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This research examined parent/child association among 

older relocated adults and their child of most contact 

utilizing the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity. The 

purpose of the study was to determine the factors 

contributing to the older parent/child bond when older 

adults relocate. 

Parentjchild association was investigated among 144 

older adults who had relocated to two North carolina 

counties since the age of 60. Four research questions based 

on the theory were explored. Are the opportunity structures 

of proximity to child and parent's health predictive of 

parent/child association? Are parent's norms of familism 

and parent's affect for the child predictive of parent/child 

association? Is the relationship between parent's norms of 

familism and child association mediated by parent's affect 

for the child? 

The results of the study lend partial support to the 

theory. Affection, proximity, parental health and norms of 

familial primacy significantly predicted amount of 

association. The results did not support the fourth 

hypothesis which purports that the effect of familial norms 

on association is mediated by affect. 



The findings suggest that the parent/child 

relationships of older relocated adults are similar to those 

of older adults in general. Affect for children is quite 

high and overall expectations for assistance are moderate. 

Parental health, functional distance, kin affect, and 

expectations for assistance are all predictive of 

parent/child association. Proximity is predictive of the 

type and frequency of interactions. Parent/child bonds as 

defined by association appear to be strong among nonproximal 

as well as proximal older parents and adult children 

suggesting that family bonds are maintained across 

distances. The findings differ from the Theory of 

Intergenerational Solidarity in that norms of familial 

primacy are unrelated to affect. This finding implies that 

expectations are not predicated on affect but exist 

independently of attachment bonds. 
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CHAPTER 1 

:IftRODUCT:IOH 

Relocation or 014er A4ults 

1 

Older adults move less frequently than the general 

population; however, a significant number miqrate (Flynn, 

Longino, Wiseman, & Biggar, 1985; Longino, 1995). It has 

been estimated that in any five-year period, four to five 

percent of people over the age of 60 move (Litwak & Longino, 

1987; Longino, 1995) compared to nine or ten percent for the 

general population (Longino, 1995). Although nearly two 

million retirement-age people move across states lines every 

five years, about 60 percent of them move to fewer than 11 

states (Longino, 1995). Older adult movers, unlike other 

seqments of the population, are geographically concentrated 

(Edmondson, 1987; Fingerhut, Wilson, & Feldman, 1980; 

Longino, 1995; Longino & Biggar, 1982}. The South is a 

popular relocation area for many elderly movers (Flynn et 

al., 1985; Galant, 1990; Longino, 1995). 

The proportion of retired adults who relocate has 

remained relatively constant over the last four census 

decades (Longino, 1995). However, each new decade cohort of 

retirees is better traveled, more educated, and better able 

to afford a move than prior cohorts (Longino, 1988). As 



more older and younqer adults move, future cohorts may have 

a hiqher number of qeoqraphically dispersed family members; 

older parents and their adult children may be separated by 

considerable distances (Moss, Moss, & Moles, 1985). This 

observation has important implications for parent/adult

child relationships. 

Changes ip Pamily Life 

2 

Families today are different from families several 

qenerations aqo. The twentieth century has witnessed an 

increasing separation between families of oriqin and 

families of procreation; family life has become privatized; 

and mutual assistance amonq family units has eroded 

(Hareven, 1993). Demoqraphic chanqes such as increased 

lonqevity have made it more likely that family units will 

remain intact unless disrupted by divorce. Transitions to 

adulthood have become more uniform for the aqe cohort 

underqoinq them, more orderly in sequence, and more rapidly 

timed. The timinq for transitions such as leavinq home and 

entry into the labor force have become more requlated by aqe 

norms and less tied to particular family circumstances. Aqe 

qroups within society are more isolated and seqreqated than 

they were a century aqo. 

This century has also witnessed several developments: 

in modern technoloqy, the rapidity of the timinq of 

transitions to adulthood, qeoqraphic mobility, and the 

introduction of socially prompted transitions like mandatory 



retirement (Hareven, 1993). With all of this separation 

between generations, it may not be as important for family 

units to live in close proximity today as it was in the 

past. Older adults who relocate some distance away from 

their children may reflect this new view about family 

proximity. 

separation of Pami1y units 

3 

Recent demoqraphic trends have changed the way 

qenerations within a family interact (Dewit, Wister and 

Burch, 1988; Hareven, 1993). There is increasing diversity 

in families in the structures, roles, and relationships of 

today's older adults (Benqtson, Rosenthal, & Burton, 1990). 

Many modern families have units, and sometimes qenerations, 

that are separated by long distances. 

