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ABSTRACT
Researchers have identified many factors influencing parent-adult child relationships.
An extensive body of literature has characterized different indicators such as gender, health,
race, and proximity of both parents and adult children that influence the types and amounts of
support given and received by both generations, but not as much attention has been given to
other aspects of the relationship such as what influences closeness within these relationships and
normative beliefs members hold. Much of thisliterature is atheoretical. Itiscrucial to develop
effective theories of aging that can help guide how we examine intergenerational relationships
and exchange and help determine what aspects of exchange should be focused on. The lack of
previous research being guided by strong theory addressed through a theoretical and empirical
test of the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity and the Contingent Exchange Perspective.
Working from the Contingent Exchange Perspective, | examined the relationship
between needs and resources of both generations as predictors of five dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity: Functional, Structural, Associational, Affectual, and Normative.
Longitudinal data from 3,320 adult children (MAge = 38 years, 58% women, 12% African

American, 4% Hispanic) and cross-sectional data from their parents (MAge = 65 years, 65%



women) were drawn from the National Survey of Families and Households to address the
research questions. Additionally, instrumental and emotional exchange is examined using
Intergenerational Solidarity and the Contingent Exchange Perspective. Results suggest that
needs and resources of both generations are important for predicting each dimension of
solidarity, and may serve as partial explanation for the shifting balance in intergenerational
relationships across adulthood. Thereis aso evidence for the importance of needs and resources
in predicting flows of instrumental assistance up and down generations, whereas importance of
dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity (aside from Associational, necessary to provide
instrumental aid) were largely absent. Predictors of emotional support were more complex:
Affectual and Associational Solidarity were important, but parents and children often differ
systematically in their reports of the same exchanges. Based on these findings, future research
surrounding parent-adult child relationships and exchange must address needs and resources
within the dyadic relationship.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Researchers have made great strides in identifying factors influencing parent-adult
children relationships. An extensive body of literature has characterized different indicators
such as gender, health, race, and proximity of both parents and their adult children that influence
the types and amounts of support given and received by both generations, but not as much
attention has been given to other aspects of parent-adult child relationships such as what
influences closeness and contact within these parent-adult child relationships, and normative
beliefs about family relationships. Additionally, much of this literature does not ascribe to any
particular theory of aging and researchers do not attempt to relate their empirical findingsto a
greater body of theoretically relevant literature.

It iscrucia to develop effective theories of aging that can help guide how | examine
intergenerational exchange and help determine what aspects of intergenerationa exchange
should be focused on. Two such theories that can help with elaborating the processes involved
in intergenerational exchange are the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity suggested by
Bengtson and his colleagues (Mangen, Bengtson, & Landry, 1988) and the Contingent Exchange
Theory suggested by Davey and his colleagues (Davey & Eggebeen, 1998; Eggebeen & Davey,
1988). The Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity provides awell rounded framework for
examining family functioning. With the addition of the Contingent Exchange Perspective | hope

to further elaborate the psychologica consequences and well being of family membersinvolved



in intergenerational relationships. Hopefully with the integration of these two perspectives will
come a better understanding of these processes.

To begin | examine the literature surrounding parent-adult child relationships
theoretically. The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory is addressed; it provides a comprehensive
framework for examining multiple aspects of parent-adult child relationships and the interactions
between these aspects. To address the psychological impact upon parents and adult children the
Contingent Exchange Perspective is next reviewed. It states that exchanges within families are
best viewed from a needs and resources perspective. Provision of support is not harmful unless
given in atime of need while receipt of support is not harmful unless given in the absence of
Necessary resources.

The final theoretical aspect which | address is the Generational Stake Hypothesis which
states that parents will report arosier viewpoint of the relationship based upon their
developmental life stage. All three of these theories and perspectives have been used in the
literature to explain parent-adult child relationships. | will investigate whether there are support
from these theories in a nationally-representative, longitudinal sample.

Chapter two also includes a thorough review of the different predictors of the four
dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity used in this paper to examine parent-adult child
relationships. Which variables have previous literature suggested as influential in elaborating
upon closeness, contact, normative beliefs, and functional exchanges? Which parent-adult child
characteristics and Intergenerational Solidarity dimensionsimpact the psychological well-being

of the generations?



Several research questions arose after a study of the literature surrounding parent-adult
child relationships and the different aspects of those relationships. These emanated from gaps or
alack in the empirical work done surrounding support relationships within families, and what
influences these support exchanges. Thefirst gap was alack of theory to unify, inform, and
provide aframe of reference for much of the parent-adult child relationship literature. The
second gap was deciphering what aspects of the different areas of interaction between parents
and adult children are actually important in the sense that they affect the psychological well-
being of both parents and adult children. Thirdly, looking more specifically at the exchange
literature and parent-adult child relationships, how does theory help usto better understand and
predict support exchanges. These three issues are addressed more specifically in chapter three of
this paper. In thisdissertation, | conducted two studies to extend the empirical and theoretical
work inthisarea. Thefirst study examined the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, the
Generational Stake Hypothesis and the Contingent Exchange Perspective in two parts. Thefirst
part addressed the theories previously mentioned, while the second part examined psychological
outcomes of both older adults and adult children stemming from these theories. Extending these
results, the second study investigated Functional Solidarity it more depth.

The first study address predictors of the Intergenerational Solidarity, the influence of
needs and resources upon exchange, and the psychological consequences of involvement in
parent-adult child relationships. Study of parent-adult child relationships across the adult life-
span has come to full fruition. We are rapidly gaining fuller appreciation for correlates and
consequences of routine flows of assistance (i.e., Functional Solidarity) between generations.

Predictors of other forms of Intergenerational Solidarity, however, have generally received less
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attention in the research literature. Working from a Contingent Exchange Perspective, | examine
the relationship between needs and resources of both older parents and their adult children as
predictors of five kinds of Intergenerational Solidarity: Functional, Structural, Associational,
Affectual, and Normative. Results suggest that both needs and resources of both generations are
important for predicting each dimension of solidarity, and may serve as partial explanation for
the shifting balance in intergenerational relationships across adulthood.

The second study examines Functional Solidarity in more depth. Gerontological
literature has often demonstrated the “ generational stake” phenomenon, in which there is a net
transfer of resources down generations. A supplementary perspective on support exchangesis
that this normative pattern emerges as a by-product of age-graded changes in the needs and
resources of both generations. In support of the hypothesis, | found evidence for the importance
of needs and resources in predicting flows of instrumental assistance up and down generations,
whereas importance of dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity (aside from Associational,
necessary to provide instrumental aid) were largely absent. Predictors of emotional support were
more complex. Implications for theory and practice are discussed.

Chapter six draws conclusions across both studies. Both parents and adult children’s
responses make a unique contribution when predicting Intergenerational Solidarity.

Additionally, to fully elaborate upon the relationship it is also necessary to include
characteristics from each member of the dyad and gender, which were measured dyadically. |
found that al dimensions were influenced by needs and resources variables, asimplied by the
Contingent Exchange Perspective, and that all the different dimensions of Intergenerational

Solidarity affected the psychological well-being of each generation.



Finally, through these studies show that future research needs to include better
operationalization of Intergenerational Solidarity, with a nationally-representative sample,
particularly Normative and Consensual Solidarity. Elaboration upon how needs and resources
variables affect and are affected by transitions within parent-adult and other family relationships

will help us gain afuller perspective on the psychological impact upon older adults.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

It iscritical to use theory when explaining parent-adult child relationshipsin later life.
While various theories have been used to explain such relationships, most do not address how
parent-adult child relationships are affected by later life issues. This paper usesthe
Intergenerational Solidarity Theory as an organizational framework to discuss important aspects
that influence the parent-adult child relationship. Subsequently, psychological consequences of
parent-adult child relationship aspects are examined, followed by an examination of the
developmental stake hypothesis, which arose from the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, and
research on extended family relationships that grew out of the developmental stake hypothesis
and the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory.
Intergenerational Solidarity

The majority of gerontology literature (72%) (Bengtson, Burgess, & Parrott, 1997) does
not ascribe empirical findingsto atheoretical tradition, but is instead model-based thus
precluding the achievement of cumulative knowledge in social gerontology (Bengtson et al.,
1997). A main function of theory isto build knowledge and understanding in a systematic way
so that it can guide what still remainsto be learned (Bengtson, Parrott, & Burgess, 1996).
Intergenerational Solidarity Theory was developed to build knowledge and understand
multigenerational family relationships and what holds them together (McChesney & Bengtson,
1988). It provides aframework for identifying important aspects of family relationships to

investigate and hel ps to identify where gaps in understanding remain.



Social changes such as smaller family size, increase in divorce, increased geographic
mobility, and more women in the labor market may lead the public to believe in weakened
intergenerational bonds, but Bengtson and Harootyan (1994) suggested that it may lead to
stronger solidarity among family members due to a greater need to support each other. At least
in principle, Intergenerational Solidarity Theory examines dyadic relationships within the
family: parent-child, grandparent-grandchild, and additional combinations of the three
generations.

Family solidarity is defined by six constructs. The six constructs are

a) “Associational Solidarity, the frequency and patterns of interaction in various
types of activities, b) Affectual Solidarity, the type and degree of positive
sentiments held about family members and the degree of reciprocity of these
sentiments, ¢) Consensual Solidarity, the degree of agreement on values,
attitudes, and beliefs among family members d) Functional Solidarity or
exchange, the degree to which family members exchange services or assistance,
e) Normative Solidarity, the perception and enactment of norms of family
solidarity and f) Intergenerational Family Structure, the number, type, and
geographic proximity of family members” (p. 116, Bengtson & Schrader, 1982).

These constructs grew out of Nye and Rushing’s (1966) family integration framework,
but Bengtson and his colleagues substituted intergenerational family structure instead of goal
integration to better understand multigenerational family relationships (McChesney & Bengtson,

1988). The change stems from the authors’ belief that solidarity reflects family members being
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interchangeable in function rather than being complementary. The final construct is now known
as Structural Solidarity (Bengtson, & Roberts, 1991; Roberts, Richards, & Bengtson, 1991).

One strength of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory isthat it has been useful in
stimulating new research and it helps to organize existing findings (Roberts et al., 1991).
Another strength is the identification of the base elements on which intergenerational relations
are built: sentiment, structure and behavior (Bengtson, Giarrusso, Mabry, & Silverstein, 2002).
Some suggested weaknesses include how ambivalence isincluded in the theory (to be discussed
later) and that it minimizes the diversity of family experiences (Connidis & McMullin, 2002).
Bengtson et al. (2002) dispute this criticism. They suggest that the dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity are synergistically related and the different patterns and formations
are unlimited based on different family experiences.

The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory provides an organizational framework for this
paper because the six dimensions help to identify important aspects to consider in examining
parent-adult child relationships. A review of the literature surrounding these dimensions reveals
that while Functional Solidarity has received alot of empirical attention, the other five
dimensions have not. This paper will also focus on how the different dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity Theory impact psychological well-being of the specific generations
involved.

Predictors of Intergenerational Solidarity
In the absence of a strong theoretical tradition in this area, it isimportant to begin by

examining the consistent areas of empirical support between individual dyadic characteristics



and Intergenerational Solidarity. Once this evidence has been presented, its implications for
theory testing can be assessed.
Functional Solidarity

Much of gerontological literature has explored what influences the exchange of help
within families (Davey, 1998; Davey & Eggebeen, 1998; Eggebeen, 1992; Zarit & Eggebeen,
1995). The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory incorporates the exchange of help within
families under the dimension of Functional Solidarity. Functional Solidarity is defined as the
degree to which family members exchange services or assistance (Bengtson & Schrader, 1982;
Hancock, Mangen, & McChesney, 1988).

Many different characteristics have been found to influence exchange; the difficulty is
organizing them in a way that is understandable and makes sense. One model categorized
predictors of exchange into four areas: family background characteristics, parent characteristics,
child characteristics, and relationship characteristics (Davey, 1998). Family background
characteristics that are predictive include race, income, parent education, and urban/rural
residence (Eggebeen, 1992; Hogan, Eggebeen, & Clogg, 1993; Kobayashi, 2000). Parents’ level
of education sets the culture in which a child is raised thus affecting the context of exchange.
Parental characteristics include age, gender, marital status, health status, functional ability, and
number of children (Davey & Eggebeen, 1998; Eggebeen, 1992; Zarit & Eggebeen, 1995).
Similar to parent characteristics, child characteristics which influence exchange include gender,
marital status, and transition to parenthood/number of children; relationship characteristics
include proximity, relationship quality, and filial expectations and obligations. Alternatively,

Chatters and Taylor (1993) utilize two factors, family and demographic. Family factors include
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family contact, closeness, satisfaction with family life, and proximity. Demographic factors
include age, gender, income, education martial status, urban/rural, and region. Both models
utilize many of the same influential variables, but Davey’s (1998) model is more descriptive and
encompassing. This paper will now address the research surrounding different predictors of
exchange under the categories suggested by Davey (1998): Family Background Characteristics,
Parent Characteristics, Child Characteristics, and Relationship Characteristics.

Family background characteristics. Several family background characteristics are
instrumental in predicting the exchange of support within an intergenerational dyad. These
include: race, income, parent education, and urban/rural residence. Addressing the first
characteristic we see that findings surrounding the influence of race on intergenerational
exchange are mixed depending on which type of exchange is examined. Looking at instrumental
exchanges like help with housework, yardwork and child care, Hogan et al., (1993) report that
African American and Hispanics adult children and parents are less likely to be involved in
instrumental exchanges when compared with Whites. However, Jayakody (1998) examined race
and financial transfers and found income to be a mediating factor once family structure, needs of
the adult child, and resources of the parents were controlled. White adult children received more
financial assistance than African American adult children, but only in adult child families whose
income was below $15,000. For families above this income level there was no difference
between White and African American families and financial exchanges. Findings regarding race
and emotional support are less clear (Davey, 1998).

Although these findings seem to suggest that African-Americans and Hispanics are less

involved in the exchange of support, the influence of race on support cannot be considered
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without the inclusion of a discussion of fictive kin and skip-generation assistance. Fictive kin is
defined as people considered to be related although they are not related by blood or marriage
(Chatters, Taylor, & Jayakody, 1994). Scott and Black (1989) indicate that Black kin structures
are often ignored when discussing Black family functioning.

Much of the research surrounding fictive kin relationships has investigated the existence
of such relationships, support exchanges, and non-kin caregiving (Barker, 2002; Johnson &
Barer, 1990; Piercy, 2001; Taylor, Chatters, Hardison, & Riley, 2001). Johnson and Barer
(1990) found that African Americans have more active support networks with the inclusion of
fictive kin than do Whites. Their finding is suggests that support exchanges among African
American families cannot be fully explained without the inclusion of fictive kin. The belief that
African American families participate in fewer support exchanges may be biased without the
inclusion of fictive kin. These studies suggest that to fully explain the variance of race and
support exchanges, fictive kin should be included as a predictor. In the present studies I
hypothesize that race will be a significant predictor in the exchange of support because fictive
kin were not included as questions in that national data set and thus were not able to be
addressed in this study. The inability of addressing the role of fictive kin and support will
remain until nationally-representative surveys address appropriate questions about
intergenerational support structures and pathways.

Along with race, income has received attention as a predictor of support exchanges. In
general, higher income leads to providing higher levels of financial assistance, but not
necessarily other types of assistance. Semyonov and Lewin-Epstein (2001) found that parents

with high socioeconomic status were more likely to be involved in financial support of adult



12
children. Additionally, looking at the influence of that adult child’s income on provision of
support to parents, Kobayashi (2000) found that parental income affected children’s provision of
both financial and service support. Parents with lower incomes were more likely to receive both
financial assistance and service support in the form of housework from adult children.

Other family background characteristics believed to affect exchange are parent’s level of
education and urban/rural residence. Greater education level of parents is associated with higher
levels of giving and receiving in both generations; this held true across all domains of assistance,
both instrumental assistance like help with housework, transportation, and yardwork, and
emotional assistance or giving advice and encouragement (Eggebeen, 1992; Davey & Eggebeen,
1998; Eggebeen & Davey, 1998). As for urban/rural living, not much research has been done in
examining its effect on intergenerational exchange. Eggebeen (1992) and Eggebeen and Davey
(1998) found no significant differences between an urban and rural sample, but more empirical
research is needed to learn any rural/urban differences in exchange.

Thus, we see that overall, the effects of race and exchange should not be addressed
without including skip-generation patterns of assistance and fictive kin and exchanges of
financial support may be affected by level of income, but other types of exchanges are not.
Additionally, parents level of education increased exchanges while urban/rural domicile did not
affect exchanges. Next, I address which parent characteristics affect the exchange of support.

Parent Characteristics. Parent characteristics that are influential in explaining
intergenerational exchange include gender, marital status, age, health status/functional ability,
and number of children. Looking first at gender, researchers found that mothers are more likely

to receive all types of exchange when compared to fathers (Ikkink, van Tilburg, & Knipscheer,
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1999; Rossi & Rossi, 1990; van Groenou & Knipscheer, 1999; Wright & Maxwell, 1991). For
example, mothers receive more help with transportation, home or car repairs, other work around
the house, advice or encouragement, care, and aloan or gift of $200 or more than did fathers
(Amato, Rezac, & Booth, 1995). Whereas Eggebeen (1992) found that fathers are more likely to
provide certain types of exchange (household and financial assistance) to their adult children,
Morgan (1983) found that mothers are as likely to provide financial assistance as fathers.

Marital status is another parent characteristic that affects the exchange of support within
adult child/parent dyads. Widowhood and divorce of parents have received the most attention
when examining how marital status affects intergenerational exchanges. Divorce impacted
exchanges such as transportation, work around the house, advice or encouragement with fathers,
but not with mothers; divorced fathers were involved in less helping exchanges with offspring,
but single mothers received more and gave less to adult children than married mothers (Amato et
al., 1995). The effect of widowhood is not as clear. Widows are more likely to receive support
than single or divorced parents, but the effect of widowhood on giving support is still unclear
with some saying widowhood contributes to less giving and others saying there was no change in
support given with widowhood (Eggebeen, 1992; Ikkink et al., 1999).

Along with gender and marital status, age affects the exchange of support. As parents
age there is an increase in support received and decrease in support given (Hirdes & Strain,

1995; Ikkink et al., 1999; Silverstein & Waite, 1993; Zarit & Eggebeen, 1995), however, it is not
until later in life that the exchange given by adult children outweighs that given by parents

(Eggebeen & Whilhelm, 1995; Zarit & Eggebeen, 1995).
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Health status and the functional ability of parents affects how much support they receive
and are able to give. Poor health of both parents and adult children leads to less support given
and more support received. This follows the Contingent Exchange Perspective in which help is
given in response to needs and based on resources (Davey & Eggebeen, 1998). Parents receive
more assistance when they are in poor health and at the onset of physical impairment (Hogan et
al., 1993; Kobayashi, 2000; Van Groenou & Knipscheer, 1999).

Finally, researchers found that as the number of children increases there is a greater
probability that support will be given and received; total amount of exchange was more in
families with more children (Eggebeen, 1992; Eggebeen & Wilhelm, 1995). Other researchers
found that when looking at the specific parent-adult child relationship, rather than at assistance
given to all the children, there was less assistance provided to a specific child in large families
(Hoyert, 1991). Semyonov and Lewin-Epstein (2001) found that families with fewer adult
children were more likely to have parents who helped with financial support.

Overall we see that mothers who are divorced or widowed are more likely to be engaged
in exchanges of support. Additionally, older parents with health status problems and those with
more children are also more likely to be involved in support exchanges; those with health
problems receive more help and give less, while those with larger families gave less support to
each individual child, but parents were more likely to engage in a greater number of support
exchanges overall. Next I address which child characteristics affect the exchange of support.

Adult child characteristics. Child characteristics that were influential in predicting
exchanges include gender, marital status, and their transition to parenthood/number of children.

Less is known about how child characteristics contribute to intergenerational exchange than
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parent characteristics (Davey, 1998). Looking first at gender we see that while Spitze and Logan
(1990) report more exchanges with daughters along gender lines (mothers helping daughters
more than fathers helping sons, Silverstein and Waite (1993) report no gender differences in
support to adult children. Wright and Maxwell (1991) found that sons provided parents with
more services, while daughters provided more socio-emotional help.

The adult child’s marital status has also been investigated for the effect on exchanges of
support. Davey (1998) suggests that child’s marital status possibly functions as a moderator
with gender and life stage. One study found that divorced women receive more assistance than
married women from parents while married men receive more help with child care (Spitze,
Logan, Deane, & Zerger, 1994). Chatters and Taylor (1993) found that separated and widowed
men were less likely to give informal support to parents, but separated women were less likely to
report giving to parents; widowed women showed no differences. Informal support was not
specifically delineated; participants were asked how often do you help your parents out.

Finally, transition to parenthood signifies more exchanges between generations that may
decrease as grandchildren get older. Ikkink et al., (1999) found that adult children with families
gave smaller amounts of instrumental support to parents. Hogan et al. (1993) reported that adult
children receive more assistance from parents when they have young children. Many of the
same characteristics identified in the parent section were also influential in predicting exchanges
between adult children and parents such as gender, race, and proximity of the dyad members.

Similar to the findings under parent characteristics we see that daughters receive more
support than do sons. Additionally, divorced women receive more support, while married men

receive more help with child care. Finaly, adult children with children are more likely to be
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involved in exchanges than those without children. The final group of characteristics which
affect exchange are relationship characteristics and are addressed next.

Relationship characteristics. Relationship characteristics that are influential include
proximity, relationship quality, and filial expectations and obligations. Proximity affects
provision of instrumental support; it provides the opportunity structure for support to occur
(Uphold, Lenz, & Soeken, 2000). Chatters and Taylor (1993) found that other types of support
such as emotional support and financial assistance are not affected by proximity. Coresidence is
one special type of proximity and is often difficult to deal with when measuring exchange within
families. If coresidence is included as a predictor of assistance, adult children are more likely to
receive financial assistance when compared with their non-coresident counterparts (Aquilino &
Supple, 1991) and they are more likely to provide household assistance to parents (Spitze &
Ward, 1995).

Another relationship characteristic which affects exchange is relationship quality.
Intergenerational Solidarity characterizes this as Affectual Solidarity which leads to increased
intergenerational exchanges. Parents and children who report being close are more likely to help
each other with both generations giving and receiving help (Chatters & Taylor, 1993; Parrott &
Bengtson, 1999; Whitbeck, Hoyt, & Huck, 1994; Wright & Maxwell, 1991). Contact between
generations through telephone, letter, or face-to-face contact is described as Associational
Solidarity by the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory. These behaviors also lead to
intergenerational exchange; those that are in contact with each other are more able to meet

exchange needs (Cicirelli, 1983; Wright & Maxwell, 1991).
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The last relationship characteristics to be considered isfilial expectations and obligations,
or Normative Solidarity as described by the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory. Belief that
families should help each other affects intergenerational exchanges (Uphold et al., 2000; Wright
& Maxwell, 1991); however, there are mixed results about how this happens. Adults’
expectations of help affect how much help they give; parents who believe in giving help are
more likely to give help (Lee, Netzer, & Coward, 1994) and adult children and parents with high
filial expectations had parents who were more likely to receive help (Ikkink et al., 1999). Thus,
normative expectations and obligations influence giving more than receiving assistance (Ikkink
et al., 1999; Lee, Netzer, & Coward, 1994). There are also gender differences; duty and
obligations led to decreased exchanges with fathers, but not mothers. Normative obligations
seem to motivate sons to engage in intergenerational exchanges; adult children with strong
normative obligation ideals gave more to fathers, but received less. Adult daughters are more
motivated by affection and give more support when they feel closer to parents (Parrott &
Bengtson, 1999; Silverstein, Parrott, & Bengtson, 1995). Finally, higher levels of felt obligation
affected emotional support, but not financial or service support exchanges with adult children
providing more emotional support to parents when they had higher levels of felt obligation, but
not more financial or service support (Kobayashi, 2000).

In general we see that intergenerational dyads which live close to each other, or even co-
reside, are more likely to engage in instrumental support exchanges. Additionally, those who
report having a good relationship and those who believe that families should help each other are
also more likely to engage in support. Looking at predictors of Functional Solidarity in general

we see that many different characteristics are influential and should be included when trying to
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predict what affects the exchange of support. Next I address the other dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity and what predicts them and how they are affected by each other.
First I look at Affectual Solidarity or how close the dyads report feeling to each other;
Associational Solidarity or how much contact there is between generations; Normative Solidarity
or if the generations believe that they should help each other; Consensual Solidarity, or shared
values between generations; and finally, Structural Solidarity which includes the structure of the
family.

Affectual Solidarity

Affectual Solidarity is defined by how close each generation reports feeling to the other
(Gronvold, 1988; Lawton, Silverstein, & Bengtson, 1994). Severa structural characteristics are
influential in predicting closeness within dyadic relationships. These include gender, age, race,
and marital status. Other variables associated with closeness in the parent-adult child
relationship include religiosity, employment status, and similarity to the parent in educational
attainment and occupation. First, I'll address structural characteristics which affect closeness
and then the others.

Structural characteristics which influence closeness include gender, age, race, marital
status, and coresidence. Typically the mother-daughter relationship is seen as the closest.
Gender has been widely accepted as consequential in parent-adult child relationships (Bengtson
& Harootyan, 1994; Golish, 2000; Lawton et a., 1994; Rossi & Rossi, 1990; Suitor, Pillemer,
Keeton, & Robison, 1995; Troll, 1989). Suitor et al. (1995) found that dyads containing a
female reported increased closeness; Troll (1989) reported the mother-daughter bond was most

powerful. Along with gender, age affects closeness. Thereisacurvilinear relationship between
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age and closeness, as children age, closeness increases and conflict decreases (Rossi & Ross
1990; Suitor et al., 1995).

Race and marital status are also influential structural predictors of closeness. African-
Americans report greater closeness when compared with White respondents (Aquilino, 1999;
Bengtson & Harootyan 1994; Lawton et al., 1994; Suitor et a., 1995). Marital status also affects
closeness. Children report feeling less close to non-married parents, whether it is through
divorce, separation, or widowhood (Aquilino, 1999; Golish, 2000; Kitamura & Takashi, 2001,
Lawton et al., 1994).

