age

structure? Second, do neighbors play an important Tole as confidants and does
. . . . s Lol - A ,‘:J
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neighborhood sée structure,affect\this role? Third, does neighborhood involve-

1

-

/7 ‘ e - .
ment more generally contribute to well-being, and is-neighborhood age structure

C

. influential in this régard? ' ’ o :ﬁ_\\“} -, .

LY

Inbtrumental Assistance - - - . s,

From 90.72 to 92,57 of respondents indicate/someone they could turn to in .

each of the four instrumental situations with 86% having help for all four situa—

tions. Among those with .help available, children are favored beinc, chosen by

38.2% to 42,4%, Friends or neighbors (these are virtyelly sll neighbors) repre-

EY

sent the second most prevalent choice in all four situatiens, however (28.4% to
33.7%); neighbors are chosen for all four situations by 20%, while 59% indicate-

neighbors for none of the situations: Table 1 indicates that neighbors are most
’ v “

+

iikely to substitute as children.ére 1éss aepessible;'except that neighbors and

, othef relatives are chosen about equally by ‘those with no children. There 1is

little evidence of mixing of types of heipers‘qcross gituations, indicsting that -

1

‘ the same-person is likely to be turned to for all four. When neighbors are. in-

dicated, from 39% to 42% of these are aged 60+, ~Among all respondents, ‘about 12%

name a neighbor aged 60+ for each situation, with 187 indicating such a neighpor

As indicated in Table 2, measures of neighborhood

l - -

" interaction and‘of assistance actually r£Ceived from neighbors are related to *

.. .

-

for at'least one situation.

havijg someone to turn to,in the instrumental situationsL and particularly to

cosing neighbors. - \ S . .

" ~ ‘
(Tables 1 and 2 about here) o e
- . . - ::
- Neighbors are indicsted'in more situations by younger respondents (r=-.09_
with age) and those with’ better functional health (r=,07). ihere are stronger L

relationships with higher socioeconomic status (occnpational prestige-.lb, inci?e-

14, education- 19), for example, over S0% of respondents in blue-colldr-occupa- . g

° " tions indicate children, compared with onewthird of those ih white-collar occupa— o

El{i(j tiona Ase, functional heslth, iucone, and occupational prestige are unrelated

.o "~ ‘s -
‘._“ . B .- . . o 1:3 - - N Y, s - - - ‘*
” - 2 i _ N _ |
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.

/‘ I - naming a 60+ neighbor, though education is related (r=,13).. Widowhood is not

R elated to type of helper chosen. Suburban residents are more likely 'to indicate

/
r

S

. a neighbor for at least one of the situations than are city or rural residents

’ ' ('rehle 3), but there is no relation with naming a 60+ neighbor., > - years
' . ., residing at current address is unrelated to &gosing neighbors g bors.

. . Amon’% those with less than ten years at '{he same address, however nmnber of years
. ¥
in the neighborhood is related to namirg a neighbor (r=. 12) and particularly to

ihg a 60+ neighbor (r=. 25, 8% of thqée 1iving in the neingorhood for 10 years

o or less, ‘versus 302 of thése over 10 years) Naming neighbors or 60+ neighbors

ﬂ“

s,hows lit.rle relation with overall ratings of athe neighborhood.

2 N A
- ) b Neither' 1’C’l?6‘f§é nor PCTOP 15 related to having someone to turn to in the in— '

»

stnnnental ’b*fﬁuations or naming eighbors. Among those who have soﬁ“ eéone to turn
et
to, PCTﬁO is weakl% related to naming a 60+ neighbor (r= 10)... There is a stronger

/ rdlationshig betweerd thi "and “PCTOP (2= 18y (Table 8. -

‘ Naming neighbors or 60+ neighbors as potenfial helpers is unrelated to feel: )