As family units move, households may be qeoqraphically 

separated. Today's families have fewer members than those 

of past generations due to decreased fertility and 

attenuated family structures across several qenerations 

(Benqtson et al., 1990; Moss et al., 1985). Thus, families 

today tend to have more generations with fewer members and 

to be more complex and geographically dispersed. However, 

these characteristics vary by race and socioeconomic status. 

Geographical dispersion affects the way in which family 

members and units interact with one another. Older adults 

who move may increase or decrease the distances that 

separate them from some of their children or other family 



members. Relocation of an older parent near an adult child 

may be a manifestation of the strength of the parent/child 

bond (Moss & Moss, 1992). Family interactions are 

influenced by the structure of the families within which 

they occur (Hareven, 1993). 

Pami1y structure 

4 

Family identities are transmitted across qenerations; 

there is a sense of family continuity that transcends the 

lifespan of individuals (Benqtson et al., 1990). Families 

also have orqanization, ways in which family members 

interact and apportion responsibilities. Extended families 

may be conceptualized as networks in which family members 

have specialized roles to accomplish needed tasks. Families 

vary from those with a lot of orqanization (bureaucratic 

families) to those havinq very little orqanization (anarchic 

families). Today's families are most commonly bureaucratic, 

havinq a family head and a hiqh deqree of internal 

differentiation. There are indications that bureaucratic 

families provide more support for their members than other 

types of families. Interqenerational family structures have 

important implications for the associations family members 

have with one another. 

Znterqenerationa1 Pami1y structures 

Interqenerational famiiy structures today are more 

varied than ever before. Families may be aqe-condensed, 

aqe-qapped, truncated, matrilineal, or step-families 



(Bengtson et al., 1990). Families are becoming more 

verticalized. They may be of the traditional or modified 

extended type. Family type has an effect on the 

interactions among family members. 

5 

Age-condensed families have generations that are close 

in age: teen pregnancy contributes to this family structure 

(Bengtson et al., 1990). Age-gapped families have many 

years between generations: they occur with delayed 

childbearing. Childlessness creates a truncated family 

structure. Single parent families, frequently headed by 

women (matrilineal), may rely on grandmothers to assist with 

parenting thus creating a matrilineal family structure. 

Divorce and remarriage create step-families which include 

step-grandparents. 

verticalization. Families are becoming more 

'verticalized' (Bengtson et al., 1990 : Whitbeck, Simons, & 

Conger, 1991). Verticalization, also called "beanpole" 

family structure, occurs when there are more 

intergenerational members, parent to child, than 

intragenerational members. As overall family size has 

decreased, the parent/child bond has assumed added 

importance, especially in kin exchanges. In addition, 

greater longevity has altered relationships. There is 

little empirical evidence of the influence of relocation in 

later life on intergenerational relationships. It is, thus, 



important to explore the family solidarity of adults who 

relocate in later life with their adult children. 

6 

Traditional family type. The traditional family type 

is predicated on proximity of kin or common households 

(Litwak & Kulis, 1987; Sussman, 1985). The traditional 

extended family with three generations coresiding was never 

a normative one (Hareven, 1993). However, in the nineteenth 

century those who survived to old age seldom lived alone for 

a variety of reasons. A child might move in with a parent 

or a parent might move in with a child. Sometimes older 

adults took in boarders. Solitary residence of older adults 

has become increasingly common during this century; it was a 

rare occurrence during the nineteenth century. 

Independence is valued in the twentieth century. Older 

adults prefer to live near rather than with their adult 

children (Brody, Johnsen, & Fulcomer, 1984). In modern 

industrialized society, the traditional extended family 

prototype may be an indicator of family weakness rather than 

strenqth (Litwak & Kulis, 1987). Family units ~~y be forced 

to live in close proximity due to illness, incomplete 

marital households, or poverty. Older adults who relocate 

near a child may be in poor health and in need of 

assistance. 

Modified extended family prototype. The modified 

extended family prototype is a result of recent demographic 

trends (Litwak & Kulis, 1987; Litwak & Longino, 1987). This 



family type occurs when units live in spatially dispersed 

households but have a hiqh level of interaction and 

exchanqes. It is the most viable model for families in 

industrialized societies (Litwak & Lonqino, 1987; Sussman, 

1985). Today's norm is for the qenerations, other than the 

parentjyounq child qenerations, to live in separate 

dwellinqs (Benqtson et al., 1990). Residential proximity 

facilitates interqenerational family connectedness while 

preservinq autonomy and independence (Sussman,. 1985). 