Finally, there are mixed findings on whether co-residence affects closeness. Suitor et al.
(1995) found that co-residence, when adult children returned to their parent’s home, did not
affect closeness, while Aquilino (1999) found that it did. Parents reported higher levels of
closeness with co-residence when they lived with achild. This difference may be dueto whois
reporting on the relationship. Parents report feeling closer to coresident children, but adult
children do not share this perspective (Aquilino, 1999). Closenessis often likely to determine
co-residence at least as much as closeness is determined by co-residence.

In summary we see that the mother-daughter dyad is the closest and as children become
adults, the parent-adult child relationship becomes closer. Additionally, African-American
dyads report feeling closer than do Whites and children report feeling less close to non-married
parents. Closeness and coresidence depends upon who is reporting with parents reporting
increased closeness and adult children reporting the opposite.

Other characteristics that influence closeness between dyads include religiosity,

education (Aquilino, 1999), employment status (Kitamura & Takashi, 2001), and similarity to
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parents in educational attainment and occupation. Kitamuraand Takashi (2001) report that
religious respondents describe increased closeness with parents who had higher levels of
education and decreased closeness with those that were unemployed.

Similarity with parentsisinfluential in affecting closeness. Similarity in educational
attainment and occupational achievement affected reported closeness (Suitor et a., 1995; Welsh
& Stewart, 1995). Ross and Rossi (1990) also found that children who had attained adult status
and separate households al so reported higher Affectual Solidarity. Additionaly, past
relationships between members of the dyad are influential in predicting current relationship
closeness. Those who report parent rejection earlier in life reported lower levels of closeness
(Whitbeck et al., 1994) while Long and Martin (2000) reported past attachment as affecting
relationship closeness.

In summary we see that characteristics influencing Affectual Solidarity, not including
structural characteristics, consist of religiosity, education, employment status, and similarity to
parents. Those adult children who were more religious felt closer to parents who had more
education and those that were employed. Additionally, parents with children who were more
similar to them reported feeling closer to their adult children. Next | examine what predicts
contact between generations and if contact influences other dimensions of Intergenerational
Solidarity such as Affectual Solidarity, Normative Solidarity, and Functional Solidarity.
Associational Solidarity

Associational Solidarity is defined as contact between generations through either face to
face or telephone-letter contact (Mangen & Miller, 1988). In this section I will examine the

different predictors of contact between the generations. Physical proximity was one of the first
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characteristics used to predict and explain intergenerational association (Atkinson, Kivett, &
Campbell, 1986; Dewit, Wister, & Burch, 1988; Roberts et al., 1991). Various studies found it
to explain 30-60% of the variance in association/contact (Roberts et al., 1991). Marital status
and education levels, gender of parent, race, and home ownership also significantly predict
Associational Solidarity. Co-residence plays a unique role or impact when assessing amount of
contact and factors influencing coresidence will be discussed.

Looking at the co-residence literature, many of the characteristics that were influential in
predicting intergenerational contact also have been found to explain co-residence. Co-residence
may be driven by child characteristics such as age, marital status, and economic needs
(Goldscheider, 1997; Katz & Lowenstein, 1999; Ward, Logan, & Spitze, 1992; White & Rogers,
1997). Children who are younger and unmarried are more likely to co-reside (Ward et al., 1992;
White & Rogers, 1997). Parents marital status and education levels also influence coresidence.
Married parents with less education are more likely to be involved in co-resident situations
(White & Rogers, 1997). Crimmins and Ingegneri (1990) investigated whether co-residence is
due to needs and resources and found that disability, widowhood, and education influenced
contact. Additionally, residential propinquity contributed positively when theinitial decision to
co-reside was made.

Other variables which influence contact are marital disruption, gender, race, and home
ownership. Parental marital disruption contributes to decreased contact; parents who are
divorced are in less frequent contact with their adult children (Lawton et al., 1994; Suitor et al.,
1995; Roberts et a., 1991). Gender of the parent also contributes to contact; dyadswith

mothers reporting increased contact compared with father dyads (Lawton et al., 1994; Suitor et
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a., 1995). African-American and Hispanics report higher levels of contact (Lawton et al., 1994,
Suitor et al., 1995) and adult child home ownership also leads to increased contact with parents
((Lawton et al., 1994).

In summary, proximity provides the opportunity for more contact, but also influences
telephone/letter contact. Additionally, divorce and lower levels of education leads to decreased
contact between members of the dyad while mother dyads, African-Americans, and adult
children who own homes had higher levels of contact.

In examining what dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity Theory affect association,
Roberts et al., (1991) found that those that reported feeling closer to each other (Affectual
Solidarity) and those that thought parents and children ought to provide support, either
economically or through providing housing (Normative Solidarity) had increased contact
between the generations. Looking cross-culturally Jeng (2000) found that filial obligation
(Normative Solidarity) and family structure were central when predicting co-residence among
Taiwanese families. Male firstborn children with low educational attainment were more likely
to co-reside.

In general, we see that higher levels of Affectual, Functional, and Normative Solidarity
lead to increased Associational Solidarity. Next | examine what predicts Normative Solidarity
or feelings that family members ought to help each other by providing housing and economic
support and what other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity affect it.

Normative Solidarity
Normative Solidarity is defined as the perception and enactment of norms of family

solidarity; these norms include beliefs in who helps with chores around the house, whether to
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talk over life decisions with your family, what activities should be shared with extended family,
and whether family members should help each other financially (Mangen & Westbrook, 1988).
The study of norms has declined due to the difficulty of operationalizing a universal concept and
needing to measure it at the individual level, but it still influences parent-adult child
relationships and must be included (Roberts et al., 1991; Rossi & Rossi, 1990). Severa
structural characteristics influence Normative Solidarity or filial obligation including marital
status, age, number of children of both parents and children, and race. Coresidence experience
in multigenerational households, environment where the child was raised, and other dimensions
of Intergenerationa Solidarity such as Affectual Solidarity aso influence Normative Solidarity.

Marital status or disruption through divorce or widowhood of either generation
contributes to decreased levels of Normative Solidarity and thereisalinear decreasein
normative obligation with age (Marshall, Rosenthal, & Daciuk, 1987; Rossi & Rossi, 1991);
parents and children with more children also report increased feelings of Normative Solidarity
(Rossi & Rossi, 1991). Raceisalso apredictor of Normative Solidarity; Burr and Mutchler
(1999) investigated norms surrounding the provision of housing among Blacks, Hispanics, and
Whites and found that Blacks and Hispanics were more likely to report that assistance should be
provided by parents and children to each other when compared with Whites. Thisalso held true
with aMexican American/Anglo American sample; Mexican Americans had higher levels of
familism (attitudes toward family support and membership) and felt more obligated to provide
assistance, avoid conflict, and strive for self-sufficiency than did Anglo Americans (Freeberg &

Stein, 1996).
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Experience with multigenerational household influences Normative Solidarity. Itis
affected by the situation in which respondents were reared. Adult children who lived in
multigenerational households while growing up were more likely to report that they felt family
members should provide housing assistance (Goldscheider & Lawton, 1998). Adult children
growing up in an adverse environment (alcoholism, physical or sexual abuse, psychiatric
problems) reported lower levels of Normative Solidarity (defined as help given during a
celebratory or crisis event) (Rossi & Rossi, 1991). Additionally, Lee, Coward, and Netzer
(1994) found that being raised in arural area contributed to increased norms of filial
responsibility.

In general, we see that marital disruption and parents growing older lead to decreased
levels of Normative Solidarity while being non-White, having more children and coresidence
experience while growing up leads to higher levels of Normative Solidarity. Different
dimensions of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory were also found to affect Normative
Solidarity. Feeling close to parents or adult children (Affectual Solidarity) led to greater feelings
of Normative Solidarity (Ganong, Coleman, McDaniel, & Killian, 1998; Rossi & Rossi, 1991).
Normative Solidarity was not affected by the amount of help that respondents received (one
aspect of Functional Solidarity). In other words, parents’ beliefs of what ought to happen was
not affected by what they received (Lee, Netzer, & Coward, 1994). This does not contradict
K obayashi’ s (2000) findings because she reported on what adult children felt they should give to
parents and Lee, Coward and Netzer (1994) reported on how beliefs affected what parents

received.
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Next | discuss what predicts Consensual Solidarity and what it influences. This area has
received much less attention and will not be addressed in the present studies because it was not
measured in the National Survey of Families and Households.

Consensual Solidarity

Consensual Solidarity is defined as the degree of agreement on values, attitudes, and
beliefs among family members. Religious beliefs, marriage norms, and political conservatism
are examples of some attitudes that have been examined (Landry & Martin, 1988). Consensual
Solidarity has received much less attention than other dimensions of parent-adult child
relationships (Roberts et al., 1991). Consensua Solidarity has been conceptualized in two
different ways, attitude similarity through the socialization of attitudes from 1) shared
socialization experiences and 2) shared socia class. Transmission through socialization
experiences has been difficult to test empirically, but transmission through shared social class
has modified attitudes about financial status, education, and religious attitudes (Roberts et a.,
1991).

Maternal employment, gender, political, and religious ideology are some of the attitudes
investigated pertaining to Consensual Solidarity (Acock, Barker, & Bengtson, 1982; Glass &
Dunham, 1989; Brody, Moore, & Glei, 1994). Acock et al. (1982) examined attitudes
surrounding maternal employment. Mothers who worked in low status positions were less likely
to report similar value orientations with their adult children. Additionally, amount of contact
with mothers (Associational Solidarity) and closeness between the dyad (Affectual Solidarity)

played aminimal role.
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Glass and Dunham (1989) also examined consensus in adulthood among adult children
and their parents. They postulated that Affectual Solidarity and structural characteristics such as
income, education, number of children, marital status, gender, religious affiliation, and age
would affect parent-adult child consensus of attitudes on political ideology, gender ideology, and
religiousideology. They found no relationship between affective closeness and attitude
similarity of the three different scales, although they hypothesized that this was due to lack of
variability in closeness measures. Several structural characteristics were influential in parent-
adult child attitude similarity of the three scales. Educated parents were more likely to report
attitude similarity for sociopolitical issues, while children from large families were less likely to
report attitude similarity. Although there were scattered effects showing that mothers had
smaller attitude differences with children than fathers, the bulk of the results did not support the
commonly held belief that mothers show more attitude similarity than fathers.

More recently Brody et a. (1994) looked at the effect of involvement in decision making
in adolescence to seeif that would influence later-life attitude similarity between parents and
adult children. Looking at attitudes surrounding marriage and divorce, sex roles, child support,
welfare, and teenage childbearing, they found that there was more attitude similarity between
parents and children six years later when the adolescents had been actively involved in decision
making and had close relationships with their fathers. More research needs to be donein this
area, but conceptualization and measurement of attitude similarity remains difficult due to the
complexity of defining an attitude and comparing it intergenerationally.

With the little amount of attention that Consensual Solidarity has received, it is difficult

to draw conclusions about what influences this dimension. Examining the studies commented
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upon here we see that education and involvement in decision making during adolescence
increased attitude similarity, while coming from alarger family decreased it. This area needs
further empirical work along with consideration of operationalization of the dimension. Finaly,
| address Structural Solidarity briefly since generally this dimension is used as a predictor of the
other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity.

Structural Solidarity

Structural Solidarity is defined as the number, type, and geographic proximity of family
members. Structural Solidarity variables are often used to explain the other dimensions of
solidarity. McChesney and Mangen (1988) used Structural Solidarity variables to compare the
different generations on number of children and marital status. The different generations
reported comparable statistics if questions were asked in aclear way. One exampleisasking
guestions in away that distinguish among number of children given birth to, living children,
adopted, and biological children. Some examples of structural variables that are significant in
explaining the parent-adult child relationship discussed previously in this paper include gender
(Affectual Solidarity), proximity (Associational Solidarity), and number of children (Functional
Solidarity).

L ooking across dimensions we see that many structural and individual characteristics are
influential in predicting the different dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity. Whileitis
essential to describe what predicts the dimensions, another more compelling question is what
effect do these dimensions have upon the psychological well-being of the different dyad

members. The effect of these dimensions on psychological well-being will be addressed next.
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Psychological Well-Being

Whileit isimportant to further gerontological theory development and identify predictors
that influence the parent-adult child relationship, it is of equal importance is to discuss the
impact of these predictors and Intergenerational Solidarity upon parents and children. The
psychologica consequences resulting from intergenerational exchange or Functional Solidarity
have received the most attention and will be considered first. Affectual Solidarity or closeness
between generations has also received attention, followed by association and Structural
Solidarity. Consensual Solidarity, like research on what predictsit, has received little attention
(see Ying and Zhang, 1995 for one example), and will not be included in this discussion.
Functional Solidarity and Psychological Well-being

Findings are mixed regarding Functional Solidarity and psychological well-being. On
the positive side, parents who give instrumental support to children had better psychological well
being, while benefits from receiving support depended upon their satisfaction with the adult
child; in general, support was more beneficial for those who held traditional norms surrounding
family support (Chen & Silverstein, 2000). Looking at just the marital relationship and one
generation, Wright and Aquilino (1998) found that wivesinvolved in emotional support
exchanges with husbands reported higher levels of marital satisfaction when compared to wives
who were caregivers. However, when looking across generations, adult sons who gave help to
parents experienced more distress, while mothers experienced increased well-being when giving
help to children (Spitze, Logan, Joseph, & Lee, 1994).

It is better to look at psychological well-being and intergenerational exchange as a

function of contingent exchange: help given is afunction of needs and resources. Davey and
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Eggebeen (1998) tested hypotheses based upon the three different theoretical perspectives about
the relationship between exchange patterns and psychological well-being. They used data from
the National Survey of Families and Households, and included measures on short term
depressive symptoms, long term depression, and global satisfaction. Their results indicated
negative support for the social exchange theory which posits that if the rewards exceeded the
costs, individuals would continue to provide support. Parents who over-benefitted in the
relationship, suffered psychologically. There was partial support for equity theory in which
support should be an even exchange with no one over or under benefitting; participants who
under benefitted did not exhibit serious mental health consequences, but those that over-
benefitted did. The results supported the Contingent Exchange Perspective. When participants
needed support and it was provided, there were beneficial mental health outcomes like fewer
depressive symptoms, and lower levels of long term depression. Silverstein, Chen, and Heller
(1996) also found support for the Contingent Exchange Perspective. Support at moderate levels
led to a more positive mood, but high levels of support resulted in decreased positive mood;
providing support to adult children was positive in that it reduced depression in older adults.

In summary, support exchanges can be psychologically harmful if given in atime of need
or received when unneeded. The Contingent Exchange Perspective provides a much clearer
view of how Functional Solidarity affects psychological well-being and should be included in
future empirical tests of support exchanges and the effect upon psychologica well-being.
Contact between the generations and the effect of contact on psychological well-being is

addressed next.
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Associational Solidarity and Psychological Well-being

When looking at how contact with each generation affects psychological well-being,
Umberson (1992) found that two structural characteristics were important in explaining the
relationship: gender and marital status. Adult children reported that contact with mothers was
linked to less distress, while contact with fathers did not have a strong psychological effect on
them. However, among divorced children, contact with fathers was linked with more distress
while contact was associated with less distress for married children. For parents, marital status
and gender also played arole. Fathersreported that contact with children was more beneficial
than did mothers. Looking at marital status, contact with children was more beneficial for
divorced parents than married, but for widowed parents contact was associated with higher
depression scores. She hypothesized that this could be due to contact being associated with
increased needs of the parent.

Looking at the specific case of coresidence within Associational Solidarity, Aquilino and
Supple (1991) found parental satisfaction to be higher than previously thought with 70%
declaring satisfaction. Satisfaction was not influenced by gender of parent or child individually,
but the mother-daughter dyad responded with significantly greater levels of positive socid
interaction. Shared leisure time and enjoyable time were greater than disagreements and
arguing. However, conflict was the best predictor of parents satisfaction with co-residence. For
mothers, intensity of arguments was associated with dissatisfaction and lower levels of shared
leisure time and enjoyable time, while for fathers occurrence of disagreements was associated

with dissatisfaction.



31

In summary, we see that contact and psychological well-being between generations
depends largely on gender and marital status. Contact with mothers and coresidence with a
mother-daughter dyad tended to have a positive outcome while contact with a father tended to
have less of an effect on psychological well-being. Additionally, widowed parents reported
decreased psychologica well-being possibly due to the effects of dealing with the loss of a
spouse and the increased contact surrounding that transition. Finally, | address how closeness
affects the psychological well-being.
Affectual Solidarity and Psychological Well-being

Affectual Solidarity, or how close the different members of the dyad feel to each other,
and psychological well-being has received some attention in the literature, especially the mother-
daughter dyad. Close relationships have been associated with adult daughter’s high life
satisfaction and lack of depressive symptoms (Kitamura & Takashi, 2001); high self esteem
(Welsh & Stewart, 1995); decreased loneliness for both parent and child (Long & Martin, 2000),
and it mediated stress and effectiveness for adult child caregivers (Townsend & Franks, 1995).

Similar to Associational Solidarity, structural characteristics of gender and marital status
also affect the relationship between Affectual Solidarity and psychological well-being
(Umberson, 1992). In father-adult child relationship, Amato (1994) found that the father-child
relationship has less of an impact on the adult child’ slife satisfaction when the parents are
divorced. Additionally, adult child’swell-being isless affected by the parent-adult child
relationship, both mother and father, when the child is married, a parent, and employed full time.

L ooking across the literature surrounding Affectual Solidarity and Psychological well-

being we see that there is greater life satisfaction and self esteem, and decreased depression,
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loneliness, and stress during caregiving. Additionally, adult children are psychologically
healthier and less affected by the parent-adult child relationship when they themselves are
married, parents, and employed. Examination of these three dimensions of Intergenerational
Solidarity and psychological well-being shows that there is an affect on the well-being of each
member of the dyad and that it is essential to elaborate on this to identify what can be done to
help families become stronger. Thus, psychological well-being variables are included in study
one discussed in this paper. Also addressed in Study One is the Generational Stake Hypothesis
which has grown out the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory. Literature surrounding this
phenomenon will be addressed next.

Generational Stake Hypothesis

One way in which the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory has been used is the
Generationa Stake Hypothesis. First proposed in 1971, Bengtson and Kuypers hypothesized
that parents reported higher levels of closeness and consensus because each generation was
engaged in different developmental concerns and thus have different stakes within the
relationship. Parents are more concerned with passing on values and with relationshipsin later
life while younger adults are more focused on devel oping autonomy and independence; they
hypothesized that these differences contributed to the discrepancies found between parents and
children reporting on the same relationship (Giarrusso, Stallings, & Bengtson, 1995). They also
tested to seeif the difference was based upon if it was early or late in the family life course, but
that refinement of the hypothesis was unsupported (Giarrusso et al., 1995).

Several other studies have tested this hypothesisto seeif it is supported. Troll and

Fingerman (1996) found that parents do report a*“rosier” outlook than do children and children
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seem to have less of an emotional investment in their parents than vice versa. Winkeler, Filipp,
and Boll’ s (2000) findings also supported the generational stake hypothesis; based upon two
family members discussing a controversial issue, older adults perceived scenarios more
positively than did their adult children. Long and Martin (2000) also found support for the
generational stake hypothesis; older adults perceived their current relationships with their
children and past attachment higher than their children did.

Examination of the literature surrounding the Generational Stake Hypothesis shows that
these studies supported the fact that parents report a more positive outlook than do adult
children. Will this hold truein anationally representative study? Thisis addressed in study one
of this paper. Lastly this chapter addresses future areas of research, both theoretically and
empirically that should be addressed in the discussion surrounding Intergenerational Solidarity.
These include addressing conflict and ambivalence within family relationships, and investigation
of non-adjacent relationships, like sibling and grandparent-grandchild relationships within the
family and other close relationships like those found in the workplace and those with fictive kin.

New Directions

Much of the theoretical work and the over-arching framework for empirical research in
family gerontology has taken a normative perspective (Bengtson, Burton, & Rosenthal, 1993).
As a result of this framework, ambivalence and conflict within relationships and how that affects
support exchanges has received relatively little attention. Recently, social scientists have begun
to address this lack (Clarke, Preson, Raksin, & Bengtson, 1999; Parrott, Giarrusso, & Bengtson,

1994) and to look at what happens when there is ambivalence present within family relationships
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(Davey, Belliston, Savla, & Cook, 2001; Luescher & Pillemer, 1998; Pillemer, 2001; Silverstein
& Bengtson, 2001).

In a recent reformation of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, Bengtson and
colleagues have expanded it to include new measures of conflict and ambivalence and indicate
that it is one end of a continuum within the Solidarity perspective (Bengtson et al., 2002;
Silverstein & Bengtson, 2001). During a symposium dedicated to a discussion of these issues,
several social scientists agreed that ambivalence was an important area which needed to be
addressed, but that it was theoretically different from the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and
to try to subsume ambivalence within the theory was stretching the theory beyond its useful
range (Connidis & McMullin, 2002; Marshall, 2001; Pillemer, 2001). Ambivalence within
family relationships remains an emerging area for future theoretical development and further
discussion of these issues is likely to advance study within the gerontological field. This paper
adds another dimension by addressing the context of the exchanges which occur within the
intergenerational relationship, or the “why” of exchange through the Contingent Exchange
Perspective rather than focusing on “what” of exchange addressed in the Intergenerational
Solidarity Theory and ambivalence perspectives.

Several new research agendas have grown out of the Intergenerational Solidarity
framework including studying nonadjacent intergenerational relationships, contexts outside the
families and how they affect and are affected by Intergenerational Solidarity, and ambivalence
and conflict within the parent-adult child relationship. One of the strengths of this theory is that
it looks at relationships from multiple view points. Initially this consisted of examining parent-

adult child relationships. More recently researchers have begun to investigate nonadjacent
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intergenerational relationships, more specifically, the grandparent-grandchild relationship
(Schilmoeller & Baranowski, 1998; Silverstein, Giarrusso, & Bengtson, 1998). See Goodman
and Silverstein (2001) and Mills, Wakeman, and Fea (2001) for an overview of the grandparent-
grandchild relationship and how grandparent’s psychological well-being is influenced by caring
for their grandchildren. Additionally, this theory has been used as a framework to examine how
the workplace is affected by Functional Solidarity and caregiving (Starrels, Ingersoll-Dayton,
Neal, & Yamada, 1995). Both the solidarity and ambivalence perspectives tend to focus
attention on the “what” of Intergenerational Solidarity realms rather that the “why”.

This review of the literature surrounding predictors of each dimension of the
Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, their affect on the psychological well-being of the
intergenerational dyad, and the Generational Stake Hypothesis has led me to address these issues
in two studies. These research questions and the issues surrounding them will be addressed in

Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Several research questions arose after areview of the literature surrounding parent-adult
child relationships and the different aspects of those relationships. These emanated from gaps or
alack in the empirical work done on support relationships within families, and which
intrapersonal and interpersonal factors influence these support exchanges. Thefirst gap was a
lack of theory to unify, inform, and provide a frame of reference for much of the parent-adult
child relationship literature. The second gap was deciphering what aspects of the different areas
of interaction between parents and adult children are actually important affecting the
psychologica well-being of both parents and adult children. Third, looking more specificaly at
the exchange literature and parent-adult child relationships, how does theory help us to better
understand and predict support exchanges.

Problem One

Research in family gerontology has advanced considerably. Empirical work has taken a
broader perspective from looking at the older individual to looking at familiesin middle and
later years and the context in which the families are placed. Expanding the focus from the
individual to afamily context allows research on gerontological issues to have greater depth and
breadth than previously allowed. Other advances in gerontological research comprise the
inclusion of diversity, gender, race, and classin empirical work. This diversity presents

methodological and theoretical problems for researchers (Allen, Blieszner, & Roberto, 2000).
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Itiscrucia to develop and use theories of aging to guide how we examine
intergenerational relationships and to help us determine which aspects of these relationships
should be focused on. Additionally, theories can help usidentify areas requiring future
investigation and help us place empirical work within a body of knowledge and give us a
framework for viewing what has been done. Several theoretical advances have occurred during
the 1990's, one of which is Intergenerational Solidarity Theory. Thistheory offers aframework
of six essential components within family relationships: function, or instrumental or emotional
support, affection or emotional closeness, association or opportunity structures for interaction,
consensus or agreement, and normative or family obligations. Additionally, the Generational
Stake Hypothesis also grew out of theoretical work surrounding parent-adult child relationships.
It asks whether parents report arosier view of the relationship than do children (Bengtson &
Kuypers, 1971). For example, are parents more likely to report feeling closer to their adult child
than the adult child is to report feeling to the parent?

While this theory offers a broad perspective on families, Pyke and Bengtson (1996)
acknowledge that the sample from the Three Generation Families study, on which the theory is
based, was primarily White and not nationally representative. Thus, further analysesin a
different context would make the theory stronger. Consequently, my first study is an empirical
test of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and the Generational Stake Hypothesisusing a
nationally representative, longitudinal data set. Specifically, the research questions address:
What are the unique predictors of each component of Intergenerational Solidarity? What are the
predictors of “Generational Stake” within each dimension of Intergenerational Solidarity?

Underlying this hypothesisis that needs and resources of both generations are related to age.
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Normative changes in needs and resources may be responsible for observed differencesin flows
of assistance between generations. Thus, we would expect that the “difference” between
parents and children’ s reports should diminish and perhaps even reversein later life (as parents
resources dwindle, needs increase, and children’ s resources increase and needs decrease).
Problem Two

Growing out of my investigation of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and the
Generationa Stake hypothesisisthe effects of these dimensions and support exchanges on the
psychologica well-being of both members of the dyad: parents and adult children. Allenet al.,
(2000) identified several substantive advances that have occurred within family gerontological
research surrounding the well-being of older adults. They cite studies that found that social
support research has found that it protects elders’ health (Roberto, 1992; Samuelsson & Dehlin,
1993) and psychological well-being (Barrett, 1999; McCulloch, 1995; Newson & Schulz, 1996).
Krause (1991, 1994, 1995) also looked at negative aspects of family support and the impact of
negative interaction and received support. Rook (1987) indicated that research with positive and
negative support has methodological problems with things like intensity, time frame and
sampling different domains of support.