. one has "enough" 1p. Similarly, both show little relationshipf‘to mor- A
. / ale, mastery, or knowledge of services, ) ’ . : '
| 'J ‘ It appears, then, that neighbors have some importance as instrtme%tal help~ ‘ -
,‘ ers, particularly to vthe degree that children are not proximate. The ,proximi'ty;
o?‘neighbors\émake them well-suited for such tasks and they substitute for. child-
o TL’ *W?en. to s-greater gxtent than do other kin. When children are available, however, ‘
. tlhey are the preponderant choice for instrxmental assistance.l Neighborhood age

e

structure hss 1itt1e in}s" et on use of neighbors, except with- regsrd to nsming a .

neighbor aged 60+. Finally, whether neighbors are chosen, generally or sgéd 60+

rather than sone other source does not apl:ear to affect weil-being

- 5
¥, \u = - . « 3 - Y N

LRy . ) et - o ‘\a; » - . . } * - .. H % . -
2= et 4 - » .- B -, . . ; R ;, . -,
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househig'd (mean=3.0). Family members are most freq'uently chosen; 697 have at,

; to three) cloest; confidants who is a family member (inclu-

F -one, ¢hild, 23z.a sibling, and 27% other relative), and 512

4, Ky R

Neighbors are- the second most prevalent type of confi—
P

name only famil§ members.
dant after children, 36% name at least one neighbor as .a confidant, and 217 name

only neighb’ora. ‘As. with instrumental assistance, children are named as confi-

- » A 3 -

dants when available, but in this ?:ase other relatives (including siblings) are '’
\ ' ? r .

more likely than neighbors to "substitute" when children are less accessible

4

('I'able 5). The extent to which' chiildren are favored when available is less pro-

£

'+ ndunced than with instrumental help, however. ‘ . 3

\ - ’

n*

i

v * »
f | ) ‘
..
.
N .

L4

(Table 5 about here) ) . R

Nonkin confidants are more, likely to be 60+ than are nonkin instrumental
&

helpers, about 602 of confidants who*'e frietgs or neighbors are aged 60+. Of
ﬁee with any eonfidant, 242 flame at least one 60+ neighbor. /Among those *who

" name 8 neighbor as a confidant, 68Z name at least one 60+ neighbor.

+ b=
“"i}%

i
age, functional health, socioeconomic status, or length of residence, but the '

Neither naming a neighbox nor a 60+ neighbor as a confidant is related to .

neighbors indicated by older reepondents tend to be older (r=. 13) Neighbors are

.

most often named by rural residents, and least often by .city residents (Table 6)

As was also tru.e of instrumental -support, meaéures of neighborhood interaction ]

and aeeistance are related to number of confidantsé naming a neighbor, and naming o

‘a 60+ neighbor ('Iable 7. Overall neighborhood rating, however, is not related

to whether the respondent indicated a neighbor or 604+ meighbor as a confidant.

«
- .
- g
- . [
.

('.l'ables 6 and 7 about here)

cs

3.

PCTGO and PGTOP ate related to neither number of conf.idnate nor- naming-a

neighbbr as a conf:idant.f Indicating a 60#- neighbor is wea’kly related to PCTOP )

~(r=.07) and is generally unrelated to PCTGO, except for suburban respondents

(r=.14).
3 ‘«?‘ S T

. R T T

-
-

Among rnapondente having at leaat one heighbor as a confidant, however, B

m14weomx“”w;;_“_;;fgéf%;ﬁgﬂh



PCT60 (r=:16) and PCTOP (r=.23)"are both related to having-a 60+ confidant

B (Table 8. Thc aSSociations for PCTOP are particularly strong for respondents *

4

Neighbors - N ““ N
/

with some impairment in functional health (r~.57), aged 70+ (r=,33) and

living -in an apartment (r=.54), (though numbers of nespondents are smaJl in

S~
these breakdowns). . % .