However, modern technoloqy permits the transmission of 

crucial services over qeoqraphic distances (Litwak & Kulis, 

1987). The extended family can serve as mediator between 

older adults and bureaucratic formal orqanizations, even 

from a distance, providinq information and assistance in 

dealinq with such orqanizations. 

7 

Some older adults who move choose a location near an 

adult child. Other relocatinq older adults select locations 

that are not proximate to a child: it may be more difficult 

for these adults to maintain stronq parent/child bonds. 

Theory of rnterqenerational solidarity 

The strenqth of family bonds, namely associational 

solidarity, between older relocated adults and their adult 

children may be explored throuqh the Theory of 

Interqenerational Solidarity (Benqtson, Olander, & Haddad, 

1976). The original nonempirically based theory was 

conceptualized as havinq three interrelated components: 



affection, association, and consensus. Proximity, social 

class, age, gender, health, physical limitations, helping 

behavior, American birth of the parent, acceptance of 

8 

changed norms, and experiences not shared across generations 

were posited as predictors of family solidarity. 

The theory was tested by Atkinson, Kivett, and Campbell 

(1986) and by Roberts and Bengtson (1990); little support 

was found for the linear additive model. In response to 

these two tests, the theory was revised (Bengtson & Roberts, 

1991). Three additional dimensions of solidarity were added 

to the model based on earlier conceptualizations (Bengtson & 

Mangen, 1988; Bengtson, Mangen, & Landry, 1984; Bengtson & 
-

Schrader, 1982). The added dimensions were: resource 

sharing, familism norms, and opportunity structure for 

parent/child interaction (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). 

The addition of three elements brought the number of 

co~ponents of family solidarity to six: association, 

affection, consensus, resource sharing, familism norms, and 

opportunity structure for parent/child interaction. 

Association is, thus, one component of family solidarity and 

the focus of the proposed study. It will be explored in the 

context of opportunity structure, familism norms, affection, 

and the mediating effect of affect on familism norms 

(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). 

Tests of the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity 

have shown that several factors affect intergenerational 



association. Association is a function of affection 

(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991), normative solidarity (Atkinson 

et al., 1986; Benqtson & Roberts, 1991), the 

interrelationship between familism norms and affect 

(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991), and opportunity structure, both 

residential propinquity (Atkinson et al., 1986; Bengtson & 

Manqen, 1988; Benqtson & Roberts, 1991; Roberts & Bengtson, 

1990), and health of the parent (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; 

Dewit et al., 1988; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). 

Relocation Changes 

9 

The act of movinq creates qeoqraphical distance from 

old friends. New relationships and assistance networks must 

be formed followinq the move. Adults who move close to a 

child or other relative, however, often have a stronq 

existing relationship in the new location prior to the move 

(Gober & Zonn, 1983; Harper, 1987). As a result, older 

adults who relocate near one or more family units may differ 

from those who move to a location that is not near family; 

patterns of association, satisfaction with family 

relationships, and expectations for assistance from family 

may be quite different. 

The exploration of family relationships, namely family 

solidarity, of older relocated adults and the development of 

models about family interactions and their consequences is 

necessary and important (Bengtson et al., 1990). The 

question of which factors are related to close association 
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of older movers and their adult children is a viable one. 

Is proximity necessary for maintaininq close relationships 

in our technoloqical era? What part do the health of the 

older adult, affection, and expectations for assistance play 

in the amount of association older relocated adults have 

with their adult children? 

PUrpose of the study 

The proposed study will be based upon the theoretical 

model of Benqtson and Roberts (1991) which purports that: 

association varies as a function of opportunity structure 

(proximity and parental health), familism norms, and affect. 

The purpose of this study is to determine the factors 

contributinq to the older parent/child bond when older 

adults relocate. Older parent/child ·bonds were 

operationalized as associational solidarity. 

Research Questions 

The proposed study will examine four research 

questions. 

1. Are the opportunity structures of proximity to child 

and parent's health predictive of parent/child 

association? 

2. Are parent's norms of familism predictive of 

parent/child association? 

3. Is parent's affect for the child predictive of 

parent/child association? 
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4. Is the relationship between parent's norms of familism 

and child association mediated by parent's affect for 

the child? 

HYPotheses 

H1 : The opportunity structures of proximity to child and 

parent's health are significantly related to 

parent/child association; proximity of the child and 

health of the parent will have direct and positive 

effects upon association. 

H2: Parent's norms of familism are significantly related to 

parent/child association; norms of familism will have a 

direct positive effect on association. 