The next set of research questions arose in response to whether the provision of support,
and other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity, actually have implications for the
psychological well-being of older adults. | postulate that as Rook (1987) stated, it is difficult to
address intensity and time frame, and domains of support issues when looking at positive and
negative effects. Instead it makes more sense to look at these issues using the Contingent

Exchange Perspective suggested by Eggebeen and Davey (1998). This perspective states that
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support is exchanged based on the needs and resources of each generation and when giving and
receiving are in opposition of needs and resources, it will be psychologically detrimental to those
involved in the exchange. Examples of this might include provision of emotional support as you
yourself experience widowhood or not receiving instrumental support with anincreasein
activities of daily living limitations. Thus, the research question addresses: |s there support for
the Contingent Exchange Perspective and is each type of Intergenerational Solidarity associated
with parents' and children’s psychologica well-being?

Problem Three

Finally, the last set of research questions address Functional Solidarity or instrumental
and emotional support within families more specifically. Multigenerational relationships are
increasingly important to individuals and families. Demographic changes have influenced how
families interact with each other. Theincreasein life span has offered a greater opportunity for
involvement with family members, while an increase in women in the labor force has
contributed to less time spent in kinkeeping with family members. An increase in geographic
mobility and increasing diversity of family forms, along with a decrease in fertility haslead to
the concern that there are weakened intergenerational bonds and a weakened support system for
older adults. These changes have led to more opportunities for interaction with the
multigenerational household rather than relying on solely the nuclear family (Bengtson, 2001).

With the expansion and inclusion of diversity issuesin gerontological research, and the
increasing importance of the multigenerational bond has come more extensive research on
familiesin later life and how indicators such as gender, health, race, and proximity of parents

and adult children affect the types and amounts of support given and received by both
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generations. However, much of this literature does not subscribe to any particular theory of
aging and researchers do not attempt to relate their empirical findingsto a greater body of
theoretically relevant literature. Thus, the last set of research questions look at what predicts
different types of support within families using the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and the
Contingent Exchange Perspective. This study provides an intersection between theoretical
advances and empirical work in the support literature. The research questionsare: Does
Functional Solidarity (Instrumental and Emotional Support) influence Affectual, Normative and
Associational Solidarity? And, is Functional Solidarity (Instrumental and Emotiona Support) a
function of Contingent Exchange?

Next, Chapter Four contains Study One which addresses the predictors of
Intergenerational Solidarity, the Generational Stake Hypothesis and whether these predict the
psychologica well-being of parents and their adult children. Chapter Five examines Functional
Solidarity in more depth looking at predictors of different types of exchange within families.
Finally, I will address what conclusions can be drawn from these two studies and how they
inform the body of knowledge supporting parent-adult child relationships and theoretical

developments of Intergenerational Solidarity and the Contingent Exchange Perspective.
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Abstract
Study of parent-adult child relationships across the adult life-span has come to full fruition. We
are rapidly gaining fuller appreciation for correlates and consequences of routine flows of
assistance (i.e., Functional Solidarity) between generations. Predictors of other forms of
Intergenerational Solidarity, however, have generally received |ess attention in the research
literature. Working from a Contingent Exchange Perspective, | examine the relationship
between needs and resources of both older parents and their adult children as predictors of five
kinds of Intergenerational Solidarity: Functional, Structural, Associational, Affectual, and
Normative. Longitudinal datafrom 3,320 adult children (MAge = 38 years, 58% women, 12%
African American, 4% Hispanic) and cross-sectiona data from their parents (MAge = 65 years,
65% women) were drawn from the National Survey of Families and Households to address the
research question. Results suggest that both needs and resources of both generations are
important for predicting each dimension of solidarity, and may serve as a partial explanation for

the shifting balance in intergenerational relationships across adulthood.
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Introduction

Research scientists have made great strides in identifying different factors that influence
support given and received between generations. An extensive body of literature has
characterized different indicators such as gender, health, race, and proximity of both parents and
their adult children that influence the types and amounts of support given and received by both
generations. However, much of this literature does not ascribe to any particular theory of aging
and researchers do not attempt to relate their empirical findingsto a greater body of theoretically
relevant literature.

Itiscrucia to develop effective theories of aging that can help guide how | examine
intergenerational exchange and help determine what aspects of intergenerational exchange
should be focused on. Two such theories that can help with elaborating the processes involved
in intergenerational exchange are the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity suggested by
Bengtson and his colleagues (Bengtson & Kuypers, 1971; Bengtson, Burgess, & Parrott, 1991,
Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Mangen, Bengtson, & Landrey, 1988), and the Contingent Exchange
Theory suggested by Davey and his colleagues (Davey & Eggebeen, 1998; Eggebeen & Davey,
1998). The Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity provides awell rounded framework for
examining family functioning. However, with the addition of the Contingent Exchange
Perspective | hope to further elaborate the psychological consequences and well being of family
membersinvolved in intergenerational exchange. Hopefully with the integration of these two

perspectives will come a better understanding of these processes.



Problem Statement

Although there is mounting empirical evidence consistent with the Theory of
Intergenerational Solidarity (Mangen et al., 1988), evidence for the theoretical validity is
equivocal at best. Building on evidence consistent with the Contingent Exchange Perspective,
one plausible explanation is that the theory ignores the dynamic interplay between changing
needs and resources over time in both generations. It isimportant to discover how both parents
and adult children are affected psychologically by the interplay between needs and resources.
With the integration of the two theories | show that the Contingent Exchange Perspective can
further elaborate upon psychological well being as characterized by the Intergenerational
Solidarity perspective.
Intergenerational Solidarity

The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory suggested by Bengtson (Bengtson et al., 1991)
deals with normative aspects of the parent-adult child relationship developmentally and includes
six dimensions: Affectual, Associational, Functional, Normative, Structural, and Consensual.
Affectual Solidarity isthe type and degree of positive sentiments held about other family
members and the degree of reciprocity about these statements. Associational Solidarity isthe
frequency and pattern of interaction in various types of activities. Functional Solidarity isthe
degree to which family members exchange services or assistance ranging from financial
services, advice, gift-giving and services like transportation, work around the house, and child
care. Normative Solidarity is the perception and enactment of norms of family solidarity. This
covers shared expectations of how often family should get together, financial expectations and

emotional expectations. Structural Solidarity is the number, type and proximity of family
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members. Finally, Consensual Solidarity focuses on the degree of agreement on values, attitudes
and beliefs among family members (Mangen et al., 1988).

Intergenerational Solidarity has undergone several theoretical tests to examine the
relationships between and among the six dimensions. association, affection, consensus,
function, norms and structure. Although initially postulated that affection, association, and
Consensual Solidarity would be highly interdependent, studies indicated that they were not
(Atkinson et al., 1986; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). Specifically Atkinson et al. (1986) found
that the affection, association, and consensus dimensions of the Intergenerational Solidarity
Theory should not be combined into an additive scale and Roberts and Bengtson (1990) found
that the consensus dimension was independent of the association and affection dimensions. The
latter two dimensions did show a high correlation. In response to these empirical tests Bengtson
and Roberts (1991) reformulated the theory and tested several hypotheses. They found that the
Normative dimension of Intergenerational Solidarity was predictive of the affective dimension,
but not for the association dimension.

In arecent reformation of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, Bengtson and
colleagues have expanded it to include new measures of conflict and ambivalence and indicate
that it is one end of a continuum within the Solidarity perspective (Bengtson et al., 2002;
Silverstein & Bengtson, 2001). During a symposia dedicated to a discussion of these issues,
severa social scientists agreed that ambival ence was an important area which needed to be
addressed, but that it was theoretically different from the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and
to try to subsume ambivalence within the theory was stretching the theory beyond its usefulness

(Connidis & McMullin, 2002; Marshall, 2001; Pillemer, 2001).
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One way in which the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory has been used is the
Generationa Stake Hypothesis. First proposed in 1971, Bengtson and Kuypers hypothesized
that parents reported higher levels of closeness and consensus because each generation was
engaged in different developmental concerns and thus have different stakes within the
relationship. Parents are more concerned with passing on values and with relationshipsin later
life while younger adults are more focused on devel oping autonomy and independence; they
hypothesized that these differences contributed to the discrepancies found between parents and
children reporting on the same relationship (Giarrusso et al., 1995). They also tested to seeif the
difference was based upon if it was early or late in the family life course, but that refinement of
the hypothesis was unsupported (Giarrusso et al., 1995). Several other studies have tested this
hypothesisto seeif it is supported. Parents were found to have a“rosier” outlook than children
for several domains such as emotional investment, discussion of a controversial issue and
assessment of current and past relationships (Long & Martin, 2000; Troll & Fingerman, 1996;
Winkeler et al., 2000).

The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory provides an organizational framework for this
paper because the six dimensions help to identify important aspects to consider in examining
parent-adult child relationships. A review of the literature surrounding these dimensions reveals
that while Functional Solidarity has received alot of empirical attention, the other five
dimensions have not. This paper addresses this issue by examining the contribution of
Affectual, Associational, and Normative Solidarity, along with Functional Solidarity to
relationships. Consensual Solidarity is not discussed because it was not measured in the data set.

The Ambivalence perspective is addressed in another paper under preparation (Davey et d.,
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2001). Additionaly, | also empirically test the Generational Stake Hypothesis for the four
dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity of interest here.

The other framework which provides theoretical background for this paper is the
Contingent Exchange Perspective which will be discussed next. This perspective looks at the
exchange relationships within families from a needs and resources viewpoint rather than the
Generationa Stake Hypothesis which says support flows down the generation.

Contingent Exchange Per spective

Contingent exchange theory posits that adults are better off psychologically when support
isgiven in response to needs and participants are neither over or under benefitted. It was
developed to examine how needs and resources variables affect exchanges within family
relationships. Several theories have been used for explanation of support exchanges and
psychologica well-being including Exchange Theory and Equity Theory, however these theories
do not address the contextual factorsin intergenerational relationships; Davey and Eggebeen
(1998) empirically tested the two theories and compared them with the Contingent Exchange
Perspective. They found the most support for the Contingent Exchange Perspective. When
participants needed support and it was provided, there were beneficial mental health outcomes
like fewer depressive symptoms, and lower levels of long term depression.

While some researchers continue to disregard contextual factors when examining
exchange within family relationships (see Ramos, Wilmoth, & Ramos, 2003 for one example),
others have begun to consider the needs and resources of each generation. Families engage in
exchange when there is atime of need including transitions of living arrangements and marital

status (Eggebeen & Davey, 1998; Ikkink et al., 1999, Wilmoth, 2000). Additionally, these
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support exchanges and the needs and resources of each generation affect the psychological well-
being of families (Keefe & Fancey, 2002; Liang, Krause, & Bennett, 2001; Silverstein et al.,
1996). Dissension remains specifically around how this occurs. For example, one study found
that the structural characteristics of the adult child generation does affect parental psychological
well-being and the exchange of support (Keefe & Fancey, 2002) another found that the structural
circumstances did not affect the support received (Ikkink et a., 1999). These differences may
possibly be explained by the use of non-representative samples. This study addresses
Contingent Exchange using a longitudinal, nationally-representative sample to clarify these
issues. It also usesthe Intergenerationa Solidarity Theory as another theoretical viewpoint used
to examine intergenerational relationships and psychological well-being.

Integration

The Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity has received much attention in the field of
social science and has been used as a theoretical starting point for several empirical articles. The
six dimensions of the Theory have been theoretically tested and we now know more about how
these dimensions help us understand family functioning. However, | postul ate that the
Contingent Exchange Perspective can be used to expand upon the Intergenerational Solidarity
framework to help researchers further understand psychological well being and intergenerational
exchange within families. It istimeto integrate the two perspectives and gain a better
appreciation of intergenerational exchange and its effects on families.
Psychological Well-being

Whileit isimportant to further gerontological theory development and identify predictors

that influence the parent-adult child relationship, it is of equal importance isto discuss the
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impact of these predictors and Intergenerational Solidarity upon parents and children. The
psychological consequences resulting from intergenerational exchange or Functional Solidarity
have received the most attention while Affectual, Associational, and Structural Solidarity
characteristics such as gender and marital status have received less. Normative Solidarity, like
Consensual Solidarity, has received little attention (see Ying and Zhang, 1995 for one example
of the psychological effects of Consensual Solidarity). Examination of the effects of Normative
Solidarity is one way in which this study addresses agap in the literature. Because | was unable
to measure Consensual Solidarity, it will not be addressed in this study.

Findings are mixed regarding Functional Solidarity and psychologica well-being. On
the positive side, parents who give instrumental support to children had better psychological well
being, while benefits from receiving support depended upon their satisfaction with the adult
child; in general, support was more beneficial for those who held traditional norms surrounding
family support (Chen & Silverstein, 2000). Looking at just the marital relationship and one
generation, Wright and Aquilino (1998) found that wives involved in emotional support
exchanges with husbands reported higher levels of marital satisfaction when compared to wives
who were caregivers. However, when looking across generations, adult sons who gave help to
parents experienced more distress, while mothers experienced increased well-being when giving
help to children (Spitze, Logan, Joseph, & Lee, 1994). The Contingent Exchange Perspective,
discussed previoudly, allows the context to be considered when examining the interaction
between exchange and psychological well-being. Being involved in support exchanges can be
psychologically deleteriousif provided in atime of need or received when unneeded (Eggebeen

& Davey, 1998; Keefe & Fancey, 2002; Liang et a., 2001; Silverstein et al., 1996).



Contact or Associational Solidarity and psychological well-being between generations
depend largely on gender and marital status. Contact with mothers and coresidence with a
mother-daughter dyad tended to have a positive outcome while contact with a father tended to
have less of an effect on psychological well-being. Additionally, widowed parents reported
decreased psychologica well-being possibly due to the effects of dealing with the loss of a
spouse and the increased contact surrounding that transition (Aquilino & Supple, 1991;
Umberson, 1992).

Affectual Solidarity positively affects psychological well-being in that there is greater
life satisfaction and self esteem, and decreased depression, loneliness, and stress during
caregiving (Kitamura & Takashi, 2001; Long & Martin, 2000; Townsend & Franks, 1995;
Welsh & Stewart, 1995). Additionally, adult children are psychologically healthier and less
affected by the parent-adult child relationship when they themselves are married, parents, and
employed (Amato, 1994; Umberson, 1992). Examination of these three dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity and psychological well-being shows that there is an affect on the
well-being of each member of the dyad and that it is essential to elaborate on thisto identify

what can be done to help families become stronger.
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Thus, these three bodies of literature surrounding the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory,

the Contingent Exchange Perspective and the effect on psychological well-being of the

participants in the exchange relationships led to the research questions.
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Research Questions

1) What are the unique predictors of Affectual, Associational, Normative, and
Functional Solidarity? While previous research has examined predictors of Functional Solidarity,
little has considered the potential importance of systematic biasesin reporting (i.e., over-
estimating amount given while under-estimating amount received). So one purpose of the
proposed analyses is to examine any bias introduced by difference in reporting. Additionally,
much less research has examined predictors of other kinds of solidarity in anationally
representative context. Secondarily, the Contingent Exchange Perspective suggests that needs
and resources of each generation should predict the balance of assistance between generations.
These variables should therefore be important as predictors of the balance of support.

2) Isthere evidence, in anationally representative sample, for the generational stake
hypothesis? What are the predictors of generational stake within each of the four dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity available in the NSFH? The underlying hypothesisis that needs and
resources of both generations are related to age. Normative changes in needs and resources may
be responsible for observed differences in flows of assistance between generations. Thus, |
would expect that the “difference” between parents’ and children’ s reports should diminish and
perhaps even reverse in later life (as parents resources dwindle, needs increase, and children’s
resources increase and needs decrease).

3) Does each type of Intergenerational Solidarity considered have an effect on parents
and children’s psychological well-being? Isthere evidence for psychological benefits of the
generational stake hypothesis? Previous research has suggested that the context in which

support is given and received has important implications for psychological functioning. What
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evidence is there that other dimensions of the parent-adult child relationship are also associated
with well-being?

Methods

This study used data from the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH).
Thislongitudinal national survey consisted of two waves of data with the first wave collected in
1987-1988 and the second wave collected in 1992-1994. The second wave of data included
interviews with a parent of the main respondent. Overall, the NSFH includes data from 13,008
respondents and over-sampled single parent families, step families, recently married couples and
cohabitating couples. The second wave of data had 10,008 respondents (Sweet & Bumpass;
1996; Sweet, Bumpass, & Call, 1988).

To address the research questions, | used multiple regression entering all of the variables
into the model at once. | also addressed the missing variables by using multiple imputation.
Both characteristics of parents and adult children were included to predict mean levels of each
kind of solidarity, aswell asthe “generational stake,” operationalized as the difference between
parents' reports and children’ s reports within each dyad.

Sample

The analytic sample included nationally-representative, longitudinal datafrom 3,320
adult children with a mean age of 38. The sample consisted of 12% African American, and 4%
Hispanic with 58% of the adult respondents being female. Cross-sectional data for the parents
are available; parents had a mean age of 64 years and 65% were women. Mean education level

was 13.5 years for respondents and 12 years for their parents.
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Measures

Consistent with a multidimensional understanding of parent-adult child relationships,
several aspects of the intergenerational relationships were measured. Of the six dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity proposed by Bengtson and colleagues (e.g., Mangen et a., 1988), |
include measures for five of them. These are the Affectual, Associational, Functional,
Normative, and Structural Solidarity.

Affectual Solidarity was measured using asingle item global rating of closeness, by both
parents and children. Associational Solidarity was measured with atwo item scale assessing
amount of contact through either face to face contact, or through talking on the telephone or
letters, again measured by parents and children. Functional Solidarity measures the types of
support exchanged in the relationship. Thiswas separated into two different constructs,
instrumental support which was assessed with a three item scale measuring help with
transportation and shopping, housework, and car repairs, and emotional support which was
assessed with asingle item. Normative Solidarity was assessed with a four item scale asking
about norms of financial aid from parent to child and child to parent, and sharing living quarters
with parents or children. Finally, Structural Solidarity included dimensions of background
characteristics like marital status, number of children, and residential propinquity in miles.

Generational Stake. The generational stake for Affectual, Associational, Normative, and
Functional Solidarity was measured by taking parents reports and subtracting the adult
respondents reports from them. In thisway | was able to measure in which direction the

intergenerational exchanges were flowing. If the number was positive, then parents reported a



greater amount of support or exchange than the adult respondents did. If the number was
negative, then the adult respondent reported the greater amount of generational stake.

Health and Well-being. Health and well-being was measured using four different scales
for both respondent and parent and four additional longitudinal scales for respondent. Scales
with both respondent and parent data include the CES-D which is a 12-item depression scale was
used with five items from the depressed affect scale and seven from the somatic scale (Radloff,
1977). This scale encompasses such questions as number of days respondents had experienced
things like depression and loneliness. Also measured for both parents and adult respondents was
asingleitem asking about Global Life Satisfaction. This scale came from the Institute for Social
Research at the University of Michigan. Hostility was measured using athree item scale from
Aquilino and Marks at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Finally, long-term depression was
measured for both parents and adult children using a three item scale from the Health Quality of
Life Survey.

Well-being outcomes from only the adult respondents include four different measures.
Thefirst is well-being which was measured using eight items from Ryff’s Well-being Scale
(1989). These items contain questions about several aspects of an individual’s life including
financial worries, and overall feelings about relationships. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Inventory (Rosenberg & Pearlin, 1978) was used. It includes ten items, with five items
pertaining to negative self-esteem and five items pertaining to positive self-esteem. Self-
efficacy was measured with a single item global measurement from the Institute of Social
Research at the University of Michigan. Finally, mastery was measured with asingleitem scale

from Pearlin (Pearlin, Menaghan, Lieberman, & Mullan, 1981).
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Results

In this study, | considered measures of several aspects of Intergenerational Solidarity,
including Affectual, Associational, Normative, and Functional Solidarity. | was particularly
interested in identifying predictors of each dimension of Intergenerational Solidarity in two
generations of adults, and factors associated with the “generational stake.” Guiding these
analyses was the expectation that needs and resources of both generations may provide partial
“explanation” of the generational stake phenomenon. Initially | will examine research question
1, or what predicts each dimension of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory. Each dimension
will be addressed from both the parent’ s viewpoint and the adult child’s viewpoint. Then
research question 2 or predictors of the Generational Stake Hypothesis will be addressed within
each dimension. Finally, I’ll conclude with research question 3, predictors of the different
measures of psychological well-being for parents and older adults.
Affectual Solidarity

Several predictors were influential in predicting parent’s levels of Affectual Solidarity
(F(25, 2153)=5.238, p<.001, R*=.06) and adult children’s level of Affectual Solidarity (F(25,
2143)= 3.966, p<.001, R*=.05). They will be addressed in terms of dyadic characteristics, parent
characteristics, and adult child characteristics for ease of discussion. Parents reported feeling
less closein al dyadic combinations when compared with the mother-daughter dyad.
Additionally, parents with more education and activities of daily living needs, who had more
grandchildren reported feeling less close to their adult children. Characteristics that influenced

closeness positively for older parents were age, having a spouse, and their adult children have a
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spouse. In other words, older married parents with a married adult child reported higher levels
of closeness. (See Table4.2.)

Looking at predictors of closeness from the adult child’s viewpoint we see that for adult
children, father dyads are less close than mothers. African-American married children also
report feeling closer to their parents as the parents age. Adult children with more education and
their own activities of daily living needs report feeling less close to their parents with activities
of daily living needs.

Looking across parent and adult child’ s reports we see that similar characteristics were
significant in predicting closeness. Gender, age, marital status, education, activities of daily
living needs, and number of children all influenced reports of closeness. These findings also
support the Contingent Exchange Perspective in that needs such as age, number of children, and
activities of daily living needs, along with resources such as marital status contributed to
closeness.

Associational Solidarity: Face-to-Face Contact

Several predictors were influential in predicting parent’s levels of Associational
Solidarity, Face-to-face contact (F(25, 2171)= 180.696, p<.001, R?=.68) and adult children’s
level of Associational Solidarity, face-to-face contact (F(25, 1508)= 87.168, p<.001, R*=.60).
They will be addressed in terms of dyadic characteristics, parent characteristics, and adult child
characteristics for ease of discussion. Parents report more face to face contact with daughters
than with sons. Additionally, as parents get older (70+) they also report more contact. Parents
report more contact with their married adult children when they themselves are married. Finally,

parents report more contact between non-White adult children than with White children.
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Looking at what contributes to decreased contact from the parent’ s viewpoint we see that they
report less contact when they have more children, as their adult children get older, as adult
children live farther away from parents, and as they have more grandchildren. (See Table 4.3.)

Many similar characteristics are influential for adult children’s reports of face to face
contact. Children report less contact across all dyadic combinations when compared with the
mother-daughter dyad. They report more contact with parents as their parents get older (70+)
and African American children also report more contact when compared to White children.
Characteristics that negatively influence contact for adult children are having more siblings, age
(40-49), living farther from their parents, having more children, and having good self-rated
health at time 2. It intuitively makes sense that there would be less face to face contact if adult
children live farther away from parents, but we aso see continued support for the Contingent
Exchange Perspective. Needs such as having more children in both generations influenced face
to face contact.

Both parents and adult children’s contact were influenced along gender lines with more
contact with daughters. Furthermore, both parents and adult children reported more contact with
their older parents (70+) and less contact when parents had more children (or adult children had
more siblings). Both generations also report more contact with African American children than
White and less contact when they live farther away from each other and more grandchildren (or
children for adult children).

Associational Solidarity: Telephone/Letter Contact
Several predictors were influential in predicting parent’s levels of Associational

Solidarity telephone/letter contact (F(25, 2167)= 22.360, p<.001, R?>=.21) and adult children’s
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level of Associational Solidarity, telephone/letter contact (F(25, 1506)= 17.388, p<.001, R*=.23).
They will be addressed in terms of dyadic characteristics, parent characteristics, and adult child
characteristics for ease of discussion. Parents report the most telephone/letter contact within the
mother-daughter dyad. They also report more contact with adult children when parents are age
70-79, are in good self-rated health and have married children in good self-rated health at time 4.
Parents report less telephonel/letter contact when they have more children, as their children get
older, and when they have more grandchildren. Interestingly, athough telephone/letter contact
shouldn’t be influenced by proximity, parents report less telephone/letter contact when their
adult children live farther away. (See Table4.4.)

Adult children aso report less telephone/letter contact in all dyads when compared to the
mother-daughter dyad. They also report less contact when they have more siblings and arein
better self-rated health at time 2. They, like parents, report less telephone/letter contact when
they live farther away. Telephone/letter contact is positively affected for adult children by
having a parent aged 80+, being African American, married, and with more education.

For both parents and adult children we see that gender, age, number of children, self-
rated health and adult child’s marital status influenced closeness. Similar needs and resources
characteristics which influenced face to face contact also influenced telephone/letter contact.
Functional Solidarity: Instrumental Support

Several predictors were influential in predicting parent’s levels of Functional Solidarity,
Instrumental Support (F(25, 2175)= 12.179, p<.001, R*=.12) and adult children’s level of
Functional Solidarity, Instrumental Support (F(25, 2175)= 19.182, p<.001, R*=.18). They will

be addressed in terms of dyadic characteristics, parent characteristics, and adult child
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characteristics for ease of discussion. Thisdimension of Intergenerational Solidarity examined
exchanges of help with transportation, housework, yard work, and car repair. When compared to
the mother daughter dyad, parents are more likely to report giving less help to sons. Parents who
are in better self-rated health are more likely to report giving to adult children with more
education and those with activities of daily living needs at time 2. Parents are lesslikely to
report giving as their adult children become adults (30+) and to those that live farther away.

This finding makes sense in that this type of support cannot be given long distance. (See Table
45)

Adult children are more likely to report giving to mothers than fathers and to those
parents with activities of daily living needs. They are less likely to report giving to parents who
arein better self-rated health, when they themselves are aged 40-49, when they have more
children and live farther away from their parents.

Both the parent’s and the adult child’ s viewpoints strongly support the Contingent
Exchange Perspectivein that lessis given to those in good health, while more is given to those
with activities of daily living needs.

Functional Solidarity-Emotional Support

Several predictors were influential in predicting parent’s levels of Functional Solidarity,
Emotional Support (F(25, 2175)= 7.085, p<.001, R?=.08) and adult children’s level of Functional
Solidarity, Emotional Support (F(25, 2175)= 4.696, p<.001, R?>=.05). They will be addressed in
terms of dyadic characteristics, parent characteristics, and adult child characteristics for ease of
discussion. Likeinstrumental support, help with advice, encouragement, and emotional support

isinfluenced along gender lines. Parents report giving less emotional support to al dyadswhen
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compared to the mother-daughter dyad. They also report giving less support as their children get
older (40+), to married adult children and to those that live farther away. Parents report giving
more emotional support when they themselves are married with more education to adult children
with more education. (See Table 4.6.)