‘ (Table 8 about here) A .
/ . , . .
_ _ x / . - 3
_While %foxﬁnity of 'closest confidont and averige proximity of all confidants
nanied are related to mo{ale (correlations,.controlling fhnctiozfl’health, oocupa~

tional prestige, and education, are .1l and .10, respectiveiy' hese aooociations

are somewhat stronger fior rural residents and‘those with gome functional impair-
ment), these are not r lated to maftgsx, and naming a neighbor is-related to
neither morale'nor ma téty. Having a neighbor as a confidant is also. not related\

to knowledgg of services, ‘exdept for rural respondents (partial correlation-{IS).

Finglly, whetngtfo neighbor is indicated as a-confidd&t is unrelated to the

measures of well-being:

‘

To summarizé, eighbors represent an important source of confidants, though

for children. neighbors are typically age peera, while, younger neighbors are

their prevelance is lei;hthan for instrumental help and they do nét "substitute"
ugsed more often ::q/instrumental aasistance. Neighborhood age structure is gener—

ally unrelated to availability or type of confidant, except that neighbor confi-
dante are older in age-segregated aﬁfas. Finally, having confiddnt neighbora, -re=

*

gardless of their age, appears to have little,;ffect on well-being.

] ) 1 ) ) - - a‘ \' .
About oneftﬁird (352) of the respondents, do not know any neighbors weil

enoqgh to visit with (mean=3.,5), and 28% have no neighbors they could rely on in

éﬁérgencies (mes -2,5)}, On average, respondeﬁtb have been helped by qnd have .

helped neighb ,?.éﬁ about half of, the six’ ngighbothood aasistance items, The mean = .

-

b_ 4\
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‘are;aged 60 or older. " ", . ‘ ) 52

-

an - "

age of ueighbors known best is 57' among“fhose who know sny neighbors well, 67, 42

ry
indicate at least one aged 60+ and 34.3% indicate that ‘all’ of their (up to three)

5

closest neighbors are aged 60+, émong those who have neighbors to turn to for ’ .

help in emergencies, however, only 35 9% indicatb that most of these neigﬂbors

b4

- Q . , = “

.4

Older . respondents know fewer neighbors (r=-.11) and receive less assistance

-,

from neiglhibors (r=.10), -and neighpors‘they know best are older, both average age

(r=.14) and percent 60¥7(r= 12)“ Better functional health 1s related to knowing
A

more neighbors (r- 105 receiving more help ‘fzom neighbors (r- 06), and having

e

more neighbors to turn to in emergencies (r=.10), but is unrelsted to interaction ”l‘,f

" »

frequency or age of closest neighbors. Higher secioeconomic ststus is generally - =
related to number known .and help received (r= 12— 15, depending on SES indicator),
but is not related to frequencx-of interactioo or age of closest neighbors..
Widovhood eshibits little association with these neighborhood varisbles. Lergth
of residence is‘related’to number of*ﬁeighbors known well (correlattion=,09, con-
trollizig funi:tiohal hesi:h, .occuipational prestige, and education) and help re-

ceived (psrtial- 15), but is ot.herwise, unrelaced to these varisbles. Type of

.....

; (:tact is related to both neighborhood involvemenc and age of closest. neighbors -

(Table 9) In general, rural residents know more neighbors and receive more “help,-
while city residents aue lowest on these, frequency of interaction with neighbors

is unrelat:ed _to type of -tract, however. The closest neighbors of rural respond—

*.ents are alao younger, and"they are less likely to say that most of t:he neigh‘bors

they would turn to in emergencies sre 60+ (rural-'ZO 42 suburban-ﬁo 92, city-r

g

Ei]

,43-6z,p-ooo1> B R

bl - S M *

L

<t C ’ (‘I‘able 9 about: here) " "Y‘ S ¥ B
Frequency of interact:ion wit‘ho,-i;'eighhora is associaﬁed with higher sverage )
age (r-.07) and higher percem: 60-!- (r-.lO} smosg cioses: {neighbors, Other neigh- o

e Tmr T

hor variablcs, iiiuding perceivedj comonality with neighbors, exhibir Iittle as- ‘
lochtiqn with tge of mighbort indicotod. mg%e overau neighborhood rating is S

’(
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4

st

\'\‘ 15
related 't6 more general neighbor chardcteristics—-number known well (r=. 10Y,” num-

’

ber for emergencies (z=. 13), help received (rﬂ 09), and amount perceived in com-
mon (r= 19)--this is not related to the age of neighbors respondents are friend-

liest with, ¢ . - “ | L

r e f

-

, » PCT60 has little or no relation tb number of neighbors. known, number for

femergencies, per,ceived commonality, or help received. Among spartment.dw,ellers,

v

3

in cities howeveg:, frequency of interaction with neighbors is related to PCT60

.