H3 : Parent's affect for the child is significantly related 

to parent/child association; affect for the child will 

have a direct positive effect upon parent/child 

association. 

H4 : The relationship between parent's norms of familism and 

child association will be mediated by parent's affect 

for the child; association will increase with norms of 

familism and affect. 

Limitations of the study 

There are several limitations in this study. 

Information was collected only on the older parent 

population; the Bengtson and Roberts model (1991) was 

specified on data collection from both the parent and the 

child [Figure 1]. Thus, the model used in the present study 
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was a reduced model with implications for misspecification 

and biased results [Figure 2]. The magnitudes and relations 

amonq the variables would possibly have been different had 

it had been feasible to emulate a full model usinq both 

parent and child data. In particular, the relationship of 

affection to the other variables miqht have been altered due 

to the non-recursive nature of this construct. 

No data were collected on factors in the prior livinq 

situation of the parent thus limitinq the study to the 

exploration of parent/adult-child association in the new 

environment. Only independent older adults were surveyed; 

adults livinq in qroup quarters were excluded from the 

study. Thus, qeneralization of the findinqs can only be 

made to older relocated adults miqratinq to the Southeast 

who live independently. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVZBW OP L:ITERATURE 

Relocation 

13 

The migration process is comprised of two distinct 

decisions: the decision to move away from one area and the 

decision to move to a particular location (Serow, 1987). 

The "push" factors which influence older adults to move away 

from an area include high crime rate, cold weather, and high 

cost of living. "PUll" factors which draw older movers to 

an area include higher median age of residents and the 

combination of high unemployment and low earnings, two 

indicators of a lower cost of living. The economic 

conditions which lure older migrants to an area tend to 

encourage younger people to move away from that area. 

Family and friends may function as pull factors (Longino, 

1995). Studies show that most older adults who relocate 

have prior ties to their destination from previous visits or 

have family or friends residing there (CUba, 1991; CUba & 

Longino, 1991; Gober & Zonn, 1983; Longino, 1988). 

Life-course Perspective 

When older people move, the event of the move can be 

best understood, not as an isolated happening, but as part 

of the life-course of individuals. Age and the life cycle 

are both linked to migration; past experiences modify 
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choices (Yee & Van Arsdol, 1977). People who moved earlier 

in life may be more likely to miqrate in the future. A move 

at any point in the life-cycle builds upon the past and 

leads toward the future. 

Miqration patterns across the ~ifecourse peak and wane 

at various points (Litwak & Lonqino, 1987; Lonqino, 1990a). 

For example, children are likely to move durinq their early 

years, less likely after aqe ten. There is another peak 

durinq the late teens, a time of colleqe and new jobs; a 

decline beqins about aqe 35 and continues until retirement. 

Later Li~e Relocation: First, second, and Third stage Moves 

Durinq the later years, there are three life-course 

points at which moves are often made: retirement, the onset 

of moderate disability, and the beqinninq of major forms of 

chronic disability (Litwak & Lonqino, 1987; Lonqino, 1988, 

1990a). There are personal and environmental forces which 

influence people to move at these life-course points; not 

everyone moves nor do those who move necessarily do so three 

times. 

First stage moves. The first of these moves in old aqe 

generally occurs when people are healthy, married, and have 

sufficient income; at this staqe kinship functions can be 

performed across considerable distances (Litwak & Lonqino, 

1987; Lonqino, 1995). Families can qive emotional support 

without livinq in proximity. Distance does not preclude the 

lendinq of economic support and provisional recuperative 
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care during times of crisis. In other words, technology 

makes it possible to be supportive from a distance, to send 

money when needed, and to bridge the miles rather quickly in 

times of acute illness. 

second stage moves. The second move may be made when 

older persons develop chronic disabilities that make 

household tasks difficult; the problem is compounded when 

combined with widowhood {Litwak & Longino, 1987; Longino, 

1995; Silverstein, 1995). As disabilities increase, those 

who are unmarried or recently widowed tend to move closer to 

an adult child than their married counterparts (Silverstein, 

1995). In addition, renters and recent movers are more 

likely to relocate than are older people with increased 

disabilities who are more rooted {Longino, Jackson, 

Zimmerman, & Bradsher, 1991). 