Adult children also report giving less support in al dyads compared to the mother-
daughter dyad. Additionally, those that live farther away report giving less support. Adult
children are more likely to give thistype of support to married parents with activities of daily
living needs to when they themselves have more education.

Looking at both adult children and parents reports we see that education positively
influences while living farther away from each other and not belonging to a mother-daughter
dyad negatively influences provision of emotional support.

Normative Solidarity

Several predictors were influential in predicting parent’s levels of Normative Solidarity
(F(25, 2166)= 4.299, p<.001, R*=.05) and adult children’s level of Normative Solidarity (F(25,
2165)= 2.550, p<.001, R?>=.03). They will be addressed in terms of dyadic characteristics, parent
characteristics, and adult child characteristics for ease of discussion. Intergenerational Solidarity
include as one aspect of the parent-adult child relationship, the beliefs that each generation has
about providing help to the other. In this study this was measured by parent and adult children’s
beliefs surrounding provision of financial aid and living space for the other. Parents' normative
believes are lower for father-daughter dyads. Parents' also report lower levels of normative
beliefs for non-White children. They are more likely to report higher levels of normative beliefs

when they have had more education and their adult children live farther away. (See Table 4.7.)
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Sons report lower levels of normative beliefs when compared with the mother-daughter
dyad. Adult children aso report lower levels of normative beliefs for parents aged 60-69 and
80+. Their normative beliefs are positively influenced as they get older and when they are
married.

Looking across the different dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity we see severd
characteristics were strongly predictive. Thereis adefinite gender affect for all dimensions.
Additionally, age, education, number of children, and activities of daily living needs were also
influential. 1n some cases, self-rated health, and ethnicity also played arole. Next | address
hypothesis 2 which examines the Generational Stake Hypothesis which postulates that parents
will report a“rosier” viewpoint of the relationship. In other words, if it istrue, parents will
report feeling closer to their adult children, being in more contact with them, higher levels of
Normative Solidarity, and provision of more support. | will examine predictors of the
Generationa Stake under each dimension of Intergenerational Solidarity. This outcome variable
was coded such that positive regression coefficients are associated with higher levels of the
generational stake (i.e., higher levels of net support flows down generations), and negative
regression coefficients are associated with lower levels of generational stake (lower levels of net
support flows down generations).

Generational Stake and Affectual Solidarity

Several predictors were influential in predicting the Generational Stake for Affectual

Solidarity (F(25, 2121)= 3.147, p<.001, R*=.04 ). Generational stake for Affectual Solidarity

seems to be driven more by the adult child’s characteristics. Only three of these characteristics
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were significant. Parents report higher levels of closeness with children who are more highly
educated, have higher levels of income and live farther away. (See Table 4.2.)

Generational Stake and Associational Solidarity - Face to Face Contact

Several predictors were influential in predicting the Generational Stake for Associational
Solidarity, Face-to-face contact (F(25, 1504)= 2.587, p<.001, R?=.04). Generational stake for
Associational Solidarity isinfluenced by several factors. Fatherstend to report higher levels of
face-to-face contact with both sons and daughters, than their children report. Also, parents seem
to have arosier viewpoint of face to face contact than do adult children in that they reported
higher levels of face-to-face contact than did adult children, the farther the adult children live
from them. Finally, parents report more contact when the adult children have activities of daily
living needs. (See Table4.3.)
Generational Stake and Associational Solidarity - Telephone/Letter Contact

Several predictors were influential in predicting the Generational Stake for Associational
Solidarity, Telephone/Letter Contact (F(25, 1498)= 2.495, p<.001, R?>=.04). The generational
stake for telephone/letter contact of Associational Solidarity is heavily influence by dyadic
characteristics. Parents report more telephone/letter contact than do children. However, the
Generationa Stake Hypothesis was not supported from African-American children aged 30-39
and 50+. They reported more telephonel/letter contact than their parents and adult children aged

30-39 and 50+ aso reported more telephone/letter contact than parents. (See Table 4.4.)
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Generational Stake and Functional Solidarity - Instrumental Support

Several factors were found to predict the Generational Stake for Functional Solidarity,
Instrumental Support (F(25, 2175)= 8.879, p<.001, R?>=.09). Two dyadic characteristics were
important in predicting net flows of support. Specifically, more net support flowed down
generations in father-daughter dyads than in either same sex dyad. Inturn, less net support
flowed down generations in mother-son dyads. Parent age was also important in predicting net
flows of support. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Morgan, Schuster, & Butler, 1991), it
isnot until after age 80 that parents' age is associated with lower net flows of assistance down
generations. Distance between generations plays an interesting role in net flows of assistance.
Whereas models of support in both directions indicate that |ess assistance flows in both
directions when children and parents live further apart, greater distance between generationsis
actually associated with greater net flows of assistance down generations. (See Table 4.5.)
Generational Stake and Functional Solidarity - Emotional Support

There were several predictors of the Generational Stake for Functional Solidarity,
Emotional Support (F(25, 2175)= 2.730, p<.001, R?=.03). This hypothesiswas supported in that
married parents who had a greater number of grandchildren were more likely to report giving
more support than their adult children. However, the Generational Stake Hypothesis was not
supported because adult children in opposite sex dyads reported giving more than their parents
and those that were married also reported giving more than their parents. (See Table 4.6.)
Generational Stake and Normative Solidarity

Several predictors were influential in predicting the Generational Stake for Normative

Solidarity (F(25, 2157)= 3.163, p<.001, R*=.04). The Generational Stake Hypothesis was



64
supported in the mother-son dyad. Mothers reported giving more than did sons. Additionally,
parents aged 60-69 reported giving more than their adult children. The Generational Stake was
unsupported for the father-daughter dyad. Daughters reported giving more than did fathers and
non-White children aged 30-39 also reported giving more than did their parents. (See Table
47)

From the above findings we see mixed support for the Generational Stake. In some
instances there was arosier outlook of parents when compared to adult children. For example,
parents reported feeling closer to adult children with more education, income, and those that
lived farther away. However, in many of the dimensions, while some predictors supported the
stake, other predictors did not.

Next | examine the last research question. This addresses what predicts psychological
consequences. Are needs and resources variables influential? Do different dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity have a psychological benefit (or harm) to parents and adult children?
| was able to measure several different psychological outcomes in both parents and adult
children. These include a 12 item depressive symptom scale, hostility, long term depression, and
life satisfaction. For adult children | had the following additional measures of psychological
well-being: self-efficacy, self-esteem, mastery, and well-being.

Depression

In predicting parents depression symptoms, parents characteristics seem to drive the
outcome, rather than child characteristics or measures of Intergenerational Solidarity. Parents
had higher levels of depression when they had activities of daily living needs and more children,

and when they received more emotional support at time 2. They had lower levels of depression
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when they were married, with more education, were in better self-rated health, and when they
reported feeling more close to their adult children (F(41, 1372)= 9.175, p<.001, R*=.22).

Children reported feeling less depressed when they had a parent aged 80+, when their
parents were married with more education, when they themselves were married, and in better
self-rated health. Adult children had higher levels of depressive symptoms when they lived
farther from their parents, when they had activities of daily living needs at time 1 and 2 and
when they showed signs of previous depressive symptoms. Intergenerational Solidarity
variables which influenced depressive symptoms included the following. Adult children had
lower levels of depression when they reported feeling more close to parents at time two and were
more depressed when they reported more face-to-face contact at time 1 (F(41, 1370)= 14.631,
p<.001, R?=.32). (See Table 4.8 )

Life Satisfaction

Several factors influenced parent’ s reports of life satisfaction (F(41, 1366)= 7.798,
p<.001, R?=.19). Parent’s life satisfaction was heavily influenced by | ntergenerational
Solidarity. All dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity influenced Life Satisfaction.
Affectual Solidarity or feeling close to each other was influential in that parents who reported
feeling closer to their adult children had higher levels of life satisfaction. Normative Solidarity
influenced parent’ s life satisfaction in that they were more satisfied when their children had
higher levels of Normative Solidarity at Time 1. Associational Solidarity, both face to face
contact and telephone letter contact also influenced life satisfaction. Parents were more satisfied
when they reported more telephone/letter contact and had children who reported more face-to-

face contact. Finally, Functional Solidarity or more specifically emotional support influenced
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life satisfaction both positively and negatively. Receipt of support decreased life satisfaction,
while giving support increased levels of life satisfaction. Parents also had higher levels of life
satisfaction when they and their adult children were in better self-rated health. This latter
finding is most likely an artifact of not including all variables that may have elicited the support
(cf. Davey & Eggebeen, 1998).

Controlling for initial levels of life satisfaction, children reported higher life satisfaction
when they were married, had fewer activities of daily living limitations, and were in better self-
rated health. Among the Intergenerational Solidarity predictors, higher Affectual Solidarity at
Wave 2 was associated with higher life-satisfaction. Aswith parents' reports, emotional support
given to parents was associated with higher life satisfaction for adult children, whereas
emotional support from parents was associated with lower life satisfaction. Because children’s
reports are based on longitudinal data, it really may be better to give than to receive (F(42,
1090)= 4.552, p<.001, R?=.15). (See Table 4.9.)

Hostility

Parents experienced lower levels of hostility in mother-son dyads, as they age, when they
have a married adult child, and when they are in better self-rated health. Intergenerational
Solidarity variables which lead to lower levels of hostility are both parents and adult children
reporting feeling close to each other, and adult children with higher levels of Normative
Solidarity (F(41, 1370)= 3.564, p<.001, R?=.10).

Adult children experienced lower levels of hostility when their parents were married,
when they were age 50+, married, in better self-rated health, and reported feeling closer to their

adult children. African-American adult children experienced higher levels of hostility and when
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they had activities of daily living needs at both time 1 and 2, and when they received emotional
support from their parents (F(41, 1371)= 4.670, p<.001, R*=.13). (See Table 4.10.)

Long-term Depression

Parents' long-term depression was influenced by several characteristics. They had lower
levels of long-term depression as they got older (70+), when they were married, and in better
self-rated health. They also reported lower levels of long-term depression when they felt closer
to their adult children (Affectual Solidarity). Parents reported higher levels of long-term
depression when they had activities of daily living needs, Hispanic adult children, and when they
received instrumental support from their adult children (Functional Solidarity) (F(41, 1371)=
7.017, p<.001, R*=.14). (See Table4.11)

Examination of adult children’s reports of long term depression shows that while having
aparent who is married leads to lower levels of depression, thisis driven mostly by child
characteristics, as expected. Children who are married, in better health, and those who report
higher levels of both Affectual and Normative Solidarity have decreased levels of long-term
depression, while having activities of daily living needs at the second wave of measurement
leads to increased levels of long-term depression (F(41, 1373)= 5.067, p<.001, R*=.18).

Sl f-efficacy

Adult children who were married, those with higher levels of education and income, and
those in better self-rated health at time one and two had increased levels of self-efficacy. Self-
efficacy ratings at time one also predicted self-efficacy ratings at time two. Affectual,
Normative, and Functional Solidarity aso influenced self-efficacy. Children who were close to

their parents at time two, and had higher levels of normative beliefs at time one had higher levels
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of self-efficacy. However, children who had higher levels of Normative Solidarity at time two,
and who received higher levels of emotional support had lower levels of self-efficacy (F(42,
1354)= 9.026, p<.001, R?>=.22). (See Table4.12)

Self-esteem

Several factors contributed to higher self esteem in adult children. Having a parent aged
70-79, living farther from your parents, and having good self-esteem at time 1 led to higher self-
esteem. Having lower levels of self-esteem was influenced by ethnicity, education, income, and
health at time 2. Intergenerational Solidarity influenced self esteem; children who had higher
levels of Normative Solidarity at time 2 and received emotional support at time 2 had higher
levels of self-esteem, surprisingly, those who reported feeling closer to their parents at time 2
had lower self esteem, perhaps due to individuation and connectedness concerns (See Grotevant
and Cooper, 1998 for areview of these issues in adolescence) (F(42, 1363)= 13.953, p<.001,
R%=.31). (SeeTable4.12)
Mastery

Adult children who had a parent with higher levels of education experienced higher
levels of mastery. Additionally, those adult children who were married, had higher levels
of education and better self-rated health aso had higher levels of mastery. However, adult
children who had activities of daily living needs experienced lower levels of mastery. Adult
children who were closer to their parents at time one, and whose parents had high normative
beliefs, had greater levels of mastery. Adult children who had high normative beliefs at time
two, and received more emotional support experienced lower levels of mastery (F(41, 1370)=

7.752, p<.001, R?=.19). (See Table 4.13))
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Well-being
M other-son dyads experienced more well-being compared to other dyads. African-
American children, married children with more education and those with higher levels of self-
rated health at time two also experienced higher levels of well-being. Intergenerational
Solidarity variables that positively affected well-being included reporting higher levels of
closeness to parents, and parents reports of higher levels of Normative Solidarity. Lower levels
of well-being arose from adult children with activities of daily living needs who lived farther
from their parents, those who had higher levels of Normative Solidarity, and those who received
emotional support at time 2 (F(41, 1367)= 2.643, p<.001, R?>=.08). (See Table 4.13.)
Limitations
Several limitations exist within this study one of which is measurement of several
dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity. While the use of a nationally-representative data set
makes available access to longitudinal data with alarge sample size, it does limit the questions
that were asked. | was constrained to measure Intergenerational Solidarity using the questions
they used. | measured Affectual Solidarity with a one item question asking both respondents and
their parents how close they felt to each other. The measure could have been stronger if we'd
been able to address Affectual Solidarity with a multi-question scale which would have been
even better if | could have addressed questions of ambivalence with awell-rounded Affectual
Solidarity Scale. Associational Solidarity was measured with atwo item scale asking about
contact face-to-face and telephone-letter contact. While the scale of Associational Solidarity
was not as comprehensive as that suggested by Mangen and Miller (1988) | believethat it is

comprehensive in assessing contact. Finally, Normative Solidarity was measured asking both
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parents and adult children whether they thought each generation should help the other by
providing financial aid and sharing living quarters. | did factor analyze thisto seeif help to
parents loaded on another factor and found that they all loaded on one factor and thus | summed
these itemsto provide the Normative Solidarity scale. Like that with Affectual Solidarity, |
believe that the measure of Normative Solidarity would have been stronger if | could have
included other areas of norms which | was unable to do due to the use of secondary data
anaysis.

| used multiple regression to address predictors of each dimension of Intergenerational
Solidarity, the psychological well-being scales, and the Generational Stake Hypothesis. One
way in which these results could better explain parent-adult child relationships would beiif |
could include interactions between dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity and parent-adult
child characteristics to examine psychological well-being. For example, some of the current
literature suggests that structural characteristics like marital status and gender, would mediate
between other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity and psychological well-being.

Finally, it would have been nice to include more variables to get at the transitions that
families members go through to examine how these affect the parent-adult child relationship. |
did find that needs and resources variables like marital status did explain several dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity, but does the transition from having a spouse to not, influence other
dimension such as how close family members feel to each other.

Conclusions
The National Survey of Families and Households has given us the opportunity to extend

the body of literature concerning the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity. | was able to
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measure five of the six dimensions of Intergenerationa Solidarity. Using elements of Structural
Solidarity, | examined predictors of four dimensions of the Theory. In predicting the different
dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity one thing that stood out across dimensions was the
influence of dyadic characteristics. In other words the parent-adult child relationship is
influenced depending on if you are a mother-daughter, mother-son, father-daughter, and father-
son pair. This supports the research literature on parent-adult child relationships (Brody et al.,
1994; Lawton et al., 1994; Roberts et a., 1991; Ross & Rossi, 1990).

Parents’ age also affects both Affectual Solidarity and Associational Solidarity. As
parents get older both generations report feeling closer to each other and in more contact. This
finding supports previous findings that there is a curvilinear relationship between closeness and
age and that as adult children age (and parents along with them) they become closer (Ross &
Rossi 1990; Suitor et al., 1995). In addition to previous research which showed that child’s age
predicted Associational Solidarity or more specifically, co-residence (Goldscheider, 1997; Katz
& Lowenstein, 1999), | found that both parents and children reported more contact as parents got
older.

Concentrating on three dimensions, Normative Solidarity, Affectual Solidarity, and
Functional Solidarity with both instrumental and emotional support, | find only moderate support
for the generational stake hypothesis which states that more support flows down the generations,
than up. Like Bengtson and Kuypers (1971) | did see parents report higher levels of closeness
than children, but it was based on the child characteristics of education, income and living
distance from parents. While other tests of the generational stake focused upon closeness within

the relationship (Long & Martin, 2000; Troll & Fingerman, 1996), | tested the generational stake
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hypothesis across four dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity: Affection, Association,
Functional, and Normative. In addition to supporting the hypothesis for Affectual Solidarity,
there was mixed support for other dimensions. The Generational Stake Hypothesis was
supported for Associational Solidarity and dyadic characteristics, but unsupported for child
characteristics such asrace and age. For Functional Solidarity it was predictive with needs and
resources variables such as marital status, health, number of children, and having activities of
daily living needs, but there were equivocal findings for dyadic characteristics. Findly,
Normative Solidarity was basically unsupported with non-White children aged 30-39 reporting
higher levels than parents, while only parents aged 60-69 reported higher levels of Normative
Solidarity than their adult children.

These ambiguous findings lead us to suggest that the idea of the generational stake needs
further elaboration. | suggest that rather than parents reporting arosier viewpoint to the parent-
adult children relationship, the difference in report may stem from other factors such as those
suggested by the Contingent Exchange Perspective or needs and resources variables. Thisleads
usto adiscussion of the findings surrounding hypothesis 3 or the psychological outcomes of
Intergenerational Solidarity and the Contingent Exchange Perspective.

The Contingent Exchange Perspective was supported across dimensions. Needs and
resources such as activities of daily living needs, self-rated health, number of children, marital
status and education were influential in predicting the different dimensions. These supported
previous findings in the literature (Amato et al., 1995; Davey & Eggebeen, 1998; Hogan et al.,

1993; Lawton et a., 1994).
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More importantly, the Contingent Exchange Perspective suggests that receiving and
giving help can have an effect on the psychologica well-being of each generation; marital status
of parents influenced the effect of receipt of support and psychologica well-being with
unmarried parents showing a more accentuated curvilinear pattern than married parents with
initially rising levels of positive mood with receipt of support and decreased levels with higher
levels of support given, over four types of support (Silverstein et al., 1996).

Contingent Exchange variables in the present study affected psychological well-being
and supported that found in the literature. Depression, life satisfaction, hostility, long-term
depression, , self-efficacy, self-esteem, mastery, and well-being were all affected by needs and
resources predictors such as self-rated health and having activities of daily living needs and this
held up longitudinally for mastery. These findings support and extend Davey and Eggebeen’s
(1998) test of the Contingent Exchange Perspective.

Predictors of Intergenerational Exchange also affected psychological well-being of each
generation. Closeness or Affectual Solidarity influenced every psychological well-being
variable except well-being. Associationa Solidarity only predicted, in part, life satisfaction and
adecrease in depressive symptoms. Looking at Functional Solidarity we see that emotional
support is more significant in influencing well-being variables (all except long-term depression
which instrumental support influenced). Finally, Normative Solidarity influenced all
psychologica well-being variables except depressive symptoms. These findings support the
existing literature which found that predictors of Intergenerational Solidarity did affect
psychologica well-being (Chen & Silverstein, 2000; Kitamura & Takashi, 2001; Long &

Martin, 2000; Welsh & Stewart, 1995).
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This study supports and extends the body of literature surrounding Intergenerational
Solidarity and exchange relationships between adult children and their parentsin three ways.
First, most of the empirical work done surrounding predictors of the different dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity was done using the Three Generation Study by Bengtson and his
colleagues which is non-representative of the population (Bengtson & Harootyan, 1994,
Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). The study provides support for their theory using a nationally
representative sample and alongitudinal data set.

Secondly, this study considerably extended what was known about the Generational
Stake. Previous research focused upon how the Generational Stake Hypothesis was influenced
by Affectual Solidarity (Long & Martin, 2000; Troll & Fingerman, 1996). The study extends the
body of literature by investigating the Generational Stake across all four dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity addressed here and identifies influential structural characteristics
which previous literature has not included. | found mixed support of the hypothesis; more
remains to be done to really understand the differences in report between generations reporting
on the same relationship.

Thirdly, this study highlights the importance of including needs and resources when
predicting exchange. As suggested by the Contingent Exchange Perspective, and supported in
this paper, the context cannot be left out when examining exchange because needs and resources
do influence the provision and receipt of support within dyadic intergenerational relationships.
Empirical work remainsto be done in more specifically defining what characteristics within the
parent-adult child relationship affect exchanges and if different types of support are affected by

different needs and resources. Thisleads me to my next research question, addressed in the next



chapter. Is Functional Solidarity, both instrumental and emotional support, afunction of
contingent exchange? Isit influenced by dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity, or more

specifically, Affection, Normative, and A ssociation?
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PARENTS’ AND ADULT CHILDREN’S VIEWS OF INSTRUMENTAL
AND EMOTIONAL ASSISTANCE AS A FUNCTION OF NEEDS, RESOURCES,

AND INTERGENERATIONAL SOLIDARITY
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Abstract
Gerontological literature has often demonstrated the “generational stake” phenomenon, in which
there isanet transfer of resources down generations. A supplementary perspective on support
exchanges is that this pattern emerges as a function of age-graded changes in the needs and
resources of both generations. To test this hypothesis, | used data from 3,347 parent-adult child
dyads (1,282 mother-daughter, 898 mother-son, 679 father-daughter, 488 father-son) in the
second wave of the National Survey of Families and Households. In support of the hypothesis, |
found evidence for the importance of needs and resources in predicting flows of instrumental
assistance up and down generations, whereas importance of dimensions of Intergenerational
Solidarity (aside from Associational, necessary to provide instrumental aid) were largely absent.
Predictors of emotional support were more complex: Affectual and Associational Solidarity were
important, but parents and children often differ systematically in their reports of the same

exchanges. Implications for theory and practice are discussed.
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Introduction

Much of the research on intergenerational exchanges do not ascribe to a theory of aging.
There is athorough body of literature identifying what characteristics are influential in
predicting exchange, much works remains to place thisin a context of theory. Placing empirical
work within atheoretical framework will allow us to identify areain which further investigation
remains. More importantly, atheoretical background can provide the meaning behind predictors
of exchange and allow usto hypothesize why exchange happens and what the effects of
exchange are.

Research on assistance has also indicated needs and resources of each generation
influence the exchange relationship (Davey & Eggebeen, 1998). The Contingent Exchange
Perspective, by Davey and his colleagues, has been suggested as one explanation of exchange
within relationships. This perspective postulated that exchanges within family relationships are
based upon the needs and resources of each generation. If one generation has a need, then the
family network will respond with their resources to try and fulfill it.

Another theory that has been used to explain relationshipsis the Intergenerational
Solidarity Theory. Thistheory assumes that relationships can be characterized by six
dimensions. Affectual Solidarity, which examines closeness between generations, Associational
Solidarity, which examines contact between generations, Functional Solidarity, which looks at
instrumental and emotional support exchanges, Normative Solidarity, which examines normative
beliefs about what support ought to happen between generations, and Consensual Solidarity,

which examines shared values and believes (Roberts, Richards, & Bengtson, 1991). Previous
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studies have examined predictors of the different dimensions of exchange and if they are
interrelated (Belliston, Davey, & Bookout, in preparation; Gronvold, 1988; Hancock et al., 1998;
Mangen & Miller, 1988; Mangen & Westbrook, 1988). But, do these dimensions accurately
predict specific types of exchange within families? Does the Contingent Exchange Perspective
offer a better framework for viewing exchanges within families, or an additional viewpoint?
Intergenerational Exchange

Intergenerational exchange can be a complex set of processes that have been defined in
many different ways. Davey (1998) reviewed the literature relating to indicators which
influence intergenerational exchange within families. He divided the indicators into family
background characteristics, parental characteristics, child characteristics, and relationship
characteristics.

Family background characteristics that influence intergenerational exchange include race,
parental income, and parental education. Much of the literature states that African American and
Hispanics tend to engage in less instrumental exchanges when compared with Whites
(Eggebeen, 1992; Hogan et al., 1993; Silverstein & Waite, 1993). However, Jayakody (1998)
stated that it was more of afunction of needs and resources. When she compared African
American and White families she found that in families with an income below $15,000, African
American adult children received less instrumental support, but in families with an income
above this there was no difference. Parental income was influential in the provision of financial
support, but not as much in other domains of support (Kobayashi, 2000; Semyonov & Lewsin-

Epstein, 2001). Education level of parents contributed to being more involved in both giving
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and receiving of both generations across several domains of support (Davey & Eggebeen, 1998;
Eggebeen, 1992; Eggebeen & Davey, 1998).

Parental characteristics include age, gender, marital status, health status, functional
ability, and the number of children. Parent characteristics and their influence on the exchange of
support has received most of the attention in the literature. Gender is one of the most substantial
findings, mothers are more likely to receive help across all types of exchange when compared to
fathers (1kkink et a., 1999; Ross & Rossi, 1990; van Groenou & Knipscheer, 1999; Wright &
Maxwell, 1991). Additionally, gender interacts with marital status to affect the exchange of
support. Divorced fathers were less involved with exchanges, both giving and receiving with
adult children, while divorced mothers received more and gave less (Amato et al., 1995). The
effect of widowhood isless clear. Widows receive less support, but it is unclear whether
widowhood contributes to less giving (Eggebeen, 1992; Ikkink et al., 1999). Health status and
functional ability affect the ability of parents and adult children to engage in support exchanges.
Parents and adult children who are in poor health are less likely to give support and more likely
to receive help from the other generation (Hogan et al., 1993; Kobayashi, 2000; van Groenou &
Knipscheer, 1999). Finally, when looking at the effect of number of adult siblingsin the family
and support exchanged with parents we see that the total amount of support given is more
(Eggebeen, 1992; Eggebeen & Wilhelm, 1995, but looking at the individual parent/adult child
relationship rather than total assistance provided led to less support given to each child (Hoyert,
1991).