(correlation- 21, controlling functional health, occupstimgsl prestige, and edu-
cation). , PCTOP exhibits the same patterns, except that PCTOP is also r°lsted to |
amount percéeived in common with neighbors (psrtial corr.elatiow- 15), and to num-{

ber avsilable for emergencies for rural residents ¢ ,22). Both measures of deigh-

borhood ane st:ru’c,tnre are r‘;eelated to age of neighbors turned to in emer;bncies ._
(v=.18 for POT60 and .31 fdr PCTOP). L o A
mﬂclearest relationships for neighborhood age structure are with the ages .
of neighbors respondents arve friendliest with, PCT60 18 related to higher aver-
sge’,sge (r-.13) and percent 60+ (r=m. 18) the association with average age 1is

stronger for respondents who are aged 70+ ( 17) or have some functional impair— .

-

" ment (, 21) but 18 pot significant: for rutal residents. 'PCTOP has stronger rela-

tions with sverage sge (r- 32) and percent 60+ (r==.34), especially for respond- ‘

ents with some functional impaimenqt\, apartment dwellers, and those who have lived

4

in the neighborhood for three years or less (e.g., correlations-of these with per-
]
cent: 60+ are .52, (45, and .52, tespectively) Whether any 60+ neighbor is nsmed .
- ¢
'also related to both PCT60 (r- 14) and I'C'DOP (x=. 31) (distributions are shown

. N
e’ N <

in Table 10). . .
'.l'ne relstionships of neighbor variables with well—being, ccntrolling for
heslth and SES, are indicated in stle 11 With the exception of whether neighbors ’
are seen "enoush", neighborhood ‘involvement and age of neighbors respondents are

-

. e n k)
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friendliest vith exhibit amall or insignificant associa ons 'th morale, mas-
tery, and knowledge p{*servicesi There are categories o respo dents, however, »
for whom such. factors are of greater importance. Morale, {or example, has a
stronger relation yith irequency of interaction with neighbors among respondents

who: have some‘functional impairment (.16), are city residents (.14), live alone

(.15), are widdwed (. 15), have lived fn the neighborhood for three yenrs or less

( 19), and have no living children (.22); morale is also more strongly related to
whether neighbors ‘are seen enough for city/apartment dwellers (.29) and short-
term residents {three years or less) of neighborhood (.32). Similar patterns are

evident with® mastery, for example, /nge are gtrongar relationships with inter-

. action frequency i&& ‘city residents (.13), those with some funptional impairment

T,

. -borhood involvement, generally and w:f.th 60-!- neighbors, to well-being¢ In the ,,f :

(.13), widowed respondents €.11), and short~term residents (.27). In terms of
knowledge of services, city residents who live in apartments exhibit assdciations .
with number known, frequency, and whether neighbors are see;§enough (partial=, 1&
with all three), and with help received (.18); similarly, respondents with some '
functional impairment havevan association between service knowledge and both fre—
quency and whether neighbors are seen enough (. 14) Age of closest neighbors has
little relation to well-being except with regard to,service knowledge. . Having at
least one close neighbor aged 60+ has a stronger agsociation with knowledg "f .

L L

services for city reaidents (.16), apartment dwellers (.17); &nd persons living 3

in a-neighborhood for three years or l?aa '(.20).