Technology cannot overcome the need to live close to 

someone who can provide daily help for older adults with 

chronic disabilities {Litwak & Longino, 1987). Formal 

services cannot substitute well for informal services when 

disability is moderate. Assistance is most effectively 

provided by someone who is younger and who has a long 

history of past exchanges that produce commitment. Spouses 

and friends of older adults are generally from the same age 

cohort and may be frail themselves. Children, on the other 

hand, are both younger and share a long history with the 

older adult. This shared past may produce the type of 
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commitment necessary for providing household assistance on a 

long-term basis. 

Tbir4 stage moves. The third move in later life occurs 

when round the clock care becomes necessary, care that kin 

resources are unable to provide (Litwak & Longino, 1987; 

Longino, 1995). This move is generally to an institutional 

setting in proximity to their prior residence. The bulk of 

care is provided by the institution with kin performing 

complimentary services. 

Older miqrants may, thus, be characterized as first, 

second, or third stage movers. First stage movers may be 

younger and healthier than second stage movers and may move 

to locations that are not proximate to family. Second stage 

movers are more likely to be relocating near a support 

system, at least one family member who can provide 

assistance. Because children are the preferred source of 

assistance for older adults (Cantor, 1979; Litwak & Longino, 

1987; Shanas, 1979), this move may be made toward a child. 

Third stage moves are often made to an institutional setting 

and involve frailer, sicker, generally older individuals. 

Cohort effect. Cohorts differ in the extent to which 

they relocate during the later years (Wister & Burch, 1987). 

Race and socioeconomic status also influence older adults' 

choice of living situations. Older adults with lower 

educational levels and lower income are more likely to live 

close to their children (Silverstein, 1995). Blacks and 



Hispanics are less likely to l.i.ve at a distance from their 

children than are whites. 

~7 

Today's cohort of older adul.ts value privacy, 

independence, separateness, and aqe seqreqation and are 

relatively content with their circumstances (Wister & Burch, 

1987). Their low level of rel.ative deprivation may be due 

to their prior experiences durinq the Depression and World 

War II. Thus, many older adul.ts prefer to live 

separately from their families, either in proximity or far 

away, and to associate with people their own aqe. 

Types of Moves 

Moves made durinq the later years may be classified 

into three types: amenity, assistance, and return (Wiseman, 

1980). 

Amenity moves. Amenity movers are those who seek the 

good life, who change environments to improve their quality 

of life. They tend to be younqer, married, well educated, 

have an adequate income (Lonqino, ~990a, 1995; Longino & 

Biggar, 1982; Meyer & Speare, 1985: Speare & Meyer, 1988) 

and to be less attached to family (Edmondson, 1987). These 

self-selected older adults are first stage movers (Litwak & 

Longino, 1987: Longino, 1995). This type of move may occur 

in early retirement and may be a move away from family 

(Gober & Zonn, 1983: Longino, 1995). Amenity movers may 

seek the stimulation of new experiences in new environments. 
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Assistance moves. Amenity movers most frequently fall 

in the 60 to 69 year age group while assistance movers tend 

to be older, 75 or more years old (Meyer & Speare, 1985; 

Wiseman, 1980). Assistance moves are made to establish 

proximity to one or more family members who can provide help 

either sporadically or continually; assistance movers are 

second stage movers (Litwak & Longino, 1987). The 

combination of widowhood and functional disability often 

triggers assistance moves (Longino et al., 1991; Speare, 

Avery, & Lawton, 1991). Older adults may elect to move near 

a child who can provide assistance at this stage of their 

lives. 

Return moves. Older return migrants are especially 

prevalent in the southeastern states (Longino, 1990a, 1995). 

Return moves are more difficult to classify; they may be 

amenity moves that occur in early retirement or assistance 

moves that occur later, at the onset of disability (Longino 

& Smith, 1991; Wiseman, 1980). Return migrants are somewhat 

more likely to be assistance movers who tax a community's 

services without increasing its tax base (Longino, 1995; 

Serow & Charity, 1988). 

Older adults are more inclined to return to their state 

of birth if it has the amenities that attract older people 

in general (Longino, 1979, 1995). People who moved in 

earlier years for job reasons may, on retirement, chose to 

return to their place of origin (Lee, 1980; Longino, 1990a). 
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These "provincial return migrants" are those who moved to 

the city to work and who, after retirement, moved back 

(Cribier in Longino, 1995, p. 73). The cost of living is 

generally lower away from areas of high employment and so is 

attractive to retirees on fixed incomes. 

Return moves may be made by the old old (age 75 or 

older) who find themselves unable to take care of all their 

needs (Longino, 1979; Wiseman, 1980). These movers return 

to places where they have families who can provide 

assistance to them. They are people who return to a 

location of previous residence for a variety of reasons. 