Adult child characteristics include gender, marital status, and their transition to

parenthood/parental status. Adult child characteristics have received much less attention in the
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literature than have parent characteristics. Nevertheless, many of the same variablesin adult
children areinstrumental. The findings surrounding gender of the adult child and how it affects
exchanges with parents are unclear. One study found that there were more exchanges between
mother-daughter dyads with mothers hel ping daughters than fathers helping sons (Spitze &

L ogan, 1990) while another found that sons provided more services while daughters provided
more socio-emotional help (Wright & Maxwell, 1991). Still another found no gender
differences in the provision of support to adult children (Silverstein & Waite, 1993). |
hypothesize that there will be a gender difference in the provision of support along gender lines.
Like we saw with parents, marital status and gender interact together to predict the exchange of
support between the dyads. Separated and widowed men are less likely to give, but only
separated women are less likely to give to parents (Chatters & Taylor, 1993). Looking at the
receipt of support from parents, divorced women receive more help than married women while
married men receive more help with child care (Spitze, Logan, Deane, & Zerger, 1994). Findly,
the transition to parenthood affects support exchanges. Adult children receive more help when
they have children and give less (Hogan et al., 1993; Ikkink et al., 1999).

Relationship characteristics can include proximity and/or coresidence, relationship
quality, and filial expectations and obligations. Proximity affects the opportunity structure for
the exchange of support (Uphold et al., 2000). Thus, living closer leads to the provision of
instrumental support (Aquilino & Supple, 1991; Spitze & Ward, 1995). However, Chatters and
Taylor (1993) found that provision of emotional support and financial assistance was not
affected by proximity. Relationship quality, or emotional closeness leads to increased

intergenerational exchanges; parents and adult children who report feeling closer are more likely
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engage in support exchanges with both giving and receiving (Chatters & Taylor, 1993; Parrott &
Bengtson, 1999; Whitbeck et al., 1994; Wright & Maxwell, 1991). Finally, the belief that
families ought to help each other affects the provision of help (Uphold et al., 2000; Wright &
Maxwell, 1991), but there are mixed results on how this happens. Adults expectations of help
affect how much help they give; parents who believe in giving help are more likely to actually
giveit (Lee, Netzer, & Coward, 1994) and adult children and parents who believed in helping
the other had parents who were more likely to receive help (Ikkink et a., 1999). Thus,
normative obligations affected more the help that was given than that which was received
(Ikkink et al., 1999; Lee, Netzer, & Coward, 1994).

Much of the empirical work on intergenerational exchange does not ascribe to a theory of
aging. Placing thiswork within atheoretical framework can better help us understand the
findings rather than having alist of predictors. The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory contains
six dimensions of arelationship: Affectual or emotional closeness, Associational, or contact
between the generations, Functional or support exchanges, Normative or help or obligations
within the family, Consensual or shared values, and Structural or the structure of the family.
When we examine the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity we see that many of these
indicators can fit within these six dimensions (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991).

Contingent Exchange Per spective

Contingent exchange theory posits that adults are better off psychologically when support
isgiven in response to needs and participants are neither over or under benefitted. It was
developed to examine how needs and resources variables affect exchanges within family

relationships. Several theories have been used for explanation of support exchanges and
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psychologica well-being including Exchange Theory and Equity Theory, however, these
theories do not address the contextual factorsin intergenerational relationships; Davey and
Eggebeen (1998) empirically tested the two theories and compared them with the Contingent
Exchange Perspective. They found the most support for the Contingent Exchange Perspective.
When participants needed support and it was provided, there were beneficial mental health
outcomes like fewer depressive symptoms, and lower levels of long term depression.

While some researchers continue to disregard contextual factors when examining
exchange within family relationships (see Ramos et al., 2003 for one example), others have
begun to consider the needs and resources of each generation. Families engage in exchange
when there is atime of need including transitions of living arrangements and marital status
(Eggebeen & Davey, 1998; Ikkink et al., 1999; Wilmoth, 2000). Additionally, these support
exchanges and the needs and resources of each generation affect the psychological well-being of
families (Keefe & Fancey, 2002; Liang et al., 2001; Silverstein et al., 1996). Dissension remains
specifically around how this occurs. For example, one study found that the structural
characteristics of the adult child generation does affect parental psychologica well-being and the
exchange of support (Keefe & Fancey, 2002) another found that the structural circumstances did
not affect the support received (Ikkink et al., 1999). These differences may possibly be
explained by the use of non-representative samples. This study addresses Contingent Exchange
using alongitudinal, nationally-representative sample to clarify these issues. It also usesthe
Intergenerational Solidarity Theory as another theoretical viewpoint used to examine

intergenerational relationships and psychologica well-being.



Intergenerational Solidarity

The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory suggested by Bengtson deals with normative
aspects of the parent-adult child relationship developmentally and includes six dimensions:
Affectual, Associational, Functional, Normative, Structural, and Consensual. Affectual
Solidarity isthe type and degree of positive sentiments held about other family members and the
degree of reciprocity about these statements. Associational Solidarity is the frequency and
pattern of interaction in various types of activities. Functional Solidarity isthe degree to which
family members exchange services or assistance ranging from financial services, advice, gift-
giving and services like transportation, work around the house, and child care. Normative
Solidarity is the perception and enactment of norms of family solidarity. This covers shared
expectations of how often family should get together, financial expectations and emotional
expectations. Structural Solidarity isthe number, type and proximity of family members.
Finally, Consensual Solidarity focuses on the degree of agreement on values, attitudes and
beliefs among family members (Mangen et al., 1988).

Intergenerational Solidarity has undergone several theoretical tests to examine the
relationships between and among the six dimensions. association, affection, consensus,
function, norms and structure. Although initially postulated that affection, association, and
Consensual Solidarity would be highly interdependent, studies indicated that they were not
(Atkinson et al., 1986; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). Specifically Atkinson et al. (1986) found
that the affection, association, and consensus dimensions of the Intergenerational Solidarity
Theory should not be combined into an additive scale and Roberts and Bengtson (1990) found

that the consensus dimension was independent of the association and affection dimensions. The
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latter two dimensions did show a high correlation. In response to these empirical tests Bengtson
and Roberts (1991) reformulated the theory and tested several hypotheses. They found that the
Normative dimension of Intergenerational Solidarity was predictive of the affective dimension,
but not for the association dimension.

In arecent reformation of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, Bengtson and
colleagues have expanded it to include new measures of conflict and ambivalence and indicate
that it is one end of a continuum within the Solidarity perspective (Bengtson et al., 2002;
Silverstein & Bengtson, 2001). During a symposia dedicated to a discussion of these issues,
severa social scientists agreed that ambival ence was an important area which needed to be
addressed, but that it was theoretically different from the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and
to try to subsume ambivalence within the theory was stretching the theory beyond its usefulness
(Connidis & McMullin, 2002; Marshall, 2001; Pillemer, 2001).

One way in which the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory has been used isthe
Generationa Stake Hypothesis. First proposed in 1971, Bengtson and Kuypers hypothesized
that parents reported higher levels of closeness and consensus because each generation was
engaged in different developmental concerns and thus have different stakes within the
relationship. Parents are more concerned with passing on values and with relationshipsin later
life while younger adults are more focused on devel oping autonomy and independence; they
hypothesized that these differences contributed to the discrepancies found between parents and
children reporting on the same relationship (Giarrusso et al., 1995). They also tested to seeif the
difference was based upon if it was early or late in the family life course, but that refinement of

the hypothesis was unsupported (Giarrusso et a., 1995). Several other studies have tested this
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hypothesisto seeif it is supported. Parents were found to have a“rosier” outlook than children
for several domains such as emotional investment, discussion of a controversial issue and
assessment of current and past relationships (Long & Martin, 2000; Troll & Fingerman, 1996;
Winkeler et al., 2000). This hypothesisis still under review and while some found support for it
(Giarrusso et a., 1995; Long & Martin 2000; Troll & Fingerman, 1996), others found only it to
be only partially supported (Belliston et a., in preparation).

The Intergenerational Solidarity Theory provides an organizational framework for this
paper because the six dimensions help to identify important aspects to consider in examining
exchange within parent-adult child relationships. The Ambivalence perspectiveis addressed in
another paper under preparation (Davey et a., 2001).

Research Questions

While many of the studies reviewed address exchange relationships within families, none
examines exchange from an encompassing theoretical standpoint using a nationally
representative sample. | propose looking at specific types of exchanges within a parent-adult
child relationship from both the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and the Contingent
Exchange Perspective. Do dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity, Affection, Association,
and Normative, play arolein predicting intergenerational exchanges? Are needs and resources,
the Contingent Exchange Perspective, important in predicting intergenerational exchanges?

Methods

This study was conducted using data from the National Survey of Families and

Households (NSFH). This longitudinal national survey consisted of two waves of data with the

first wave collected in 1987-1988 and the second wave collected in 1992-1994. The second



87
wave of data included interviews with a parent of the main respondent. Overall the NSFH
includes data from 13,008 respondents and over-sampled single-parent families, step-families,
recently married couples and cohabitating couples. The second wave of data had 10,008
respondents (Sweet & Bumpass; 1996; Sweet et al., 1988). Parent data were matched with
respondents so that each respondent was informing about the same relationship.

The data used for this study included a nationally-representative, longitudinal data set
with 3,320 adult children and cross-sectional data of their parents. The mean age of adult
children was 38. The sample consisted of 84% White, 12% African-American, and 4% Hispanic
with 58% of adult respondents being female. The mean age of parents was 64 and 65% of them
were females. Mean educational level was 13.5 for adult respondents and 12 for their parents.
(See Table 5.1.)

Measures

The dependent variables used in this study include four items of instrumental support and
a one item scale on emotional support. The instrumental support items ask a yes/no question if
help was given with 1) transportation, shopping, and errands; 2) housework, yardwork, car
repairs, and work around the house; 3) child care while parent is at work; and 4) child care in
general. To measure emotional support respondents were asked whether they give advice,
encouragement, moral or emotional support.

Independent variables include dyadic characteristics or whether the pair of respondents
belonged in a mother-daughter dyad (comparison category), mother-son dyad, father-daughter
dyad, and father-son dyad. Also included were age, marital status, years of education, number of

children, activities of daily living needs, and self rated health. For adult respondents I have
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longitudinal data for the latter two variables. Additionally, for adult children, I also include race,
which was not asked of parent respondents, income, and proximity to parents in miles.

In the logistic regression model for parent’s reports of giving help with housework, yard
work, car repairs, and work around the house, no parents aged 80 or older reported giving this
type of help. I tested to see if the findings were the same when older parents were grouped with
those 70 years of age and older and found no differences. Thus, these 100 cases were dropped
from the analysis. Additionally, adult children aged 50 or older reported receiving this type of
help. I tested to see if the findings remained the same when they were combined with adult
children aged 40 and older and there were no differences and the 165 cases were dropped from
the analysis. Finally, no Hispanic parents reported receiving emotional support from adult
children. I tested to see how the results would change by combining Hispanics into the White
category and into non-White. There were no differences when Hispanics were recoded into the
non-White category while parents in mother-son dyads reported receiving significantly less
emotional support when Hispanics were combined into the White category. There were no other
differences. Thus, these 51 cases were dropped from the analysis.

I measured three aspects of Intergenerational Solidarity as reported by both members of
the dyad. These included Affectual Solidarity, Normative Solidarity, and Associational
Solidarity. Affectual Solidarity was measured using a single item global rating of closeness.
Normative Solidarity was assessed with a four item scale asking about norms of financial aid
from parent to child and child to parent, and sharing living quarters with parents or children.
Associational Solidarity was measured with a two item scale assessing amount of contact

through either face to face contact, or through talking on the telephone or letters.



89
Results

Rather than address the results by dependent variable, they will be discussed based upon
investigation of the hypotheses. For statistical results by dependent variable see Table 5.2, for
predictors of exchange of transportation, shopping, and errand support, Table 5.3 for predictors
of exchange of help with housework, yardwork, car repairs, and work around the house, Table
5.4 for predictors of exchange of advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support, Table 5.5
for predictors of exchange of child care support, and Table 5.6 for predictors of exchange of
child care support while the adult child is at work.
Intergenerational Solidarity - Hypothesis 1

Affectual Solidarity. Looking at how Affectual Solidarity influences the different types
of Functional Solidarity measured in this study, we see overall that all types of exchange were
influenced except child care. Adult children who reported feeling close to their parents were
more likely to report receiving help with transportation, shopping, errands, housework,
yardwork, car repairs, and help around the house. For adult children, those that report feeling
closer to their parents are also more likely to report receiving advice, encouragement, moral or
emotional support. Parents who reported higher levels of feeling close to their children had adult
children who were less likely to report receiving help with transportation, errands, housework,
yardwork, car repairs, and help around the house. This could stem from adult children’s reports
of closeness being more important in influencing their reports of help received (See Table 5.2-
5.6).

Associational Solidarity. Associational Solidarity provides the opportunity structure for

support to occur. It influenced all types of support. Looking specifically at parent and adult
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respondents reports of face-to-face contact we see that parents who report higher levels of face-
to-face contact were more likely to report giving help with child care while their adult children
were at work and child carein general. They also reported receiving help, and their adult
children reported giving help, with transportation, shopping and errands. Both parents and adult
children who report higher levels of face-to-face contact had adult children who reported
receiving help with housework, yardwork, car repairs and work around the house. Thus, with
both parent and adult children’ s report of higher contact, instrumental support islikely to occur.
Parents are also more likely to report giving help with housework, yardwork, car repairs, and
work around the house with greater telephone-letter contact. When parents and adult children
report higher levels of telephone-letter contact they also report giving and receiving advice,
encouragement, moral and emotional support. (See Table 5.2-5.6).

Normative Solidarity. Normative Solidarity was not as strongly supported. Parents who
reported higher levels of Normative Solidarity, or the belief that parents and children ought to
help each other with housing or economic support, were more likely to report receiving
transportation, shopping, and errand help. Additionally, they had adult children who were more
likely to report receiving help with housework, yardwork, car repairs, and work around the
house. (See Table 5.2-5.6).

Contingent Exchange - Characteristics which Influence Functional Solidarity - Hypothesis 2

Three different categories were used to examine which characteristics influence the five
dimensions of Functional Solidarity. These include dyadic characteristics, such as belonging to
amother-daughter, etc., parent characteristics; and child characteristics. An easier way to

consider these may be to think of these variables as resources and needs. As example of thisis
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that child characteristics that could be seen as resources include having a spouse, more years or
education, higher income level, and better self-rated health. Child characteristics that could be
seen as needs include age, and needing help with activities of daily living. The Contingent
Exchange Perspective states that support exchanges are better explained by examining the needs
and resources of each generation. Looking at these data, resources which were influential
across all types of exchange include marital status, education, and self-rated health. Needs
which were influential across all types of exchange included needing help with activities of daily
living and having more children.

Dyadic Characteristics. Looking at just help with transportation, shopping, and errands
we see that compared to the mother-daughter dyad, children in the father-son dyad report both
giving and receiving less help. For housework, yardwork, car repairs, and help around the
house, sons are more likely to report giving help to mothers while their mothers are less likely to
report giving this help, compared to the mother-daughter dyad. Both mothers and fathers are
more likely to report receiving this help from sons than daughters. Both sons and daughters are
less likely to report giving advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support to fathers, while
adult children in opposite sex dyads (mother-son and father-daughters) are less likely to report
receiving thistype of support. Finaly, sonsreport being less likely to receive help with child
care from fathers. (See Table 5.2-5.6).

Parent Characteristics. Hypothesis 2 held true when examining parents characteristics
and Functional Solidarity. Looking just at age, children reported giving more transportation,
shopping, and errand help to parents aged 70-79. Parents the same age reported giving less of all

types of support except child care while at work. Looking at child care given at work we see that
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parents aged 80 or older were less likely to report giving, probably due to their grandchildren
being in less need of thistype of support. For child care in general, parents age 60-69 were less
likely to report giving and had children who were less likely to report receiving this type of help.
Parents aged 60-69 were more likely to report receiving less housework, yardwork, car repairs,
and help around the house. (See Table 5.2-5.6).

Parental resources that influenced support exchanges included marital status, years of
education, self-rated health and activities of daily living needs. Married parents reported giving
more help with transportation, shopping, errands and receiving less help with housework,
yardwork, car repairs, and help around the house. They also reported giving more advice,
encouragement, moral and emotional support and their children were more likely to report
receiving thistype of support. Parents with more education were more likely to have their
children report receiving help with transportation, shopping, errands, advice, encouragement,
moral and emotional support, while they were more likely to report giving child care support.
Parents who reported better self-rated health also reported giving more help with housework,
yardwork, car repairs, and help around the house while their children were more likely to report
receiving it. Additionally, parents with activities of daily living needs were more likely to report
receiving advice, encouragement, moral and emotional support. (See Table 5.2-5.6).

Child Characteristics. As expected, opportunity structure was important in predicting
the effect of child characteristics on different types of Functional Solidarity; adult children who
reported living farther away to their parents also reported receiving less help with all types of
support. Additionally, they reported giving less help with housework, yardwork, care repairs

and work around the house to their parents. Race affected receipt of both housework, yardwork,
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car repairs, work around the house, advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support.
African-American Adult children were more likely to report receiving the instrumental types of
support while their parents reported being less likely to receive advice, encouragement, moral or
emotional support. (See Table 5.2-5.6).

Child resource characteristics such as self-rated health, education, income and having a
spouse also affected gift and receipt of Functional Solidarity. Adult children with higher self-
rated health compared to their peers reported receiving less help from their parents, possibly
based on a reduced need on their part. Those adult children with more education were more
likely to report receiving help with transportation, shopping, errands, housework, yardwork, car
repairs, work around the house and child care. They also report giving more help with
transportation, shopping, and errands to their parents. Interestingly, those with more education
are less likely to report receiving advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support from their
parents. Income seemed to encourage support exchanges in both directions. (See Table 5.2-
5.6).

Adult children with higher levels of income had parents who reported giving help with
transportation, shopping, errands, advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support and child
care while the adult children were at work. These parents also are more likely to report
receiving help with housework, yardwork, car repairs and work around the house. Finally, like
income, marriage also seems to encourage exchanges of support. Adult children with a spouse
were less likely to report receiving advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support from
their parents, probably due to receiving thistype of help from their spouse. They also had

parents who were less likely to report receiving help with housework, yardwork, car repairs, and
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work around the house. Adult children with spouses also were more likely to report receiving
child carein general and while they were at work and their parents reported giving child carein
general. (See Table5.2-5.6).

Three child characteristics that may be categorized more as needs influenced exchanges
of support: age, needing help with activities of daily living, and adult children with larger
families (more offspring). Adult children age 30-39 and 50+ years had parents who reported
receiving advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support and those aged 40-49 were less
likely to report receiving housework, yardwork, car repairs and work around the house. Those
adult children aged 40 and older aso reported receiving less help with child care and parents
reported giving less help with child care, probably because of the reduced need due to
grandchildren growing up. Adult children with more children were more likely to report
receiving advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support, and help with child care both in
general, which their parents also reported giving, and while they were at work. Their parents
reported receiving less advice, encouragement, moral or emotional support from their adult
children who had more children. Finally, those adult children who needed help with activities of
daily living were more likely to report receiving advice, encouragement, moral or emotional
support and had parents who reported giving help with transportation, shopping, and errands.
(See Table 5.2-5.6).

Limitations

Several limitations exist within this study one of which is measurement of several

dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity. While the use of a nationally-representative data set

makes available access to longitudinal data with alarge sample size, it does limit the questions
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that were asked. | was constrained to measure Intergenerational Solidarity using the questions
they used. | measured Affectual Solidarity with a one item question asking both respondents and
their parents how close they felt to each other. The measure could have been stronger if we'd
been able to address Affectual Solidarity with a multi-question scale which would have been
even better if | could have addressed questions of ambivalence with awell-rounded Affectual
Solidarity Scale. Associational Solidarity was measured with atwo item scale asking about
contact face-to-face and telephone-letter contact. While the scale of Associational Solidarity
was not as comprehensive as that suggested by Mangen and Miller (1988) | believethat it is
comprehensive in assessing contact. Finally, Normative Solidarity was measured asking both
parents and adult children whether they thought each generation should help the other by
providing financial aid and sharing living quarters. | did factor analyze thisto seeif help to
parents loaded on another factor and found that they all loaded on one factor and thus | summed
these itemsto provide the Normative Solidarity scale. Like that with Affectual Solidarity, |
believe that the measure of Normative Solidarity would have been stronger if | could have
included other areas of norms which | was unable to do due to the use of secondary data
analysis.

| used multiple regression to address predictors of each scale of Functional Solidarity. It
would have been nice to include more variables to get at the transitions that families members go
through to examine how these affect exchanges within the parent-adult child relationship. |
addressed this issue to the best of my ability by including needs and resources variables like

marital status, and longitudinal data on activities of daily living needs.
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Future Directions

This study elucidates several areas in which empirical research remains. Additional
theoretical work remains to be done both for the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and the
Contingent Exchange Perspective. Future research needs to continue to refine how solidarity is
measured and to address the issue of ambivalence within family relationships as suggested by
Luescher and Pillemer (1998) and others. Bengtson and colleagues have tried to do this by
expanding Intergenerational Solidarity to include new measures of conflict and ambivalence and
indicate that it is one end of a continuum within the Solidarity perspective (Bengtson et al.,
2002; Silverstein & Bengtson, 2001). During a symposia dedicated to a discussion of these
issues, several social scientists agreed that ambivalence was an important area which needed to
be addressed, but that it was theoretically different from the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory
and to try to subsume ambival ence within the theory was stretching the theory beyond its
usefulness (Connidis & McMullin, 2002; Marshall, 2001; Pillemer, 2001). I address this issue of
ambivalence in exchange relationships in Davey et al. (2001). Additionally, the Contingent
Exchange Perspective can be more fully elaborated upon by addressing transitions and
expanding upon exactly how these variables are affected by and affect the relationship while
going through transitions.

Conclusions

Examination of the questions surrounding Hypothesis 1 shows that Affectual, Normative,
and Associational Solidarity influenced support exchanges. More specifically, Affectual
Solidarity, or each generation’s reports of closeness affected all types of support except child

care. This supports the previous research literature findings that relationship quality does affect
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giving and receiving help (Chatters & Taylor, 1993; Parrott & Bengtson; 1999; Wright &
Maxwell, 1991). With closeness affecting provision of both instrumental support, in this case
help with transportation, shopping, errands, housework, yardwork, car repairs, and work around
the house, and emotional support of advice and encouragement, we know that it isvital to
include measures of relationship quality in future studies of support exchanges. In the sample,
Affectual Solidarity only influenced child’ s receipt of support across two types of instrumental
support, excluding child care, and emotional support. Thus, it is hecessary to include both
parent’s and child’ s report of giving and receiving to be able to discern what specific influences
affection has on exchanges of support.

Looking at Normative Solidarity we find that parents who had higher levels of filial
obligations and expectations, had children who were more likely to report receiving help with
transportation, shopping, errands, housework, yardwork, car repair, and help around the house.
Thus, like Lee, Netzer, and Coward (1994) found, parents who believe in helping actually help.
Contrary to what Ikkink et al., (1999), in the sample, children’s beliefs about what financial and
housing help they ought to provide to parentsin general did not affect parent’s reports of receipt
of help. Thisfinding could possibly be explained by the Generational Stake Hypothesis with
parents reporting a more favorable viewpoint of the exchange relationship.

Finally, | examine Associational Solidarity or face to face or telephone/letter contact and
how that influences instrumental and emotional support. | found that face to face contact
influenced transportation and housework support for parents and housework and child care
support for adult children, while telephone/letter contact influenced housework support for

parents and emotional support for children. Looking more specifically at instrumental support,
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parents who reported higher levels of face to face contact a'so were more likely to report
receiving help with transportation, shopping, and errands and had children who reported giving
this help. Both parent’s and child’ s reports of face to face contact led to children reporting
giving help with housework, yardwork, and car repair. Finally, parents who report higher levels
of face to face contact also report giving help with child care to their adult children. Thisis
unsurprising since contact provides the opportunity structure and this type of help could not be
done without contact. Additionally, parent’s reports of telephone/letter contact led to children
reporting receipt of thistype of help. These findings support the literature surrounding contact
and provision of support (Uphold et al., 2000; Wright & Maxwell, 1991). Looking at emotional
support, parent’s reports of telephone/letter contact led to them reporting giving and receiving
emotional support, advice, and encouragement, while child’ s report of this type of contact
influenced their giving and receiving this type of contact.

Hypothesis 2 or the influence of needs and resources on exchange in intergenerational
relationships was al so supported. Resources that were influential across all type of exchange
included marital status, education, and self-rated health. While needs that influenced all type of
exchange were having activities of daily living needs and more children. Thus, these finding
support the previous literature in which older adults received support in times of need (Belliston
et a., in preparation; Eggebeen & Davey, 1998).

Knowing that needs and resources play avital role in predicting exchange in
intergenerational relationships, it isessentia to include these variables in future research on
intergenerational exchange. It isnot enough to try to predict exchange using different parent and

adult child characteristics; research must place their empirical models within a theoretical
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background to adequately explain why exchanges occur. While previous research has begun to
do this (Parrott & Bengtson, 1999; Silverstein et al., 1996) we must continue to examine the
effects of needs and resources and what affects transitions in parent’ s and adult children’slives

might have on provision of support.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

This dissertation extended previous seminal research in the area of Intergenerational
Solidarity and the Contingent Exchange Perspective (Bengtson et al, 1997; Bengtson et al., 1996;
Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Davey & Eggebeen, 1998; Eggebeen & Davey, 1998; Rossi & Rossi,
1990; Mangen et al., 1988). Specifically, this research reflected a conceptual and
methodological advancement, moving from a generational and cross-sectional approach to one
that focuses explicitly on dyadic and longitudinal questions. The Theory of Intergenerational
Solidarity addresses five dimensions of closeness, contact, support exchanges, normative beliefs,
and structural makeup of the family provide an overall picture of family life and allow alook at
family functioning.

Intergenerational Solidarity Theory provided some explanatory power for understanding
psychologica well-being in adult child and parent generations. However, the Generational Stake
Hypothesis, which grew out of Intergenerational Solidarity, posits that parents will report a
greater net investment down the generations (i.e., from parentsto children to a greater extent
than the reverse) to adult children was largely unsupported in the present research. Instead, the
Contingent Exchange Perspective was more successful in explaining older parent-adult child
relationships and the exchanges that occur within them. The Contingent Exchange Perspective
focuses on the importance of needs and resources of each generation in predicting these different
domains of family functioning. The results also strongly supported the hypothesis that needs and

resources of each generation would influence and better explain psychologica well-being of
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each generation over time. Key findings are discussed and synthesized below, organized
according to each study of this dissertation.