.
T

L gk

1 . - e -

(Table ll about,here)

A3 R . .
. 1 SR

Multiple regression was used to further assess the contribution of neigh-

firat,analysia {Table 12), the following groups of variablea uere entereﬂ,in
stepwise fashion 1) functional health, education, occupational prestige, nog~
neighbor social tien (nnﬁher of children, other xelatives, and £rienda in tha

8MSA) , mumber of instmental aituations for which tbere is ‘someone to turn to, - o

,l':r‘
H
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and number of confidants; 2) number of neighbors known well enough to visit with,
frequency of interaction with neighbors, and help received from neighbors; and « .

3) indicating a neighbor as a confidant or inst:nm_:entai helper. It is evident

from this first analysis that morale is most closely associated with fugct:ionol’

health and socioeconomic status, with social ties and instrumental agsistance

.

also being significant, Neighbor variables, with the rather modest exception of
’ # v ‘.

interaction frequency, add little to the model. A4
\ s . . ) /

(Table 12 about here)

T

-

»

The second regression analysis inves'tiggted the impact of having a 60+ neigh--

bor as confidant, instrumental helper, or close neighbor, entering these v{riables

into the equation afteér functional health, SES, social ties (now includiné number
of nei_ghbors known well), and instrumental/confidant suppo?:. It appears that age
peer neighbors make no unique éontrihution to morale (Tab'ie 13), Having a cloge '

60+ neighbor, however, is significantlyeassociated with knowledge of services. -

}gf

~Finally, the analysia reported in Table 14 invesqigates whethefrkgeeing neighbors

<
enough" contributes to moralg independently of social ties (including number of

*

neigh‘bors known), ins:mmental and expressive support aVailable, and whether in-" |
n -
strmnental helpers regide in the neighborhood (eit:her neighbors or relat:ives)

LR}

\‘é"l‘hia wbjective experience of neighboring does appear to mke a- unique contribu- ’

A . (Tablea' 13 and 14 about here)

The re.aults for neighbors indicate that the majority of these respondents %‘;g.' k4

- .

are involved in networks of interaction and auppott with neighbors. ‘I’here is a
clear tendency to iuteract: most closely with neighhora who are age peers, though '
less ao for emergeucy assiot:ance (teflecting a similar compariaon between confi-

dants md instnmentxl helpers) He;gbborhood age structure hao general].y smau.

associations with neigbhorhood invoivenenta except for derr.ain types of reapond-'- L

43' ¥

ents, lleigbborhood age otructo:e has nore subogntial relacionohips with the age
of iqi;&Borbood mtnorh. Whﬁi neighborﬁooﬁ iuvolvemeut geneuIIy nakes little

tion to morale. * " T . T ' -

.
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'nge appears to be less important for instrumantal or emerg:ncy support:, Whether

- , /
o } ! *

.

,independent contribution to well-being, there are categories of respondents for
° [

i hE

whom this is more influerdtial. Any unique contribution of involvement.with neigh-

bors who are age peers seems to be restricted to.knowledge of services,

1S
I3 v At &
.

' o DISCUSSION
- [ 4

v
‘

The issues of primary interest in this research concern the role of neigh-
bors, and particularly neighbors'who are age peerd, in the support netwo?kf Of

older persons, and the influence of neighborhood age structure on these roles.
.o =2 °

"The results inéicate thacrwhen children are accessible they are favored for both

expressive and particularly instrumental support.® Neighbors are frequently uged

-

for bo%h types of sﬁpport, however, and appear to 62 the favored "substitute" for

L4

children for instrumental help, On the uhole, this provides some suﬁbort for the
"hierarchical—compensatory model of informal supports, at leact for instrumental

Y A .

N
assjstance.  Whethér neighbors are chosen for instrumenta&,orvexpressive support

-~ ” LIRS

'borhood networks exhibits similar patterns, except that interaction with and as-

U
sistance from neighbora appears to be important for ger“ gegments of the older

oopulation Ce.g.; poor health:-apartnent dwellers, Jjrecent movers). Thusg, it 'ap-

pearg that néighbors per de, are relatively unimporta: o well-being generally,

' appears to contribute little to overall well-being. G%ﬁeral involvement in neigh—

whether.one épeaka‘of quantit§ (number, frequenoé) r quality (tynea of support), .