Research has shown that return migrants tend to be lower on 

educational and economic characteristics, more likely to be 

female, widowed and less likely to be married and living 

independently than non-return migrants (Longino, 1979, 1995: 

Longino & Serow, 1992). 

Adaptation to Nev Environment 

Older people who move create new physical and social 

environments. The degree of newness depends on distance of 

the move, prior experience in the area, and family and 

friendship ties (CUba & Longino, 1991; Yeatts, Biggar, & 

Longino, 1987). Regional and intrastate moves allow people 

to maintain ties to their previous communities making the 

change to a new location less abrupt (CUba & Longino, 1991). 

In addition, people who move short distances are more likely 



to have visited the new area many times and to have 

established ties prior to movinq. 
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Many older people move to areas in which they have 

already existinq ties (CUba & Lonqino, 1991). They may have 

visited or vacationed there for years makinq the transition 

a qradual one. Some miqrants are seasonal residents before 

makinq a permanent move. These prior ties familiarize 

miqrants with the social, economic, climatic, and 

recreational characteristics of the new location. 

Some older people move to areas where they have friends 

or family and, thus, social contacts. Friends or kin can 

provide an introduction to the social aspects of the new 

environment and ease the transition (Cuba & Lonqino, 1991). 

Havinq local kin increases the friendship network of in

miqrants (Harper, 1987). Introductions can be made to 

individuals, qroups, and the larqer community easinq the 

transition, makinq adaptation quicker and less stressful. 

In addition, family and friends can visit easily, providinq 

continuity. 

Migration 

Older adult miqrants have been concentrated in a few 

destinations over the last four decades (Flynn et al., 1985; 

Lonqino, 1990a, 1995). However, there has been a qradual 

dechannelization of retirement miqration (Lonqino, 1995). 

The major destination states have received fewer retirement 

miqrants and the miqration flow has dispersed somewhat. The 
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ten most attractive receivinq states in descendinq order are 

Florida, California, Arizona, Texas, North Carolina, 

Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Washinqton, Virginia, and Georgia 

(Lonqino, 1995). Arizona and Texas are becoming more 

appealing, California less so. North carolina has made a 

rapid ascent in popularity. 

North carolina. North carolina ranked 27th among 

receiving states for older migrants in 1960, 17th in 1970, 

seventh in 1980, and fifth in 1990 (Longino, 1995). North 

carolina received 3.4 percent of older migrants, 64,530 

people, in the period 1985-1990. It ranked third for this 

time period as a net migration state. Net migration is 

computed by subtracting out-migrants from in-migrants. 

North carolina is becoming an important destination 

state for retirees, second to Florida as a southern 

receiving state (Longino, 1990b). There is evidence that it 

is becoming a reqional destination state; migrants are 

coming not only from adjacent states such as Virginia, South 

Carolina, and Georgia, but also from farther away, from 

places like New York, Florida, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 

Maryland, Illinois and Michigan (Lonqino, 1995). 

North Carolina's older adult in~migrants tend to be 

slightly younger than the national average with a hiqher 

proportion who are Black and a much higher proportion who 

are returninq to their state of birth (Longino, 1990b). In 

addition, North carolina has the highest retention 



expectation, or probability of remaininq in the state, in 

the nation for those aqed 60 and older, more than 95% 

(Roqers & Watkins, 1987). 
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over the last 30 years, the pattern of miqration into 

North carolina has shifted with a decrease in dependency and 

an increase in amenity miqration with a correspondinq 

decline in the proportion who are return miqrants (Lonqino, 

1990b). A larqer proportion of in-miqrants are now 

attracted by climate, cost of livinq and recreational 

opportunities. These amenity types of in-miqrants 

contribute to the community monetarily without placinq undue 

demands on its health care and service systems. Most of the 

retirement spots in North Carolina are non-metropolitan; 

they include a variety of settinqs from the mountains to the 

coast and include amenities such as qolfinq (Lonqino, 1995). 

North carolina may be considered a turnaround state; 

turnaround states are larqely nonmetropolitan, with recently 

developed retirement and recreational facilities that make 

them attractive to older adults (Meyer, 1987). 

Pamily Relationships 

Family ties and relationships are important to the 

study of older movers. Association, assistance, familism 

norms, and affect are all components of family solidarity 

and reflect the strenqth of family relationships. 
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Association 

Older parent/child association has been found to be a 

function of affect, familism norms, and dependency needs of 

the parent (Cicirelli, 1983). Some types of interactions 

require proximity, others do not. Residential propinquity 

and mutual helping are strong predictors of 

intergenerational association among older adults (Atkinson 

et al., 1986). Proximity is a common denominator of kin 

assistance and contact with kin (Kivett, 1985a, 1985b; 

Powers & Kivett, 1992). 