Study One

Study one was an empirical test of the Intergenerational Solidarity Theory and the
Generationa Stake Hypothesis. The Contingent Exchange Perspective was also used to help
explain parent-adult child relationshipsin later life. Additionally, this study also addressed how
adult children and their parents’ psychological well-being was affected due to these processes.
The critical finding from this empirical test of the two theories was that the Contingent Exchange
Perspective extends to other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity beyond Functional
Solidarity. | will highlight afew of the findingsto illustrate this, according to the specific
dimension of Intergenerational Solidarity considered.

Looking first at Affectual Solidarity, needs and resources which were influential in
predicting this dimension include age, having activities of daily living needs, and adult child’'s
marital status. Both generations reported feeling closer as parents grew older and less close to
those with activities of daily living needs. Both generations also reported increased closeness
when the adult child had a spouse. Previous literature has found that child’ s age was the most
meaningful variable in predicting levels of closeness within families (Rossi & Rossi, 1990;
Suitor et a., 1995); however, with reports from both parents and children the data showed that it
was parent’s age that drove Affectual Solidarity rather than child’s age. Evidence for the
influence of child’s marital status supports the finding that both generations feel closer when
adult children are married (Aquilino, 1999; Golish, 2000; Kitamura & Takashi, 2001; Lawton et

al., 1994).
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Significant predictors of Associational Solidarity also support the Contingent Exchange
Perspective. Age of both generations, smaller family size in both generations, closer proximity
to one another, and adult child being married were al positively associated with contact between
generations, both face to face contact and telephone/letter contact. Much of the literature
addresses the effects of parent’s marital status on contact, but not child’s marital status.
Disruption in parents’ marital status led to decreased contact between the generations (Lawton et
a., 1994; Suitor et al., 1995; Roberts et a., 1991). Both parents’ and adult children’ s marital
status have been addressed in the co-residence literature. White and Rogers (1997) found that
co-residence was more likely with married parents and with children with a disrupted marita
status (divorced or never married), while Crimmins and Ingegneri (1990) found that widowhood
among older adults led to the increased likelihood of co-residence with adult children. As
previously stated, my findings lead to the continued realization that more investigation is
required into how child characteristics influence Intergenerational Solidarity. Parent
characteristics have received the most attention, but the study shows that for both generations, it
isthe child’s marital statusthat increases contact. Finally, the finding that residential proximity
explains face-to-face and tel ephone/letter contact fits with that found in the current literature of
proximity explaining from 30-60% of the variance in contact (Atkinson et al., 1986; Dewit et al.,
1988; Robertset al., 1991).

Needs and resources also explain Functional Solidarity, the exchange of instrumental and
emotional support. Better self-rated health of parents increases support given and reduces
support received. Likewise parents give less and receive mores support as children age.

Proximity between generations facilitates instrumental support exchanges. Married parents,
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better educated generations who live closer to one another all enjoy greater emotional support
exchanges. The current literature surrounding support exchanges and marital statusis more
complex. Marital status and gender interacted to affect instrumental exchanges. Davey (1998)
suggests that marital status functions as a moderator with gender and life stage to explain support
exchange and the literature supports this. Effects of divorce, widowhood, and separation are
greater for fathers than mothers (Amato et al., 1995; Eggebeen, 1992; Ikkink et al., 1999). More
specifically, marital disruption led to fathers giving less help with transportation, and work
around the house for fathers, but single mothers received more and gave less (Amato et al., 1995;
Eggebeen, 1992; Ikkink et a., 1999). | was unable to examine the interaction between gender,
marital status, and support exchanges beyond addressing it using dyadic characteristics which
were predictive of both instrumental and emotional support. Addressing proximity, these
findings support the literature in that proximity is needed to provide an opportunity structure for
the exchange of these types of support (Uphold et al., 2000).

While needs and resources did predict Normative Solidarity, each generation differs on
which variables were important. For parents, higher education, being non-white, and living
close predicted greater Normative Solidarity, whereas for adult children, parent’s and child's
ages, and being married predicted more Normative Solidarity. Ross and Rossi (1991)
investigated the structure of normative obligations (who isinvolved in norms of giving and
receiving help); others have examined agreement between normative beliefs about what should
be exchanged and actual exchanges (i.e., Normative and Functional Solidarity, cf. Davey et al.,
in preparation; Marshall et al., 1987), less has been said about the relationship between age and

normative obligations. One exception to thisis Lawton, et al, (1994). Similar to the current
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findings, these authors state that the relationship between age and normative obligations is not
simple. In their study their measure of normative obligation was split into parent’s obligation to
children and children’s obligation to parents. | combined these two into one measure of
normative obligations after factor analysis revealed the items formed a single scale and each
generation reported their normative obligations. These authors found no age differencesin
obligations to parents during early and middle adulthood, but in older adulthood obligations to
children rises, which they point out refutes the “ greedy geezers’ stereotype. They did not find
any age differences in adult children’s obligations to parents. While parent’s marital status did
not affect Normative Solidarity, the child’ s marital statusdid. Married children were more likely
to report higher levels of Normative Solidarity when they were married. The literature shows
that marital disruption of either generation leads to a decrease in Normative Solidarity for both
generations (Marshall et al., 1987; Ross & Rossi, 1991).

The second research question for study one address the Generational Stake Hypothesis
which posits that parents will report a greater net investment down the generations to adult
children. While it was expected that dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity would be
predictive of the Stake Hypothesis, needs and resources provided greater explanatory power,
supporting the Contingent Exchange Perspective.

The Generational Stake Hypothesis for the Affectual domain appears to be primarily
driven by adult child characteristics, including education, income, and distance. This raises and
important causal distinction that cannot be separated in the present research. Does parental
investment lead to better child outcomes, or do parents take pride in successful children’s

accomplishments? There is evidence within the gerontological literature for both causal
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directions of influence. Sociological literature, for example points toward the former, with
expectations that greater parental investment leads to more successful child outcomes, especially
in terms of occupational and educational attainment (Valenzuela & Dornbusch, 1994). On the
other hand, the psychological literature has recently tended toward emphasis of how older adults
gain life satisfaction through their children’s accomplishments. The work of Carol Ryff and
others, for example (Ryff, Lee, Essex, & Schmutte, 1994; Ryff, Schmutte, & Lee, 1996) suggests
that children’s attainment is linked with positive parental psychological outcomes.

Findings surrounding Associational Solidarity and the Generational Stake also support
the explanatory influence of needs and resources variables. For both face to face contact and
telephone/letter contact, needs and resources variables such as proximity and having activities of
daily living needs explain the Stake. More specificaly, dyads that live farther from each other
and dyads in which the child has activities of daily living needs had parents who reported greater
investment in the younger generation.

Functional Solidarity and the Generational Stake was also better explained using needs
and resources. Parents reported greater net investment in their children who themselves had
more children and in those with activities of daily living needs. Additionally, parents with
resources like having a spouse, education, and being in better self-rated health also reported

greater net investment.
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There was little to no evidence of the Generational Stake Hypothesis for Normative
Solidarity. Additionally, few needs and resources variables provided explanation. The Stake
was supported for mothers in mother-son dyads and for parents aged 60-69. It was unsupported
for fathers in the father-daughter dyad, for non White adult children, and for children aged 30-
39.

The third research question addressed in study one has to do with psychological well-
being in adult respondents and their parents. Effects of Intergenerational Solidarity dimensions
on psychological well-being in each generation are considered first, followed by needs and
resources variables. The effects for Affectual Solidarity and psychological well-being all fell
along expected dimensions and were in the expected directions. Parents' closeness explained
parents own psychological well-being; the child’ s closeness explained the child’ s well-being.
For example, the higher reported levels of closeness by both parent and child, the lower their
depression scores. Associationa Solidarity did not influence parent or child’s reports of
psychologica well-being with the exception of parents reporting greater contact leading to
increased life satisfaction.

Normative Solidarity also did not strongly predict psychological well-being; for the most
part, the findings were in the expected direction: increases for self-efficacy, self-esteem, and life
satisfaction, and decreases in hostility and long-term depression with higher levels of Normative
Solidarity. Looking at the effects of Functional Solidarity on psychological well-being, what
does not emerge is more surprising than what does. Giving instrumental support to parents led

to higher levels of depression and long-term depression in adult children. Most importantly,
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when looking at emotional support exchanges and life satisfaction, parents and children did
better psychologically when giving help rather than receiving it.

Needs and resources variables provided much more explanatory power for psychological
well-being. Psychological well-being for both generations were influenced by variables such as
age, having a spouse, having activities of daily living needs and self-rated health. Additionaly,
for parents, education and number of children influenced psychologica well-being, while for
adult children, race and depression levels at Time 1 influenced psychological well-being. The
Contingent Exchange Perspective did a much better job at explaining the psychological
outcomes of both adult child and parent generations as opposed to the different dimensions of
Intergenerational Solidarity.

Some theoretical work has suggested that positive and negative aspects of
intergenerational relationships are important (Luescher & Pillemer, 1998; Connidis & McMullin,
2002). The present research suggests, however, that solidarity within intergenerational
relationships can itself simultaneously have positive and negative consequences for
psychological well-being. Children’s reports of self-efficacy and self-esteem are a case in point.
When parents report greater Affectual Solidarity, on the one hand, children tend to report lower
scores on these variables. However, if children provide more emotional support to parents, their
scores on these outcomes are enhanced. This is not entirely surprising, given that the former
may undermine children’s ability to meet expectations within the relationship, for example (it
may set up unrealistic expectations), or it may undermine the normative developmental tasks of
individuation, associated with early adulthood transitions, in particular. The emotional support

that children are able to provide to parents, however, can be expected to exert exactly the
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opposite effects on children’s well-being, because it enhances their own sense of control within
the relationship. Perhaps if comparable measures had been available for parents, this pattern
would have been even clearer (Liang et al, 2001; Newsom & Schultz, 1998).

Study Two

Study two addresses Functional Solidarity in more depth by examining predictors of four
types of instrumental support: help with transportation, shopping, and errands (transportation);
housework, yardwork, car repairs, and work around the house (housework); child care provided
while parent is at work (child care at work); and child care in general (child care). | aso
examined emotional support exchanges in more depth than in study one. Looking first at how
other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity predict Functional Solidarity we see that
Affectua Solidarity influenced all types of support. Children were more likely to report
receiving help with transportation, housework, and emotional support when they felt closer to
the parent and less support when their parents felt less close.

Normative Solidarity influenced all types of instrumental support except child care
scales. The higher the normative obligations reported by parents, the more likely they were to
report receiving help with transportation and their children were to report receiving help with
housework. Associationa Solidarity also influenced support exchanges. When parents and
children reported higher levels of face to face contact, children were more likely to provide help
with transportation and housework, while parents reported receiving more help with
transportation and giving help with child care at work. Additionally, telephone/letter contact
influenced all types of support. Greater telephone/letter contact by parents and adult children led

to them reporting giving and receiving more emotional support. Additionally, when parents
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reported more contact, children reported receiving more help with housework and parents
reported giving more help with child care at work. These data add to Rossi and Rossi’ s (1990)
findings that proximity is a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for exchange of instrumental
assistance.

There was some evidence for the importance of both needs and resources in predicting
Functional Solidarity. Summarizing across resource variables, | found that three were
instrumental in influencing support exchanges. Having a spouse, greater educational attainment,
and being in better self-rated health all contributed to participation in support exchanges. Needs
that were influential in predicting parental provision of Functional Solidarity included children
having and activities of daily living needs and more children. Similar to what Rossi and Rossi
(1990) found, the resources of each generation affects the extend of help given to the other.

Limitations

Several limitations exist within these studies. These can be divided into limitations of
theory and methods, including measures, and analysis. Intergenerational Solidarity has
undergone severa revisions since its early development, not all of which have been positively
received in the field. For example, some social scientists bemoan the addition of Structural
Solidarity as adimension to explain family functioning (Marshall, 2001) because causality is
nearly impossible to establish with race, socio-economic status, employment, geographical
dispersion, and educational opportunities further confounding this construct. Another criticism
of the theory isthat it focuses solely upon a solidarity or normative perspective and thus does not
address the ambivalence presumed to underlie family relationships. The authors have tried to

address thisin current theoretical work by saying that each dimension is a continuum with
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conflict and ambivalence being subsumed within these continuua (Bengtson et al., 2002;
Silverstein & Bengtson, 2001). The ambivalence perspective and the Intergenerational
Solidarity theory is addressed in a more recent paper which examines the congruence between
beliefs of giving support and actual support given, and between reported closeness and
emotional support exchanged (Davey et al., in preparation).

Additionally, much of the gerontological research has adopted the Intergenerational
Solidarity Theory, but the solidarity construct has been used in many different ways, some of
which the originators did not intend. Many authors have subsumed all types of solidarity into
one solidarity term and thus current researchers need to sift through the literature and critically
assess it to encompass only that which measures solidarity in atheoretically appropriate way.
Unquestionably, future theoretical work will need to work toward developing greater consensus
among gerontological researchers on solidarity constructs and structure.

Methodologically, the study was quite powerful, overall. The sample waslarge and
nationally representative, and the design was longitudinal for adult respondents and cross-
sectional for parents. Several different measures were used in this study. One limitation derives
from how some of the dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity were measured. Use of
secondary data limits the depth of the questions that were asked. Affectual Solidarity was
measured as a single item, for example, asking both respondents and their parents how close they
felt to one another. The measure could have been stronger if I’ d been able to address Affectual
Solidarity with a multi-question scale which would have been even better if | could have
addressed questions of ambivalence with awell-rounded Affectual Solidarity Scale.

Associational Solidarity was measured with two items asking about face-to-face and telephone-
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letter contact. While the scale of Associational Solidarity was not as comprehensive as that
suggested by Mangen and Miller (1988) | believe that it was successful in assessing contact.
Finally, Normative Solidarity was measured asking both parents and adult children whether they
thought each generation should help the other by providing financial aid and sharing living
guarters. | did factor analyze thisto seeif help to parents |oaded on another factor and found
that they all loaded on one factor and thus | summed these items to provide the Normative
Solidarity scale. Aswith Affectual Solidarity, the measure of Normative Solidarity could have
been stronger if it included additional norms for obligations and responsibility between
generations.

Multiple regression was used to address predictors of each dimension of
Intergenerational Solidarity, the psychological well-being scales, the Generational Stake
Hypothesis and each individual scale of the Functional Solidarity dimension of Intergenerational
Solidarity. One way in which these results could better explain parent-adult child relationships
would be to include interactions between selected dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity and
parent-adult child characteristics to examine psychological well-being. For example, some of
the current literature suggests that structural characteristics like marital status and gender, would
mediate between other dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity and psychological well-being.
Overall, however, moderating influences remain little explored and less hypothesized in this
area.

Finally, it would have been useful to include more variables to capture the transitions that
families members go through to examine how these affect the parent-adult child relationship.

Needs and resources variables like marital status explained several dimensions of
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Intergenerational Solidarity, but the influence on other dimensions of solidarity such as affection
or contact of the transition from having a spouse to not could not be explored in this research.
Implications

These findings have implications for theory, practice, policy, and program devel opment.
Future theoretical work needs to consider the context of older parent-adult child relationships.
Assistance, affection, association, and norms are all contingent upon the characteristics and
experiences of each generation. Additionally, previous research has shown (Bengtson et al.,
1997) that solidarity isnot a unidimensional construct, but some scientists continue to use it as
such; the field needs to work toward a clearer conceptualization of solidarity so that thetermis
not used inappropriately.

Implications for practitioners and policy makers focus on the findings surrounding needs
and resources variables. Since these provided the most explanatory power, practitioners and
policy makers need to concentrate on linking their clients or constituents with resources to meet
existing needs, or even to help them identify the resources that they already have. Given the
existing contingencies governing intergenerational relationships, identifying potentially
problematic situations, such as where parents health problems necessitate provision of functional
assistance despite low levels of obligation and affection, for example, may be particularly
problematic and thus important for practitioners to be aware of. Finally, community educators
can share the message that it truly is better to give than to receive, at least from an

intergenerational perspective.
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Future Directions

These studies contributed to the current parent-adult child relationship literature in
several ways. Thefirstisthat it better elaborates upon child characteristics that influence
Intergenerational Solidarity. Davey (1998) points out that many child characteristics have not
previously been considered, but this study shows that several characteristics, such as marital
status, number of children and income, are predictors of solidarity. Thus, inclusion of both
parent and child characteristics will help future research provide awell-rounded picture to
explain parent-adult children relationships.

Second, the study is uniquein that it includes both the parent’s and adult child’'s
responses for each dimension, thus providing a view from multiple directions. Dyadically, if
both generations are reporting on the same relationship, we can examine whether the different
generations view the relationship similarly, tested by the Generational Stake Hypothesis, or if the
different generations perceive and are affected by the same relationship differently. I did find
generational differences and that each generation was affected by characteristics and responses
of the other thus leading us to conclude that responses from both generations are necessary in
future research.

Additional theoretical work remains to be done both for the Intergenerational Solidarity
Theory and the Contingent Exchange Perspective. Future research needs to continue to refine
how solidarity is measured and address ambivalence within family relationships as suggested by
Luescher and Pillemer (1998) and others. Additionally, the Contingent Exchange Perspective
can be more fully elaborated upon by addressing transitions and expanding upon exactly how

these variables affect and are affected by the relationship while going through life transitions.
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The difficulty in defining both Normative Solidarity and Consensual Solidarity has led to
their receiving much less attention in the literature. This study defines parent, adult child, and
dyadic characteristics that predict Normative Solidarity and also to use Normative Solidarity to
predict psychological well-being of both generations, finding that it does in fact influence
psychological outcomes for both generations. I was unable to measure Consensual Solidarity
with the national data set and thus suggest that future research must find a way to operationalize
this construct and then move on to elaborating upon predictors of it and the impact that it has on
both the parent and adult child and the parent-adult child relationship.

Finally, future research will need to take these findings and extend them to different
family relationships. How is the grandparent-grandchild relationship predicted by different
dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity, for example? Is the Generational Stake Hypothesis
supported in non-adjacent relationships. Are sibling relationships affected by different
dimensions of solidarity? What impact do these dimensions have upon families? Does it matter
psychologically to other family relationships to be providing support in the absence of resources
or in a time of need?

In conclusion, these studies show that future studies of parent-adult child relationships
must include reports from both members of the dyad. Additionally, research methods must be
expanded to address data from multiple family members and multiple time points to consider
how transitions and needs and resources variables suggested by the Contingent Exchange
Perspective affect the different dimensions of Intergenerational Solidarity and the psychological

well-being of those involved.
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Table4.1

Descriptive Statistics for Study 1 (N=3,320)

Variable Mean D Range o
Dyadic Characteristics
Mother-Son Dyad® 413 620 0-1
Father-Daughter Dyad” 076 357 0-1
Father-Son Dyad” 076 351 0-1
Parent Characteristics
Parent’s age 60-69° 376 561 0-1
Parent’s age 70-79° .289 508 0-1
Parent’s age 80+° .073 .289 0-1
Parent’s with a spouse® 549 681 0-1
Parent’s years of education 12.128 4.042 0-18
Parent’s activities of daily living needs 164 379
Parent’s self-rated health® 3.912 1.198 1-5
Parent’s number of children 4.219 2.784 0-22
Child Characteristics
Adult African-American Children’ .070 459 0-1
Adult Hispanic Children' .040 462 0-1
Adult Children age 30-39° 379 495 0-1
Adult Children age 40-49° 337 447 0-1
Adult Children age 50+° 127 481 0-1
Adult children with a spouse® 711 540 0-1
Adult Child’s years of education 13.894 3.326 0-20
Adult Child’s income (thousands) 29.835  31.487 0-6000
Distance living from Parent® 3.603 2.935 0-9.11
Adult Child’s number of children 2.085 2.348 0-17
Adult Child’s activity of daily living needs .085 195
Adult child’s self-rated health® 4.117 77 1-5
I nter gener ational Solidarity
Parent’s rating of Affectua Solidarity" 9.207 1.577 1-10
Adult Child's rating of Affectual Solidarity" 7.921 2.352 1-10
Parent’s rating of Normative Solidarity 2.707 .740 1-5
Adult Child's rating of Normative Solidarity 2.556 .825 1-5
Parent’s face-to-face contact ' 3.297 1.423 1-5
Adult Child's face-to-face contact’ 4067 1822 1-6
Parent’s telephone/l etter contact ' 4.026 1.382 1-5
Adult Child's telephone/letter contact’ 4.792 1.565 1-6

Psychological Well-being
Parent’'s CES-D .886 1.230 0-7 77
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Variable Mean D Range o
Adult Child’'s CES-D 1152  1.253 07  .926
Parent’s Life Satisfaction 8.449 1.884 0-10
Adult Child’s Life Satisfaction 5333  1.232 1-7
Parent’s Hostility 491 986 07  .708
Adult Child’s Hostility 1117 1.352 07  .846
Parent’s Long-term Depgression 2 159 310 0-1
Adult Child’s Long-term Depression ? 227 327 0-1
Adult Child’'s Well-being 3.677 480  2-538 444
Adult Child’s Self-esteem 1.873 625 1-5
Adult Child's Self-efficacy ' 2.379 955 1-5
Adult Child’s Mastery 3.690 710 1-5  .428

%0=No, 1=Yes. 0= mother-daughter dyad, dyad described. “0= other age, 1= age described.

0= separated, divorced, widowed, or not wed, 1=married. °1= very poor, 5= excellent.
0= White, 1= ethnicity described. %og linear of miles live from parents +1 (range is 0-9,000).

hDescri_bi ng the relationship: 1= really bad, 10= absolutely perfect. '1= not at all, 5= once a

week. 1= not at all, 6= more than once a week. “1= very unhappy, 7= very happy. '1= strongly

disagree, 5= strongly agree.



Table4.2

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s, Adult Child s, and the Difference Affectual Solidarity

Variables Parent’s affect Child’'s affect Difference affect
B SEB B SEB SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics

(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son -.113* .076 .066 .108 113 -.047
Father-Daughter -.155%** 080 -.350** 115 121 .030
Father-Son -.319***  .090 -.364** 130 136 .008
Parent Characteristics

Age

(50-59)

60-69 347%** 078 .349** 11 17 .000

70-79 b546x** 102 .389** .145 152 .037

80+ .844*** 157 J13x*x 224 235 .020
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes .154* 064 .103 .093 .097 .017
Y ears of Education -.035** 011 -.021 .016 .017 -.017
Activities of Daily Living -.240* 121 - 467** 173 182 .029
Self-Rated Health -.008 038 -.037 .054 .056 .008
Number of Children -.007 013 .022 .018 .019 -.027
Child Characteristics
Race

(White)
African American 144 .100 A415%* 142 .149 -.039
Hispanic .242 .164 .064 231 .246 .023

Age
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Variables Parent’s affect Child’'s affect Difference affect
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B

(20-29)
30-39 -.101 .092 -.037 -.216 31 -.056 143 .138 .036
40-49 -.018 113 -.006 -.203 .160 -.050 213 .169 .050
50+ -.175 .156 -.038 -.039 223 -.006 -.096 235 -.014
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes 333*** 066 117 270%* .093 .067 .066 .098 .016

Y ears of Education .010 .015 .018 -.042* .021 -.054 .057** .022 .070
Income (Logged) .000 .000 .028 -.000 .000 -.043 .000* .000 .061
Distance from Parent .018 .012 .032 -.023 .018 -.029 .044* .019 .055
Number of Children -.028** .020 -.069 -.034 .029 -.029 -.026 .030 -.021
Activitiesof Daily Living@ T1 .234 316 .017 -.303 451 -.015 .505 473 .025
Activities of Daily Living@ T2 -.155 .158 -.024 -.431* 223 -.048 .307 .237 .033
Self-Rated Hedth @ T1 -.022 .044 -.012 109 .062 .042 -.120 .066 -.044
Self-Rated Health @ T2 .026 .044 .015 100 .062 .04 -.089 .066 -.035

R2 .058*** .045* * * .036***
F 5.238*** 3.966** * 3.147***
df (25, 2153) (25, 2143) (25, 2121)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001



Table4.3

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s, Adult Child s, and the Difference Face-to-face Contact
Associational Solidarity
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Variables Parent’s face to face contact Child’'s face to face contact Difference face to face contact
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son -111*%* 042  -.038 -.210*** 056 -.070 .082 .056 .042
Father-Daughter -.081 044  -.026 -.641*** 086 -.129 342%** 085 107
Father-Son -.140** .050 -.040 -.601*** 100 -.105 313** .099 .085
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 .074 .043 .029 .084 .067 .028 .019 .066 .010
70-79 .120* .056 .041 .184* .086 .057 .029 .085 .014
80+ 179* .086 .034 .256* 129 .045 .008 127 .002
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .074* .035 .028 .081 .051 .028 -.035 .050 -.019
Y ears of Education -.002 .006 -.005 .001 .010 .001 .003 .010 .010
Activities of Daily Living -.097 067 -.021 .020 .100 .004 -.106 .099 -.032
Self-Rated Hedlth .008 .021 .006 .050 .032 .032 -.013 .031 -.013
Number of Children -.031*** 007  -.057 -.033*** 010 -.057 .010 .010 .028
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American 213*** 055 .051 .182* .082 .039 .063 .081 .021
Hispanic 234** .089 .034 .060 .140 .007 193 .138 .037

Age



137

Variables Parent’s face to face contact Child’'s face to face contact Difference face to face contact

B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B

(20-29)

30-39 -217*** 051  -.085 -.115 .082 -.040 -.115 .080 -.062

40-49 -337*** 062  -.123 -.207* .098 -.068 -.178 .097 -.092

50+ -.301*** 086  -.069 -.188 130 -.041 -.163 129 -.055

Has Spouse

(No)