“but greater attention needs to be paid zo the varying roles of social relation-

8hips within subgroups of older people% It is noteworthy that wh/;her neighbors

iqre seen "enough" is _more important, to morale than how often they are actually

geen: 8ubjective elements of social networka may be most critical in shaping

i “—

_ subjective well-being. . . . e . .

-

Closest neighbora and neighbors %ho are confidants tend to be age peers, but

5

I

or not age peer neighhors are part of one's aacial netwotk,:however, appeata to
. Ce X L
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have little impac,t on wel‘l-being. The’se results bear on the "homophily principle” }
> . . - |
(Homans,'1959; Laumann, 1966: Laumann and Senter, 1976; Verbrugge, 1979), which |

asgerts that social relationzhips tend to occur among persons with similar char-

[ - - »

acteristics.  Age represents a similarity. which docs appear to'structure close
relationships, but whether such homophilous structuring occurs does not seeu! to
affect subjective well-being. The finding that having close older neighbo‘

related t6 'service knowledge, however, indicates t’hat homophilous networks

.

SN have, unique benefits when attribute similarity is specifically relevant to

outcome. .

-—-

Finally, neighborhood.age structure was found to be influential in _some" re_-;

- . . ’

KL.1

spects, hut n“ot others. Living 'in an age-segregated neighborhood had little‘ re~

A

. T

lation to having instrumental support or neighbors as helpers, havfng cp:afidants' ud

or néighbors as confidants, or general involvement witb;; neighbors. ' Botlf measures
)

af neigh‘bdrhood age structure were generally rel-ated to naming 60+ neighbors as
b 4
- ,instrtmhental helpers or confidsnts, and naming older neighbors among those one is

+

friendliest with. 'Ihus, residential age gegregation appears to stimulate opera-

®

v

tion of the homophily '‘principle, but there is little}evi&nce here that it con~

tributeso to overall well-being. A basic igsue, then, 4s: why 18 this t’ype of
T Q . o0 \ . . . : N
age segregation apparently less influential than that foupd in retirement commu~-
B { i . " . . P

;
|
|
|

nities, ola-age apartments, and the like?” : ’ . - ! T }

. . One p;:ssibility involves the measures of neighborhood 2§e structure. PCTOP

- typically exhibited stronger relationships than PCT60 as one would expect given . e 1
tﬁat PCTOP taps a more localized context. But PCTOP %5 also a subjective measure ! 1

which way represent at least partly a’reflection of one's neighborhood network, 4 ) *”’l

[ & ..

PCTGO is'a’ more objective measure, but the ten'year lag between _the 1970 census

Yl‘ -

and our survey makes the vali@}pf of this measure questionable. Forttmatelyz, 1980 J
census data ‘should soon be available for incorporation into our anelyais;;: - . e ”:5: - i
;
|
)

- < .
- -~ - P
P . .-exq, ;— ,* AL

It nsar also %e true, however, that the age segregation studied here ‘has’ quite \ -
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different implications. Neighborhood age segregation differs quantitatively and

qualitatively from that found in gecificallzrage~segregated settings. The ex-

tent of age segregation is much less prondunced. Unlike retirement communities,
o
these age—segregated neighborhoods are not chosen 23 such nor are they "gelf- .

enclosged", thereby,lecying a built-in incentive to domstruct & “community", and
- \ :
they'do not necessgrily attract or include agequers who are as socially homoge~

) . . 9 ) - .
neous in other ways as are residents of retirement communities. Additionally,

many older people neither need ﬁor desire access to networks of age peers; they
. do not wish to identify themselves as "old" npr identify with\such per“ons :

{Bultena and Powers, 1978). There is some evidence here, however that the net~

. -

~works of certain types ‘of older people (e g., thoge with functional impairments,

1apartment dwellers, recent movers) are. affecjed more by neighborhood age struc-