Patterns of association among family members are 

correlated with distance and vary with proximity (Benqtson & 

Roberts, 1991; Mangen & Miller, 1988; Moss & Moss, 1992). 

Face-to-face contact and telephone conversations occur most 

frequently across short distances; overnight visits are most 

common with a travel time of four to nine hours between 

households; letter writing escalates with distance (Dewit et 

al., 1988). Assistance provided to family members also 

varies according to distance; neighbors and friends may take 

over some tasks formerly performed by families when family 

members are not proximate (Litwak & Longino, 1987). 

Physical proximity to kin has been found to have a 

strong effect on the type of customary contact (Dewit et 

al., 1988; Harper, 1987). Geographically distant 

parent/child dyads have less frequent face-to-face contact 

with one another and provide less daily instrumental support 
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for each other than parents and children who are proximate 

(Moss & Moss, 1992). Proximity has been closely linked to 

help given to older adults (Kivett, 1985a, 1985b; Whitbeck, 

Hoyt, & Huck, 1994) and to the type and amount of 

association among generations (Bengtson et al., 1976; Dewit 

et al., 1988). 

Distance affects relationships. Modern technoloqy, 

however, has made it possible to maintain family ties across 

many miles (Dewit et al., 1988; Moss et al., 1985). It has 

been suggested that a distance beyond so miles is associated 

with less frequent visiting and face-to-face contact; 

telephone conversations and letter writing may become the 

primary modes of contact beyond that distance (Moss et al, 

1985). 

Nonproximal association lacks physical clues like 

gestures and eye contact, hugs or cold stares (Moss et al, 

1985). Family members who live at a distance from one 

another may have less knowledge of the minutiae of daily 

activities of each other's lives. This may mean that some 

familiarity and intimacy is missing. Separation may result 

in psychological as well as physical distance. And yet, 

affective ties can survive great physical separations; 

geographic proximity may not be as important to 

intergenerational solidarity as socioemotional distance 

(Hamon, 1992). 
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Assistapce 

The provision of services, one type of association, 

does not always require proximity; telephones, airplanes, 

automobiles, and mail service make some types of assistance 

and support possib1e across distances (Dewit et al., 1988). 

Nonproximal types of assistance such as advising, 

comforting, and monitoring well-being are given more 

frequently than types of assistance that require proximity 

amonq family members (Kivett, Duqan, & Moxley, 1994). 

Nonproximal types of assistance can be provided through 

telephone calls and letters. Modern transportation makes it 

possible to provide services that require face-to-face 

contact on an intermittent or emergency basis (Dewit et al., 

1988). 

Not all levels of kin provide assistance even when 

there is proximity. Both expectations for assistance and 

amount of help received decrease by kin type; primary kin 

(children and their spouses, siblings and their spouses) are 

expected to and do provide more assistance than secondary 

kin, those beyond the siblinq level (grandchildren, 

nieces/nephews, cousins) (Kivett, 1985a; Powers & Kivett, 

1992). If primary and secondary kin are not proximate, 

older adult in-miqrants may turn to friends and neighbors 

for assistance as cantor (1979) proposed in her 

hierarchical-compensatory model. This principle of kin 



replacement has been found to occur with older relocated 

adults (Kivett et al., 1994). 
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The relationship between assistance and proximity is 

not a simple dichotomy, however; "services vary radically in 

the extent to which they are affected by distance" (Litwak & 

Kulis, 1987, p. 651). Proximity is necessary for services 

that require frequent face-to-face contact or for a lonq 

period of time. Family me~ers who live far away may 

provide "hands on" services sporadically or durinq a time of 

crisis. The modified extended family with adequate 

financial resources can provide powerful aid to its members 

without proximity, aid which contributes to lonqevity and 

quality of life (Dewit et al., 1988; Litwak & Kulis, 1987; 

Moss et al., 1985). 

Pami1ism Norms 

Familism norms or, in the case of children, filial 

expectations are stronq for both the adult child and the 

older parent qenerations (Hamon & Blieszner, 1990; Matthews 

& Rosner, 1988). Adult children feel a stronq moral 

obliqation to care for their parents (Wolfson, Handfield

Jones, Glass, McClaran, & Keyserlinqk, 1993). Older adults 

have moderately hiqh expectations for assistance from 

family, especially from children, in the event that help 

were needed (Atkinson et al., 1986; Bleiszner & Mancini, 

1987; Powers & Kivett, 1992; Roberts & Benqtson, 1990). 