Yes .081* .036 .030 .009 .054 .003 .089 .053 .045

Y ears of Education .005 .008 .009 -.008 .012 -.014 .010 .012 .026

Income (Logged) -.000 .000 -.010 .000 .000 .006 -.000 .000 -.017

Distance from Parent -422x** 007  -.810 - 446*** 011 -742 .035*** 010 .090

Number of Children -.024* 011 -.030 -.034* .017 -.039 .012 .017 .020

Activities of Daily Living @ T1 .216 174 .016 .068 .257 .005 151 .254 .016

Activities of Daily Living @ T2 .099 .087 .017 -.169 131 -.025 .283* 130 .066

Self-Rated Hedth @ T1 .027 .024 .016 101 .036 .053 -.058 .035 -.048

Self-Rated Hedth @ T2 -.000 .024 .000 -.067** .036 -.036 .047 .036 .040

R2 .678*** 595* ** .042%**

F 180.696*** 87.168*** 2.587***

df (25, 2171) (25, 1508) (25, 1504)

*p< 05  **p <0l **p<.001
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Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s, Adult Child s, and the Difference Letter/Phone Contact

Associational Solidarity

Variables

Parent’s | etter-phone contact

Child's | etter-phone contact

Difference | etter-phone contact

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son
Father-Daughter
Father-Son
Parent Characteristics
Age

(50-59)

60-69

70-79

80+
Has Spouse

(No)

Yes
Y ears of Education
Activities of Daily Living
Self-Rated Hedlth
Number of Children
Child Characteristics
Race

(White)

African American
Hispanic
Age

B

3007+
- 245+ **
- 510%**

101
A73*
129

.036
011
.087
072%*

- '049* **

.083
A77

.056
073
113

.046
.008
.087
.027
.009

072
117

SEB

.055
.058
.065

B

-.136
.058
.065

.056
073
113

.046
.008
.087
027
.009

072
A17

B

- 53g***
-1.008***
-1.144% %+

.009
.085
.309*

-.115
012
-.040
.038
-.058***

262%*
-.018

.080
104
155

.061
012
120
.038
012

.098
.168

SEB

.068
104
120

B

-.205
104
120

.080
104
.155

.061
012
120
.038
.012

.098
.168

B

143*
503+ **
351**

.070
.087
-.154

114
-.004
.169
.058
.010

-.218*
101

.082
.106
159

.062
012
123
.039
.013

.100
174

SEB

.069
.106
122

B

.060
127
077

.030
.034
-.036

.050
-.011
041
.045
.021

-.059
.016
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Variables Parent’s | etter-phone contact Child's |etter-phone contact ~ Difference | etter-phone contact
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B

(20-29)
30-39 -.165** .066 .066 .032 .098 .098 -.212* 100 -.092
40-49 -.203*** .081 .081 -.107 118 118 -.229 121 -.095

50+ -.265* 112 112 .034 A57 157 -.343* .160 -.093

Has Spouse

(No)
Yes .099* .047 .047 129* 065 .065 .019 .066 .008
Y ears of Education .019 .010 .010 .030* 015 .015 -.014 .015 -.030
Income (L ogged) -.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 021
Distance from Parent - 175%** .009 .009 -.154%** 013 .013 -.013 .013 -.027
Number of Children -.042*%* .015 .015 -.024 020 .020 .000 021 .001
Activitiesof Daily Living@ T1 .143 .228 228 445 309  .309 -.303 316 -.026
Activities of Daily Living@ T2 -.010 113 113 -.267 A57 157 .261 161 .049
Self-Rated Health @ T1 .063* .032 .032 .056 043  .043 .010 .044 .006
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -.058 032 -.043 -.097* 044 -.061 .030 .045 .020

R2 207 ** 227*** 041***
F 22.360* ** 17.388*** 2.495%**
df (25, 2167) (25, 1506) (25, 1498)

*p< 05  **p <0l **p<.001
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Table4.5

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s, Adult Child s, and the Difference Instrumental Dimension
of Functional Solidarity

Variables Instrumental down Instrumental up Instrumental difference
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter) -
Mother-Son -.032*** 036 -.090 .005 011 .010 -.037**

.012 -.072

Father-Daughter -.013 .008 -.033 -.049* ** .012 -.094 .037** .013 .013
Father-Son -.020* .009 -.046 -.021 .013 -.035 .001 .015 .015
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 .008 .010 .024 -.002 .012 -.004 .009 .013 .013
70-79 -.003 .009 -.010 .023 .015 .047 -.026 .017 .017
80+ -.030 .011 -.046 .021 .023 .023 -.051* .026 .026
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .017 .018 .051 -.006 .009 -.014 .023* .010 .010
Y ears of Education .001 .007 .015 .002 .002 .026 -.001 .002 .002
Activities of Daily Living .007 .001 .013 .048** .018 .062 -.041* .020 .020
Self-Rated Hedlth 013** .014 .076 -.011* .006 -.045 .024*** 006 .006
Number of Children -.002 .004 -.036 -.000 .002 -.005 -.002 .002 .002
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American -.017 .001 -.033 -.006 .015 -.009 -.011 .016 .016
Hispanic .000 011 .000 .035 .024 .030 -.035 .026 .026

Age
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Variables Instrumental down Instrumental up Instrumental difference
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
(20-29)
30-39 -.022* .018 -.069 -.021 014  -.049 -.001 .015 .015
40-49 -.044*** 010 -131 -.039* 017  -.085 -.005 .018 .018
50+ -.010*** 013 -.130 -.037 023  -.050 -.034 .025 .025
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -.013 .017 -.039 -.006 010 -.014 -.007 011 011
Y ears of Education .005** .007 077 .003 .002 .031 .002 .002 .002
Income (Logged) -.000 .002 -.020 -.000 000 -.027 .000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent -.018*** .000 -.278 -.034*** 002 -.384 016*** .002 .002
Number of Children -.001 .001 -.009 -.009* * 003  -.068 .008** .003 .003
Activities of Daily Living @ T1 .018 .002 011 -.026 047  -.012 .044 .051 .051
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 .046** .035 .064 -.033 023  -.033 .080** .026 .026
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T1 .005 .018 025 011 .006 .039 -.006 .007 .007
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T2 -.004 .005 -.022 -.010 006 -.037 .006 .007 .020
R2 124 ** 182+ ** 094 **
F 12.179*** 19.182*** 8.879***
df (25, 2175) (25, 2175) (25, 2175)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table 4.6

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s, Adult Child s, and the Difference Emotional Dimension of
Functional Solidarity

Variables Emotional down Emotional up Emotional difference
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son -.010*** .016 -.147 -057*** 016  -.091 -.042x* 017 -.063

Father-Daughter -126*** 017 .017 -.089*** 016 .016 -.037* .018 .018
Father-Son -113*** 020 .020 -.106***  .018 .018 -.008 .020 .020
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 .018 .017 .017 .021 .016 .016 -.003 .017 .017
70-79 -.004 .022 .022 .007 .021 .021 -.011 .022 .022
80+ .010 .034 034 -.031 .032 .032 .042 .035 .035
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .081*** 014 014 .034** .013 .013 047*** 014 .014
Y ears of Education .007** .002 .002 .004 .002 .002 .003 .003 .003
Activities of Daily Living .042 .026 .026 .069* * .025 .025 -.026 .027 .027
Self-Rated Hedlth 011 .008 .008 .005 .008 .008 .006 .008 .008
Number of Children -.004 .003 .003 -.002 .003 .003 -.002 .003 .003
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American .008 .022 .022 -.028 .020 .020 .036 .022 .022
Hispanic .041 .035 .035 .009 .033 .033 .031 .036 .036

Age



143

Variables Emotional down Emotional up Emotional difference
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
(20-29)
30-39 -.005 .020 .020 -.003 .019 .019 -.002 .020 .020
40-49 -.050* .024 .024 -.035 023 .023 -.015 025 .025
50+ -.074* 034 034 -.015 .032 .032 -.060 034 .034
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -.034** 014 014 .023 .013 .013 -.057*** 014 014
Y ears of Education .008** .003 .003 .011*** 003 .003 -.003 .003 .003
Income (L ogged) -.000 .000 .000 -.000 .000 .000 -.000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent -.007**  .003 .003 -.008***  .003 .003 .002 .003 .003
Number of Children .004 .004 .004 -.007 .004 .004 011**  .004 .004
Activitiesof Daily Living@ T1  -.057 .069 .069 -.099 .065 .065 .041 .070 .014
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 .053 034 034 044 .032 .032 .008 .035 .006
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T1 .008 .010 .010 .010 .009 .009 -.001 .010 -.003
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T2 -.008 .010 -.022 -.009 009 -.026 .001 .010 .002
R2 076*** 052* ** 031x**
F 7.085%** 4.696* ** 2.730***
df (25, 2175) (25, 2175) (25, 2175)

*p<.05  **p <0l ***p<.001



Table4.7

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s, Adult Child s, and the Difference Normative Solidarity

Variables Parent’s norms Child’s norms Difference norms

B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son .019 035  .014 -076**  .031 -.062 .010* .044 .056

Father-Daughter -.089* .037 .037 .032 .033 .033 -.121** .046 .046
Father-Son -.020 .042 .042 -.109** 037 .037 .085 .053 .053
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 .023 .036 .036 -.088** .032 .032 110* .046 .046
70-79 .028 .047 .047 -.058 .041 .041 .089 .059 .059
80+ -.007 .073 .073 -.145* .064 .064 142 .091 .091
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .004 .030 .030 .007 .026 .026 -.004 .037 .037
Y ears of Education .014** .005 .005 .004 .005 .005 .010 .007 .007
Activities of Daily Living -.055 .056 .056 -.059 .049 .049 -.004 071 .071
Self-Rated Hedlth .015 .017 .017 -.019 .015 .015 .031 .022 .022
Number of Children -.002 .006 .006 .007 .005 .005 -.010 .007 .007
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American -.185%** .046 .046 -.057 .041 .041 -.127* .058 .058
Hispanic -.361*** .075 .075 -.037 .066 .066 -.325%** 094 .094
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Parent’s norms Child’s norms Difference norms

B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
30-39 -.017 .043 .043 A14** 038 .038 -.125* .054 .054
40-49 .033 .052 .052 A57*** 046 .046 -.118 .065 .065
50+ .046 .072 .072 A73** 063 .063 -.125 .090 .090
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .027 .030 .030 .068** .027 .027 -.047 .038 .038
Y ears of Education .002 .007 .007 -.010 .006 .006 .012 .008 .008
Income (L ogged) -.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 -.000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent .015** .006 .006 .006 .005 .005 .009 .007 .007
Number of Children .006 .009 .009 .002 .008 .008 .004 .012 .012
Activitiesof Daily Living@ T1 -.082 .146 .146 -.010 129 129 -.074 .183 .183
Activitiesof Daily Living@ T2  -.051 .073 .073 -.012 .064 .064 -.038 .091 .091
Self-Rated Health @ T1 -.031 .020 .020 -.011 .018 .018 -.022 .025 .025
Self-Rated Hedth @ T2 .009 .020 .011 -.011 .018 -.016 .022 .025 .022
R2 .048* ** .0209* ** .036***
F 4,299* ** 2.550*** 3.163***
df (25, 2166) (25, 2165) (25, 2157)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table 4.8

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s and Adult Child’s Depressive Symptoms

Variables Parents’ depressive symptoms Children’s depressive symptoms
B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter) -
Mother-Son -.169* .075

-.065 -.130 .068 -.051

Father-Daughter .015 127 .003 .084 115 115
Father-Son -.061 .158 -.010 -.106 .143 143
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 -.073 .086 -.028 -.029 .078 .078
70-79 -.173 112 -.061 -.098 101 101
80+ -.128 .169 -.025 -.312* 152 152
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -.218*** .066 -.086 -.175%* .060 .060
Y ears of Education -.026* .013 -.059 -.021* .012 .012
Activities of Daily Living 887*** 129 197 129 117 117
Self-Rated Hedlth -.323*** .041 -.229 -.021 .037 .037
Number of Children .031* .014 .061 .010 .012 .012
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American -.194 .108 -.047 114 .098 .098
Hispanic .185 .185 .026 102 167 167
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Parents’ depressive symptoms Children’s depressive symptoms
B SEB B B SEB B

30-39 -.047 107 -.018 .069 .098 .098
40-49 -.053 129 -.020 -.085 118 118
50+ -.180 A71 -.044 -.247 155 155
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes -.015 071 -.005 - 251*** .065 .065
Y ears of Education -.022 .016 -.043 .004 .014 .014
Income (L ogged) .000 .000 .017 -.000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent .008 .025 .016 054 ** .023 .023
Number of Children 012 .022 .016 .032 .020 .020
Activitiesof Daily Living @ T1 -.450 .336 -.035 .849** .303 .303
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 -.102 A72 -.017 1.256*** 157 157
Self-Rated Health @ T1 .015 .047 .009 -.012 .043 .043
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -.062 .048 -.038 - 178%** .043 .043
Depressive Symptoms @ T1 276*** .023 023
Intergenerational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 -.094* ** .026 -.103 .013 .027 .027
Child’s Affect @ T1 -.049 .029 -.053 .035 .020 .020
Child’s Affect @ T2 -.014 021 -.022 -.048** .046 .046
Normative Solidarity

Parent’s Norms @ T2 .039 .051 .019 .017 .038 .038
ChildsNorms @ T1 -.069 .042 -.043 -.047 .055 .055
Child’'sNorms @ T2 -.033 .060 -.014 -.042 .045 .045
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.065 .050 -.065 047 .035 .035
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 -.051 .039 -.043 -.012 .030 .030
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T1 .020 .033 .025 .068* .039 .039
Child’'s Face-to-Face @ T2 .005 .043 .036 .005 .030 .030
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Variables Parents’ depressive symptoms Children’s depressive symptoms
B SEB B B SEB B
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T1 .051 .033 .006 -.043 .032 .032
Child’'s Phone/Letters @ T2 .054 .036 .052 .051 156 156
Functional Solidarity
Instrumental Support to Parents @ T2 272 A72 .046 104 118 118
Emotional Support to Parents @ T2 .266* 130 .060 -.200 219 219
Instrumental Support to Children @ T2 158 242 .018 -.009 .108 108
Emotional Support to Children @ T2 -.061 119 -.015 204 .025 275
R2 220 316***
F 9.175%** 14.631***
df (41, 1372) (42, 1370)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table4.9

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s and Adult Child s Life Satisfaction

Variables Parents' life satisfaction Children’s life satisfaction
B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter) --
Mother-Son 126

114 .033 -.023 .087 -.009

Father-Daughter 192 191 .027 115 .145 .145
Father-Son .165 .239 .019 144 .187 .187
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 .031 130 .008 124 .097 .097
70-79 136 .169 .032 .001 127 127
80+ 441 .255 .058 .019 .188 .188
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .666 .100 178 -.022 077 077
Y ears of Education -.018 .019 -.027 .001 .015 .015
Activities of Daily Living -.279 .196 -.042 -.056 147 147
Self-Rated Health A43x** .062 211 011 .048 .048
Number of Children .008 .021 011 .006 .016 .016
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American .182 .163 .030 -.187 127 127
Hispanic -.154 279 -.014 -.245 .218 .218
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Parents’ life satisfaction Children’s life satisfaction
B SEB B B SEB B

30-39 -.059 162 -.016 184 121 121
40-49 -.059 195 .034 118 .146 .146
50+ .043 .258 .007 184 194 194
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes -.059 107 -.015 .286*** .082 .082
Y ears of Education -.001 .024 -.001 .000 .018 .018
Income (L ogged) -.000 .000 -.019 -.047 .000 .000
Distance from Parent .013 .038 .016 -.047 .029 .029
Number of Children .044 .033 .038 -.032 .025 .025
Activities of Daily Living @ T1 .603 504 .032 123 .386 .386
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 -.256 261 -.029 -.393* 195 195
Self-Rated Health @ T1 151* .070 .060 .072 .053 .053
Self-Rated Hedth @ T2 -.091 .072 -.038 272%** .055 .055
Life Satisfaction @ T1 .029 .029
I ntergenerational Solidarity
Affectua Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 329%** .039 .242 -.008 .035 -.006
Child’'s Affect @ T1 .056 .045 .040 -.006 .025 144
Child’'s Affect @ T2 -.014 .033 -.014 .091*** .058 .033
Normative Solidarity

Parent’s Norms @ T2 -.003 .077 -.001 .065 .047 .005
ChildsNorms @ T1 .169** .063 .072 .007 .068 -.012
ChildsNorms @ T2 -.094 .091 -.028 -.027 .057 -.081
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 .035 .075 .024 -.079 .046 .044
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 116* .059 .066 .052 .038 -.084
Child's Face-to-Face @ T1 A47%* .050 127 -.064 .049 -.001
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.093 .065 -.071 -.001 .038 .028
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Variables Parents’ life satisfaction Children’s life satisfaction
B SEB B B SEB B
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T1 -.007 .051 -.006 022 .040 .001
Child’s Phone/L etters @ T2 -.025 054 -.016 .001 196 -.012
Functional Solidarity
Instrumental Support to Parents @ T2 -.021 261 -.002 .068 147 .087
Emotional Support to Parents @ T2 -.599** 197 -.090 375** 270 027
Instrumental Support to Children @ T2 .024 .365 .002 226 136 -112
Emotional Support to Children @ T2 .351* 180 .058 - 439*** .031 124
R2 194* ** 154***
F 7.798*** 4,552+ **
af (41, 1366) (42, 1090)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table4.10

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s and Adult Child s Hostility

Variables Parents’ Hostility Children’s hostility
B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics

(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son -.140* .064 -.068 110 .080 .042
Father-Daughter .015 107 107 162 135 135
Father-Son -.088 134 134 .022 169 169
Parent Characteristics

Age

(50-59)

60-69 - 240%** 073 073 -.015 .092 .092

70-79 -.276%* .095 .095 -.133 119 119

80+ -.436** 143 143 -.161 79 179
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes 122 .056 .056 - 175%* 071 071
Y ears of Education -.008 011 011 -.021 014 014
Activities of Daily Living 153 110 110 .260 138 138
Self-Rated Health - 142%** .035 .035 .044 044 .044
Number of Children .008 .012 012 -.008 .015 .015
Child Characteristics
Race

(White)
African American .005 .091 .091 .258* 115 115
Hispanic .069 156 156 127 197 197
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Parents’ Hostility Children’s hostility
B SEB B B SEB B

30-39 .032 .091 .091 -.026 114 114
40-49 -.025 109 109 -.186 138 138
50+ -.046 145 145 -.448** 182 182
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes - 170** .060 .060 -.183* 076 076
Y ears of Education -.007 .013 .013 .002 .017 .017
Income (Logged) .000 .000 .000 -.000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent 011 021 021 .049 .027 .027
Number of Children .007 .018 .018 .039 .023 .023
Activitiesof Daily Living @ T1 -.154 284 .284 .895** 355 .355
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 -.169 146 146 765%** 183 183
Self-Rated Health @ T1 .006 .039 .039 -.062 .050 .050
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T2 -.044 .040 .040 -.134** .051 .051
I nter generational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 -.084* ** 022 .022 -.028*** 027 .027
Child’s Affect @ T1 -.062* * .025 .025 022 .032 .032
Child’s Affect @ T2 016 .018 .018 -.077 .023 .023
Normative Solidarity

Parent’s Norms @ T2 .022 .043 .043 072 .054 .054
Child’'sNorms @ T1 -.077* .035 .035 -.027 044 .044
Child’'sNorms @ T2 .005 .051 .051 .043 .065 .065
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.014 .042 .042 .056 .053 .053
Parent’s Phone/L etters @ T2 .008 .033 .033 .002 042 .042
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T1 .013 .028 .028 .061 .035 .035
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.001 .036 .036 -.000 .045 .045

Child’s Phone/Letters @ T1 .016 .028 .028 -.036 .036 .036
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Variables Parents’ Hostility Children’s hostility
B SEB B B SEB B
Child’s Phone/L etters @ T2 -.013 .030 .030 021 .038 .038
Functional Solidarity
Instrumental Support to Parents @ T2 .002 146 146 -.021 184 184
Emotional Support to Parents @ T2 150 110 110 -.181 139 139
Instrumental Support to Children @ T2 -.120 .205 .205 343 258 258
Emotional Support to Children @ T2 -.028 101 -.009 A18*** 127 102
R2 099* ** 126***
F 3.564*** 4.670%**
df (41, 1370) (41, 1371)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table4.11

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Parent s and Adult Childs Long-term Depression

Variables Parents’ long-term depression Children’s long-term depression
B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter) --
Mother-Son .003

.019 .005 -.025 .020 -.037

Father-Daughter .007 .032 .032 .047 .033 .033
Father-Son -.013 .040 .040 -.034 .041 .041
Parent Characteristics

Age

(50-59)

60-69 -.040 .022 .022 -.010 .022 .022

70-79 -.070** .028 .028 .001 .029 .029

80+ -.169*** .042 .042 -.052 .044 .044
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes -.041** .017 .017 -.046** .017 .017
Y ears of Education -.001 .003 .003 -.004 .003 .003
Activities of Daily Living 126*** .033 .033 .008 .034 .034
Self-Rated Health -.063*** .010 .010 .003 011 011
Number of Children .002 .003 .003 .000 .004 .004
Child Characteristics
Race

(White)
African American .020 .027 .027 .005 .028 .028
Hispanic 22%* .047 .047 .070 .048 .048
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Parents’ long-term depression Children’s long-term depression
B SEB B B SEB B
30-39 021 027 027 .004 .028 .028
40-49 .017 .033 .033 -.003 034 .034
50+ .068 043 .043 -.023 .045 .045
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -.008 .018 .018 - 107*** .018 .018
Y ears of Education .003 .004 .004 -.007 .004 .004
Income (Logged) -.000 .000 .000 -.000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent .000 .006 .006 .006 .007 .007
Number of Children .004 .005 .005 .008 .006 .006
Activitiesof Daily Living @ T1 .031 .084 .084 120 .087 .087
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 .065 .043 .043 269%** .045 .045
Self-Rated Health @ T1 012 012 012 -.025* 012 012
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T2 .001 012 012 -.044* ** 012 012
I nter generational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity
Parent’s Affect @ T2 -.018** .006 .006 .009 .007 .007
Child’s Affect @ T1 .003 .007 .007 -.006 .008 .008
Child’s Affect @ T2 -.004 .005 .005 -.015** .006 .006
Normative Solidarity
Parent’s Norms @ T2 -.019 013 .013 -.007 .013 013
Child’'sNorms @ T1 .006 011 011 -.024 011 011
Child’'sNorms @ T2 .002 .015 .015 -.015* 016 .016
Associational Solidarity
Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.000 .013 .013 .023 .013 013
Parent’s Phone/L etters @ T2 .004 .010 .010 -.007 .010 .010
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T1 .000 .008 .008 .004 .009 .009
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.002 011 011 -.003 011 011
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T1 -.008 .008 .008 .002 .009 .009
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Variables Parents’ long-term depression Children’s long-term depression

B SEB B B SEB B

Child’s Phone/Letters @ T2 .006 .009 .009 .002 .009 .009

Functional Solidarity

Instrumental Support to Parents @ T2 .086* .043 .043 -.039 .045 .045

Emotional Support to Parents @ T2 .023 .033 .033 -.015 034 034

Instrumental Support to Children @ T2 .078 .061 .061 .027 .063 .063

Emotional Support to Children @ T2 .003 .030 .004 .055 031 .053
R2 135%** 178 **
F 7.017*** 5.067***
df (41, 1371) (41, 1373)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table4.12

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Adult Child s Self-efficacy and Self-esteem

Variables Self-efficacy Self-esteem
B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter) -
Mother-Son .051

.056 .026 -.021 .037 .006

Father-Daughter .018 .094 .094 .044 .062 .020
Father-Son 145 118 .118 .004 .078 .012
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 -.113 .064 .064 .072 .042 .061
70-79 -.110 .083 .083 112* .055 .099
80+ -.138 125 125 .038 .083 .021
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -.002 .049 .049 .005 .033 .006
Y ears of Education .000 .010 .010 -.009 .006 -.030
Activities of Daily Living .012 .096 .096 .008 .064 .013
Self-Rated Health -.022 .031 .031 014 .020 .031
Number of Children .002 .010 .010 .002 .007 -.007
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American -.120 .081 .081 -.120** .053 -.038
Hispanic -.191 142 142 - 272%* .091 -.071
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Self-efficacy Self-esteem
B SEB B B SEB B

30-39 .014 .080 .080 -.015 .053 .007
40-49 .088 .096 .096 -.005 .064 .016
50+ .039 127 127 -.026 .084 -.012
Has Spouse

(No) -
Yes -.228%** .053 .053 -.039 035 -.040
Y ears of Education -.024* 012 012 -.023*** .008 -.131
Income (Logged) -.000** .000 .000 -.000* .000 -.072
Distance from Parent 027 .019 .019 .023* 012 067
Number of Children .013 .016 .016 .000 011 .008
Activitiesof Daily Living @ T1 -.280 254 254 -.005 164 .007
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 .140 130 130 467 .085 175
Self-Rated Health @ T1 -.087** .035 .035 .008 .023 -.026
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -.109** .036 .036 - 140%** 023 -.204
T1 .306*** .019 .019 342% **

Inter generational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 .020 .022 .022 .008 .013 .019
Child’'s Affect @ T1 -.002 .016 .016 -.008 014 -.040
Child’'s Affect @ T2 -.058*** .038 .038 -.036*** 011 -.115
Normative Solidarity

Parent’'sNorms @ T2 -.045 041 041 012 .025 .003
Child’'sNorms @ T1 -.090* .047 .047 -.085*** .021 -.030
ChildsNorms @ T2 .101* .037 .037 075** .030 071
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 .007 .029 .029 027 .024 .057
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 .004 .025 .025 .010 .019 017
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T1 .019 .032 .032 010 .016 031
Child's Face-to-Face @ T2 .045 .025 .025 .016 .021 041
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Variables Self-efficacy Self-esteem
B SEB B B SEB B
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T1 -.013 .027 .027 -.008 .016 -.037
Child’s Phone/L etters @ T2 .016 129 129 016 .018 .037
Functional Solidarity
Instrumental Support to Parents @ T2 -.091 097 .097 -.144 .085 -.050
Emotional Support to Parents @ T2 -.100 181 181 -.057 .064 -.044
Instrumental Support to Children @ T2 -.231 .089 .089 105 119 .036
Emotional Support to Children @ T2 .196* .025 316 .164** .059 .092
R2 224% ** 307***
F 9.026*** 13.953***
df (42, 1354) (42, 1363)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table 4.13

Summary of Smple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Adult Child s Mastery and Ryff s Scale

Variables Mastery Ryff’s scale
B SEB B B SEB B

Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter) -- --
Mother-Son -.026 044 -.017