:s"}-’ . . ~ ’

ture. Thus, attention needs to sbe given to ‘sources of variation in the sensiti-

v - 4

vityiof'older persons to local context, both ‘physical and social.
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Table 1. Who would "look in/on you and see how you are doing”, by preximity of
~ nearest child. ’ ) .
. Nearest Child: )
AY
- . . A
\ ’ No Outside "\ In Same Same House
\ Children SMSA SMSA Neighborhood ,or Building
\ : | -
. " ,Ko one - 11.0% 9.7% “4,5% 2.3% . 4.1% -
. . . . .
Child ~ 0z 9.02°  57.5% 79.7% 63.1% -
Other relative 40.8% 23,47  10.8% 5.6% ‘o 8.3%
Eznd/neighsor 45,77 54,57 25.5% 10.2% 23.02
% Other 5.52_ . 7 3.4% 1.7% o 2,32, 1.4%
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Table 2, Partial correlations'(controlling functional health, education, and'oc-
cupational prestige) of instrumental assistance with neighborhood in-

. volvement.
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Table‘ 3. Choosing a neigl}por ag ingtrumental helper, by type of tract. '
. Neighbors chosen: Clty Suburb Rural ' -
- None . 60.6% 4 52.2% 63.3% !
1 or more 39.4% 47.8% - 36.7%
. 10_0% 100% ., 100% .
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» . -~
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Ta§1e 9. ANOVA of neighborhood variables with type of tractl. ‘ Lo

’

. -\Rural Suburb City .

s
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g 2 -
. # neigﬁbors knowm 5.5 3.4 3.1 b=.15

’ # for emergencies? 3.1 3.0 23 b-.09
# types.of help . 3.3 3,1 2.9 b=.07 - ~
received? _ ‘
closest neighbors: ' > -
average age - 55 58 58 e=.12

% 60+, 42 54 55 e=.14 -

rd
. . - -

1 All differences are significant at p=.05. \ -
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10. Naming 60+ neighbors among neighbors respondent is friendliest with, by
‘ neighborhood age structure (for respondents knowing at. least one neigh-
bor well), ) ! -
4
( . ! PCT60 . PCTOP
# 60+ neighbors: 2-11% 12-22% 237 2-10% 11-297 3042
- . . ) ¢ . "
0 ,38.5%7 33.8%  19.7% 45.7% 30.6% 19.0% '
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@ 12.0% 25.4%7 23.07 9.87 14.3Z 32. 9z
B 3 7.3% 10.52 10.7% 8.7% ‘12,27 11, 1z.
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Table 11, Partial correlations (controlling functional health, occupational pres-
tige, and education) of neighbor variables with measures of well being.
N *
' Service
Morzle Magtery Enowlaedge
‘knowm N .06 407 ns
for- emergengies L .09 . 06 " ns .
. 3 h p
requency - .08 ns ns
elg received . . ” ns - ns B ns !
, . > .
ether see neighbors enough_ .15 .13 ns |
Name any 60+ ns ns /\ . 12
Average age -~ . ns ns ‘ .10
Z 60+ named ns ns A .10
y N3
v , "\\ X 35"‘{:5 '
Aw 9 A o y
A - -y €« - - T F ar Ay ‘c . - ’ h= *  » "': P , :'«q &
. ,r{ ’ j\ ¢ " ﬁ '.42 !
"‘7*9‘, - [ 3 . ’
; :
< . ’ i

*
L]
&~
.
.
-
1
o
LY
- -
-
g

< e

L

B
v
et .




. - 3® -
.

'
L

Table 12. Regression of morale on health, SES, social ties, [instrumental and ex-
. pressive support, neighborhood involvement, and use of neighbors for
instrumental/expressive support (standardized regression coefficients).
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‘ﬁ‘ble_ 13.  Regression of morale and service knowledge on functional hgalth, SES,
social ties,, instrumental/expressive support, and involvement with

- neighbors aged 60+ (standardized regression coefficients).’
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i neighbors are seen -enough (standa;d;éed regression coefficients).
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