079** 031 .081

Father-Daughter -.027 .073 .073 -.025 .052 .052
Father-Son -.067 .092 .092 .047 .065 .065
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 -.049 .050 .050 -.040 .035 .035
70-79 .006 .065 .065 -.038 .046 .046
80+ -.025 .097 .097 -.037 .069 .069
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes .065 .038 .038 .020 .027 .027
Y ears of Education .018** .007 .007 .008 .005 .005
Activities of Daily Living -.056 .075 .075 .053 .053 .053
Self-Rated Hedlth -.008 .024 .024 -.010 017 .017
Number of Children .005 .008 .008 .000 .006 .006
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American .065 .063 .063 .105* .044 .044
Hispanic 157 107 107 105 .076 .076
Age

(20-29)
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Variables Mastery Ryff’s scale
B SEB B B SEB B

30-39 -.040 .062 .062 .039 .044 .044
40-49 -.135 075 075 .016 .053 .053
50+ -.040 .099 .099 .083 .070 .070
Has Spouse

(No) -- -- --

Yes .090* 041 041 .052 .029 .029
Y ears of Education .022** .009 .009 -.008 .006 .006
Income (Logged) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Distance from Parent -.021 .015 015 -.025* .010 .010
Number of Children -.007 .013 013 -.004 .009 .009
Activitiesof Daily Living @ T1 -.410* 193 193 .027 137 137
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 - A37*** 100 100 -.013 071 071
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T1 .058* 027 027 025 .019 .019
Self-Rated Hedlth @ T2 169* ** .028 .028 .083*** .020 .020
Intergenerational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 -.002 .015 015 -.002 011 011
Child's Affect @ T1 .040* 017 017 .002 012 012
Child’s Affect @ T2 -.005 012 012 .013 .009 .009
Normative Solidarity

Parent’s Norms @ T2 .063* .029 .029 .023 021 021
Child'sNorms @ T1 .029 .024 024 .019 .017 .017
Child’'sNorms @ T2 -.104** .035 .035 -.060* 025 .025
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.047 .029 .029 -.021 .020 .020
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 -.009 .023 .023 -.017 016 .016
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T1 -.025 .019 .019 .004 014 .014
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 -.007 025 025 -.012 .018 .018
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T1 .017 .019 .019 -.007 014 014
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Variables Mastery Ryff’s scale
B SEB B B SEB B
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T2 .002 021 021 -.004 .015 .015
Functional Solidarity
Instrumental Support to Parents @ T2 .028 .100 .100 .016 071 071
Emotional Support to Parents @ T2 .029 .076 .076 119* .054 .054
Instrumental Support to Children @ T2 118 .140 .140 -.053 .099 .099
Emotional Support to Children @ T2 =177 .069 -.076 -.129** .049 -.084
R2 193 ** 076***
F 7.752%** 2.643***
af (41, 1370) (41, 1367)

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table5.1

Descriptive Satistics for Study 2 (N=3,320)

Variable Mean D Range =
Transportation, Shopping and Errands Exchange
Parent gives to Adult Child® .066 318 01
Parent receives from Adult Child? .108 381 01
Adult child givesto Parent® 165 358 01
Adult child receives from Parent® .081 .390 0-1
Housework, Yardwork, Car Repairs, and Work Around the House Exchange
Parent give to Adult Child® .028 192 01
Parent receive from Adult Child® 073 301 01
Adult child givesto Parent® 154 410 01
Adult child receives from Parent® .036 232 01
Advice, Encouragement, Moral or Emotional Support Exchange
Parent give to Adult Child® 132 374 01
Parent receives from Adult Child® .080 319 0-1
Adult child givesto Parent® .359 610 O1
Adult child receives from Parent® 317 552 01
Child Care While at Work Exchange
Parent gives to Adult Child? .054 223 01
Adult child receives Help from Parent® .050 232 01
Child Care Exchange
Parent gives to Adult Child? .082 294 01
Adult child receives from Parent® .088 327 01
Dyadic Characteristics
Mother-Son Dyad® 413 620 01
Father-Daughter Dyad” 076 357 01
Father-Son Dyad” 076 351 01
Parent Characteristics
Parent’s age 60-69° 376 561 01
Parent’s age 70-79° .289 508 01
Parent’s age 80+° 073 289 01
Parent’s with a spouse® 549 681 01
Parent’s years of education 12.128 4.042 0-18
Parent’s activities of daily living needs 164 379
Parent’s self-rated health © 3.912 1198 05
Parent’s number of children 4.219 2.784 0-22
Child Characteristics
Adult African-American Children’ .070 459 01

Adult Hispanic Children' .040 462 01
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Variable Mean D Range
Adult Children age 30-39° 379 495  0-1
Adult Children age 40-49° 337 447 01
Adult Children age 50+° 127 481 01
Adult children with a spouse® 711 540 01
Adult Child’s years of education 13.894 3.326 0-20
Adult Child’s income (thousands) 29.835 31.487  0-6000
Distance living from Parent ¢ 3.603 2.935 0-9.11
Adult Child’s number of children 2.085 2.348 0-17
Adult Child’s activity of daily living needs .085 195
Adult child’s self-rated health ® 4117 J77 05
I nter gener ational Solidarity
Parent’s rating of Affectua Solidarity " 9.207 1577  1-10
Adult Child's rating of Affectual Solidarity " 7.921 2.352 1-10
Parent’s rating of Normative Solidarity 2.707 .740 1-5
Adult Child's rating of Normative Solidarity 2.556 .825 1-5
Parent’s face-to-face contact ' 3.297 1423 15
Adult Child's face-to-face contact 4067 1822 16
Parent’s tel ephone/l etter contact ' 4.026 1382 15
Adult Child’s telephone/letter contact © 4792 1565 1-6

Note. %0=No, 1=Yes. "0= mother-daughter dyad, dyad described. ‘0= other age, 1= age
described. 0= separated, divorced, widowed, or not wed, 1=married. “0=White, 1= ethnicity
described. '0=White, 1= ethnicity described. %og linear of miles live from parents +1 (rangeis
0-9,000). hD&ecri_bi ng the relationship: 1= really bad, 10= absolutely perfect. '1= not at all,
5= once a week. 1= not at all, 6= more than once a week. 1= very unhappy, 7= very happy.

'1= strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree.
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Table 5.2

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Exchange of Transportation, Shopping, Errands Support for Adult
Children and Parents

Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive

B SEB € B SEB € B B € B SB €
Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son -0.104 0.203 .902 -0.387 0324 .679 -0.021 0.321 979 -0.269 0.227 .764
Father-Daughter -0.417 0457 659 -0.305 0469 .7369-0.949 -0.949 .387 -0.052 0.522 .949
Father-Son -1.328** 0.453 .265 -1.952** 0.718 .142 -0.125 -0.125 .883 0.099 0.666 1.104
Parent Characteristics
Age
60-69 0.258 0.3431.295 0.065 0.237 1.067 -0.752 -0.752 471 -0.303 0.309 .739
70-79 0.723* 0.3442.061 -0.670 0.369 .512 -1.150* -1.150 317 0.058 0.349 1.060
80+ 0.742 05302100 -0523 0.844 592 -1.694 -1.694 184  0.069 0.528 1.071
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -0.275 0204 .760 0.138 0.233 1.148 0.629* 0.629 1.875 0.020 0.256 1.020
Y ears of Education -0.037 0.051 .963 0.083* 0.040 1.086 -0.018 -0.018 .982 -0.028 0.056 .972
Activities of Daily Living 0.119 0.3641.126 -0.004 0.480 .996 -0.512 -0.512 599  0.558 0.422 1.748
Self-Rated Health -0.111 0125 .895 0341 0.175 1407 0235 0.235 1.265 0.000 0.128 1.000
Number of Children 0.013 0.0371.013 -0.038 0.060 .962 -0.002 -0.002 .998 -0.045 0.036 .956
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American 0.144 0.2321.155 0125 0.372 1.134 -1.175* -1.175 309 0.010 0.425 1.010

Hispanic 0293 05491340 0312 0684 1366 -0.983 -0.983 .374 -0.585 0529 557
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Child Parent
Variables Give Recelve Give Receive

B SB ¢ B SEB € B SEB € B SEB €
Age
30-39 -0.014 0342 986 0.163 0.340 1177 0538 0538 1.713 -0.043 0.378 .958
40-49 -0.697 0.370 498 -0563 0.368 .569 0.692 0.692 1998 0.191 0.427 1.210
50+ -1.084 0661 .338 -1518 1.077 .219 0585 0585 1.795 0.016 0.624 1.016
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes 0271 02251312 -0211 0.252 .809 -0.428 -0.428 .652 -0.276 0.261 .759
Y ears of Education 0.151 0.0401.162 0.136** 0.049 1.146 0.063 0.063 1.065 -0.083 0.047 .920
Income (L ogged) 0.000 0.0001.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000* 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Distance from Parent (Logged) -0.106 0.073 .900 -0.178** 0.069 .837 -0.155 -0.155 .856 -0.146* 0.069 .864
Number of Children -0.003 0.051 .997 0.143 0.076 1153 -0.122 -0.122 .885 -0.069 0.076 .934
Activitiesof Daily Living@ -0.725 0547 4845 0541 0519 1.718 1.383* 1.383 3.987 0.250 0.499 1.284
T2
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -0.010 0.141 990 -0.253 0.166 .776 0.091 0.091 1.095 -0.171 0.126 .843
I nter generational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity
Parent’s Affect @ T2 -0.024 0.088 .977 -0.177* 0.080 .838 -0.083 -0.083 .921 -0.091 0.076 .913
Child’s Affect @ T2 -0.063 0.066 .939 0.207** 0.065 1.230 0.004 0.004 1.004 -0.048 0.066 .953
Normative Solidarity
Parent’s Norms @ T2 0.064 0.1401.066 0.257 0.169 1293 -0.167 -0.167  .8465 0.399** 0.153 1.490
Child’'sNorms @ T2 -0.174 0159 .841 -0.216 0.176 .806 -0.198 -0.198 .820 0.088 0.284 1.091
Associational Solidarity
Parent’s Face-to-Face@ T2  0.338* 0.1701.403 0.156 0.162 1168 0.053 0.053 1.055 0.388* 0.180 1.474
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 0.495*** 0.146 1.640 0.266 0.157 1305 0.257 0257 1292 0.194 0.153 1.214
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 -0.061 0.097 .941 0219 0.148 1245 0.096 0.096 1101 0.267 0.154 1.307
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T2 0.104 0.1001.109 0.091 0.138 1.095 -0.031 -0.031 .969 0.094 0.097 1.099
Constant -5.176*** 1.443 -8.165*** 2,104 -3.256 2.096 -3.282 2.293
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Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive
B SEB € B B € B SEB e’ B B €°
F (31, 21) 11.99*** 4.34*** 5.800** 6.420***

*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001
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Table5.3

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Exchange of Housework , Yard work, Car Repairs, and Work
Around the House Support for Adult Children and Parents

Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive

B B €° B B ¢€° B SB € B B €
Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son 0.456* 0.212 1577 -0.141 0.3790.869 -0.937* 0.402 0.392 1.211*** 0.341 3.356
Father-Daughter 0.071 0.071 1.073 -0.294 0.7810.745 -0.473 0.756 0.623 -0.751 -0.751 .471
Father-Son -0.236 -0.236 .790 0.792 0.6892.207 0.772 0.634 2.164 1.335* 1335 3.80
Parent Characteristics
Age
60-69 -0.004 -0.004 .996 0413 0.4721512 -0.431 0462 0.650 -0.791** -0.791  .453
70-79 0.092 0.092 1.097 0.290 0.5731.336 -1.416* 0.676 0.243 -0.830 -0.830 .436
80+ 0.281 0.281 1324 -0.984 1.2540.374 ---2 -4 % 0523 -0523 503
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes 0.112 0.112 1.119 0.207 0.3421.230 0.329 0.462 1.390 -0.734* -0.734 .480
Y ears of Education -0.014 -0.014 .986 -0.029 0.0490.972 0.017 0.073 1.017 -0.007 -0.007 .993
Activities of Daily Living -0.388 -0.388 .678 -0.956 0.8450.385 1.133 1.014 3.105 1.118 1.118 3.057
Self-Rated Health -0.197 -0.197 .821 0.591** 0.2111.807 0.596* 0.274 1.814 0.221 0.221 1.247
Number of Children 0.022 0.022 1.022 -0.132 0.0670.876 -0.072 0.121 0.930 0.028 0.028 1.029
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American 0.139 0.139 1.149 1.474** 0.5124.365 -1.803 1.071 0.165 -0.562 -0.562 .570

Hispanic 0200 0200 1.222 -1535 12910215 -1.197 1167 0302 -0.505 -0.505 .604
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Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive

B B € B B ¢° B B ¢€° B B €
Age
(20-29)
30-39 0561 0561 1.752 -0484 05310617 -0.404 0.632 0.668 -0.680 -0.680 .507
40-49 0.011 0.011 1.011 -2.071** 0.7530.126 -0.412 0.975 0.662 -0.204 -0.204 .816
50+ 0.142 0.142 1152 - B _.® 0151 1.405 0.860 -0.638 -0.638 .528
Has Spouse
Yes 0273 0.273 1315 0529 03921697 0.169 0.354 1.184 -0.647* -0.647 524
Y ears of Education 0.059 0.059 1.061 0.213* 0.0951.238 0.054 0.102 1.056 0.091 0.091 1.096
Income (L ogged) 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.0001.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Distance from Parent (Logged) -0.157* -0.157 .855 -0.329** 0.1080.720 0.042 0.143 1.043 -0.154 -0.154 .858
Number of Children -0.088 -0.088 .916 0.073 0.1311.076 -0.051 0.123 0.950 -0.039 -0.039 .962
Activitiesof Daily Living @ T2 -0.459 -0459 .632 0.894 0.7702.445 2.994*** 0.840 19.970-0.854 -0.854 .426
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -0.104 -0.104 .901 -0.499* 0.2240.607 0.329 0.208 1.390 0.080 0.080 1.083
Intergenerational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity
Parent’s Affect @ T2 -0.025 -0.025 975 -0.243* 0.1090.784 -0.155 0.159 0.857 0.223 0.223 1.250
Child’s Affect @ T2 -0.029 -0.029 971 0.289* 01141335 0.037 0.095 1.038 -0.004 -0.004 .996
Normative Solidarity
Parent’'sNorms @ T2 0.102 0.102 1.107 O0.752** 0.2722.122 -0.124 0.265 0.884 -0.088 -0.088 .916
ChildsNorms @ T2 -0.208 -0.208 .812 0.218 0.2971.244 -0.164 0.415 0.848 0.068 0.068 1.071

Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 0.319* 0.319 1375 -0.164 0.3510.849 0.150 0.309 1.162 0.377 0.377 1.458
Child's Face-to-Face @ T2 0.284** 0.284 1328 0.355 0.3231.426 0.022 0.297 1.022 0.097 0.097 1.101
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 0.090 0.090 1.094 0.773* 0.3612.166 0573 0.323 1.774 0.185 0.185 1.203
Child’s Phone/L etters @ T2 0122 0122 1.130 -0.139 0.2070.870 -0.130 0.223 0.879 0.017 0.017 1.017
Constant -4.135** 1.603 -11.414** 3.356 -8.433** 3.121 -7.864** 2.448

F 2.63** 4.67%** 4.65%** 3.76***
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Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive
B SEB € B SB ¢ B SEB ¢ B SEB €
df (31, 21) (30, 22) (30. 22) (31, 21)
*p< .05 **p <.01  ***p<.001
®No parents aged 80+ (n=100) gave children help with housework, so these observations were not included in this model.
® No children aged 50+ (n=165) received help from parents with housework, so these observations were not included in this model.
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Table5.4

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Exchange of Advice, Encouragement, Moral or Emotional Support
for Adult Children and Parents

Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive

B B €° B SEB € B B €° B SEB €
Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son -0.177 0.159 .838 -0.546** 0.174 .579 -0.418 -0.418 .658 -0.444 0.239 0.641
Father-Daughter -1.042** 0.324 .353-1.122*** (0,306 .326 -0.543 -0.543 581 -0.393 0.445 0.675
Father-Son -0.944**  0.305 .389 -0.512 0.302 .600 -0.165 -0.165 .848 -0.218 0.503 0.804
Parent Characteristics
Age
60-69 0.205 0.228 1.227 0.201 0.172 1.223 -0.188 -0.188 .829 0.147 0.339 1.159
70-79 -0.128 0.248 .880 -0.024 0.199 .976 -0.704* -0.704 .494 -0.191 0.375 0.826
80+ -0.39%4 0.452 .674-0.032 0.432 968 -0.761 -0.761 .467 -1.193 0.734 0.303
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes 0.109 0.156 1.115 0.572*** 0.162 1.771 0.654** 0.654 1.923 0285 0.229 1.329
Y ears of Education 0.043 0.0291.0445 0.071** 0.026 1.074 0.045 0.045 1.046 0.037 0.045 1.037
Activities of Daily Living 0.270 0.309 1.311 0.378 0.318 1.459 0.654* 0.654 1.924 1.159** 0.364 3.186
Self-Rated Health -0.065 0.089 .9367 0.063 0.087 1.066 0.181 0.181 1.1987 0.108 0.156 1.114
Number of Children -0.013 0.028 .987 -0.040 0.029 .961 -0.038 -0.038 .962 -0.025 0.047 0.976
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American -0.280 0.216 .755 0.175 0.269 1.191 0.057 0.057 1.058 -1.276** 0.446 0.279

a

Hispanic 0.067 0.439 1.070 0.220 0.425 1.246 -0.674 -0.674 .510 -8 ---8
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Child Parent
Variables Give Receive Give Receive
B SEB € B SEB € B SB € B SB €

Age
30-39 0.156 0.248 1.169 0.111 0.209 1.117 0.197 0.197 1.218 1.093** 0.370 2.982
40-49 0.000 0.274 1.000 -0.284 0.270 .753 -0.059 -0.059 .9428 0566 0.490 1.762
50+ -0.133 0.323 .875-0.732 0429 .481 0551 0551 1.736 1.894** 0.699 6.645
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes 0.151 0.1571.1623-0.383** 0.151 .682 -0.157 -0.157 .855 0.442 0.256 1.556
Y ears of Education 0.118*** 0.034 1.125 0.051 0.032 1.053 0.009 0.009 1.009 -0.027 0.049 0.974
Income (L ogged) 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000** 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Distance from Parent (Logged) -0.010 0.046 .990-0.121* 0.055 .886 0.048 0.048 1.049 0.062 0.084 1.064
Number of Children -0.061 0.058 .941 0.109* 0.046 1.116 -0.019 -0.019 .982 -0.201** 0.073 0.818
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 0.167 0.307 1.182 0.826* 0.349 2.284 0438 0.438 1550 0.302 0552 1.353
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -0.061 0.100 .941 0.027 0.107 1.027 -0.084 -0.084 .919 -0.166 0.141 0.847
Inter generational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity
Parent’s Affect @ T2 0.035 0.065 1.035 0.003 0.052 1.003 -0.114 -0.114 .892 0.068 0.083 1.070
Child’'s Affect @ T2 0.011 0.053 1.011 0.272*** 0.051 1.312 0.054 0.054 1.056 0.009 0.075 1.009
Normative Solidarity
Parent’'sNorms @ T2 0.021 0.127 1.021 -0.037 0.148 .964 0.066 0.066 1.069 0.289 0.185 1.336
Child’'sNorms @ T2 0.083 0.113 1.087 0.080 0.110 1.083 0.286 0.286 1.330 0.065 0.170 1.068
Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2  -0.050 0.119 .951 -0.068 0.103 934 0.205 0.205 1.227 0.322 0.198 1.379
Child's Face-to-Face @ T2 0.104 0.099 1.110 -0.137 0.092 .872 -0.157 -0.157 .854 -0.236 0.136 0.790
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2  0.117 0.109 1.125 0.072 0.071 1.075 0.258** 0.258 1.295 0.332* 0.152 1.393
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T2 0.165* 0.076 1.180 0.190** 0.068 1.210 0.008 0.008 1.008 0.017 0.093 1.017
Constant -4.300*** 0.997 -4.989*** 1.127 -4.064** -4.064 -6.370** 1.760
F 4.23*** 4 50*** 3.89%** 4. 44***
df (31, 21) (31, 21) (31,21) (30, 22)
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*p < .05 **p <.01  ***p< 001
#No Hispanic parents (n=51) reported receiving emotional support from children so these observations were not included in this
model.
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Table5.5

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Exchange of Child Care Support for Adult Children and Parents

Child Parent
Variables Receive Give
B B e’ B B e’

Dyadic Characteristics

(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son 0.134 0.134 1.143 -0.428 0.284 .652
Father-Daughter -1.756 -1.756 173 -0.311 0.484 .733
Father-Son -0.252 -0.252 77 -0.617 0.651 540
Parent Characteristics

Age

(50-59)

60-69 0.003 0.003 1.002 -0.190 0.354 .827

70-79 -0.153 -0.153 .858 -0.869 0.502 419

80+ -0.780 -0.780 459 -1.953* 0.820 142
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes 0.514 0.514 1.673 -0.144 0.246 .866
Y ears of Education 0.107 0.107 1.113 0.070 0.065 1.072
Activities of Daily Living 0.179 0.179 1.196 0.021 0.535 1.021
Self-Rated Health -0.134 -0.134 .875 0.009 0.146 1.009
Number of Children -0.076 -0.076 927 0.065 0.052 1.067
Child Characteristics
Race

(White)
African American 0.393 0.393 1.481 -0477 0.371 .620
Hispanic 0.730 0.730 2.075 0.153 0.490 1.166

Age
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Child Parent
Variables Recelve Give
B SEB e B SEB e

(20-29)
30-39 -0.229 -0.229 795 0.191 0.391 1.211
40-49 -0.998 -0.998 .369 -0.546 0.558 579
50+ -2.659** -2.659 .070 -1.328 0.999 .266
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes 1.332** 1.332 3.790 0.112 0.284 1.118
Y ears of Education 0.045 0.045 1.046 -0.042 0.073 .959
Income (L ogged) 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000*** 0.000 1.000
Distance from Parent (L ogged) -0.306* -0.306 736 -0.094 0.102 .9102
Number of Children 0.263** 0.263 1.300 0.169* 0.086 1.184
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 0.283 0.283 1.327 -0.664 0.686 5149
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -0.079 -0.079 924 -0.246 0.165 .7818
Intergenerational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 -0.157 -0.157 855 0.087 0.131 1.090
Child’s Affect @ T2 0.014 0.014 1.014 0.034 0.093 1.035
Normative Solidarity

Parent’s Norms @ T2 -0.064 -0.064 .938 -0.083 0.185 921
Child’'sNorms @ T2 -0.199 -0.199 820 -0.072 0.196 930
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 0.262 0.262 1.299 0.533** 0.195 1.705
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 0.014 0.014 1.014 0.048 0.228 1.049
Parent’s Phone/Letters @ T2 -0.040 -0.040 961 -0.126 0.163 .881
Child’s Phone/Letters @ T2 0.470 0.470 1.600 0.342 0.201 1.408
Constant -5.946 -5.946 -6.269** 2.158
F (31, 21) 5.59*** 6.200* *
*p < .05 **p <.01  ***p<.001



178

Table 5.6

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Exchange of Child Care While at Work Support for Adult Children
and Parents

Child Parent
Variables Receive Give
B SEB e’ B SEB e’
Dyadic Characteristics
(Mother-Daughter)
Mother-Son 0.021 0.284 1.021 -0.258 0.302 772
Father-Daughter -0.400 -0.400 671 -0.392 -0.392 .676
Father-Son -1.693** -1.693 184 -0.846 -0.846 429
Parent Characteristics
Age
(50-59)
60-69 -0.580* -0.580 .560 -0.701* -0.701 496
70-79 -0.760 -0.760 468 -0.969* -0.969 379
80+ -1.654 -1.654 1913 -1.852 -1.852 157
Has Spouse
(No)
Yes -0.344 -0.344 .709 -0.111 -0.111 .895
Y ears of Education 0.008 0.008 1.008 0.091* 0.091 1.095
Activities of Daily Living -0.924 -0.924 397 0.333 0.333 1.395
Self-Rated Health -0.091 -0.091 913 0.298 0.298 1.347
Number of Children -0.042 -0.042 .959 0.014 0.014 1.014
Child Characteristics
Race
(White)
African American -0.652 -0.652 521 0.020 0.020 1.020

Hispanic 0.166 0.166 1.180 0.577 0.577 1.782
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Child Parent
Variables Receive Give
B SEB e’ B SEB e

Age

(20-29)
30-39 0.035 0.035 1.035 0.584 0.584 1.793
40-49 -1.209* -1.209 .298 0.003 0.003 1.003
50+ -2.719* -2.719 .066 -2.485* -2.485 .084
Has Spouse

(No)
Yes 1.462%** 1.462 4.316 1.149*** 1.149 3.1%4
Y ears of Education 0.152* 0.152 1.164 -0.016 -0.016 .984
Income (Logged) 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Distance from Parent (Logged) -0.226* -0.226 .798 -0.068 -0.068 .935
Number of Children 0.308*** 0.308 1.361 0.213** 0.213 1.237
Activities of Daily Living @ T2 -0.943 -0.943 .390 -0.172 -0.172 842
Self-Rated Health @ T2 -0.329 -0.329 .720 -0.014 -0.014 .986

I nter generational Solidarity
Affectual Solidarity

Parent’s Affect @ T2 0.051 0.051 1.053 -0.092** -0.092 912
Child's Affect @ T2 0.017 0.017 1.018 -0.055 -0.055 947
Normative Solidarity

Parent’s Norms @ T2 0.052 0.052 1.054 -0.127 -0.127 .881
Child’'sNorms @ T2 -0.163 -0.163 .850 -0.244 -0.244 784
Associational Solidarity

Parent’s Face-to-Face @ T2 0.178 0.178 1.195 0.532 0.532 1.702
Child’s Face-to-Face @ T2 0.127 0.127 1.135 -0.274 -0.274 .760

Parent’s Phone/L etters @ T2 0.192 0.192 1.212 0.121 0.121 1.128
Child’s Phone/L etters @ T2 0.337 0.337 1.401 0.273* 0.273 1.314
Constant -6.707** 2.207 -5.458** 1.684

F (31, 21) 5.94*** 5.11***
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*p<.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001