Older relocated adults have been found to have lower 
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expectations for assistance from their children than adults 

who aqe in place; however, these expectations are only 

sliqhtly_lower (Cicirelli, 1981; Kivett et al., 1994). 

Older adults "expect their children to have affection 

and respect for them, and they expect their children to 

maintain open, honest lines of communication" (Blieszner & 

Mancini, 1987, p. 178). Reqular phone calls facilitate 

communication. Parents hope that their children will 

provide emotional and moral support and that they would 

provide care if it were absolutely necessary. 

Findinqs on the strenqth of filial expectations are 

equivocal. The hiqhest expectations have been found in the 

area of emotional support, possibly evolvinq from lifelonq 

bonds of affection (Brody et al., 1984; Wolfson et al, 

1993). This is followed by instrumental forms of assistance 

and, lastly, financial support (Wolfson et al, 1993). 

However, one study found the stronqest support was for help 

with illness and financial support (Blieszner & Mancini, 

1987). Other research found expectations to be hiqher for 

help with sickness, services, and visits than for financial 

assistance and housinq (Kivett et al., 1994). 

Adult childre~ are expected to adjust their family 

schedules to assist an aqinq parent, but not their work 

schedules (Brody et al., 1984). Many older adults feel that 

adult children should help with care expenses. The sharing 



of households usually is not advocated by either adult 

parents or middle-aqed children. 
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The literature shows that older adults who need more 

assistance have hiqher filial expectations than those who do 

not need assistance {Finley, Roberts, & Banahan, 1988; 

Hamon, 1992). The expectation and receipt of filial 

assistance is hiqhest amonq those who are older, widowed, 

have low income, and are in poor health. Independence is 

hiqhly valued, but when help is needed, children are 

expected to provide it (Cicirelli, 1981; Hamon, 1992). 

Althouqh older parents wish to maintain their independence, 

there is security in believinq that children will provide 

aid if it becomes neces~ary {Blieszner & Mancini, 1987; 

Hamon & Blieszner, 1990; Sussman, 1985). 

Marital status, health, race, and residence durinq 

childhood affect the filial expectations of older parents 

(Lee, Coward, & Netzer, 1994). Those who are unmarried, in 

poorer health, and nonwhite have hiqher expectations. In 

addition, older adults who spent their formative years in a 

rural environment have hiqher expectations for assistance 

than those who spent their formative years in an urban 

environment reqardless of their current livinq situation. 

It has also been found that older adults who qive more aid 

to their children expect more assistance from them (Lee, 

Netzer, & Coward, 1994). 
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The marital status and health of the parental 

qeneration are related to the fulfillment of filial 

expectations (Hamon, 1992). Those who are widowed and in 

poorer health receive more assistance from both sons and 

dauqhters. The ability of adult children to fulfil filial 

expectations is influenced by a number of factors: their 

marital and employment status, proximity, qender, birth 

order, the presence of younq children in the home, and the 

affection they hold for their parent. Lack of money and 

time limit what adult children are able to do for their 

parents (Cicirelli, 1987, 1988). For the ever-growing 

number of adult children who are divorced, diminished 

resources may make parent care difficult. Adult children 

with the financial means that education and jobs provide are 

less anxious about possible future assistance to their 

parents than adult children who do not have these assets 

(Cicirelli, 1988). At least one study, however, has shown 

that children with competing demands in their lives still 

feel obligated to assist their parents (Finley et al., 

1988). 

Arrect 

The twentieth century has witnessed a change in the 

primary basis of family solidarity, a shift away from 

obliqation and toward affection (Finley et al., 1988). 

Survival needs have been met within most families; the focus 

has switched from meetinq these needs to independent choice 
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and emotional attachments. In times of need, obligation may 

supersede affection in dominance; in the absence of need, 

affection is the qlue that holds families toqether. 

Contemporary parents and children have a stronq bond 

that is important to both generations throuqhout life 

(Cicirelli, 1981; Moss & Moss, 1992; Moss et al., 1985). 

Parent/child bonds, begun in infancy, develop throughout 

life (Whitbeck et al., 1994; Whitbeck et al., 1991). These 

"cresive bonds" evolve over a lonq period of time and are 

shaped by shared experiences and the meaninqs with which 

they are imbued (Bengtson et al., 1990). Adult children who 

are closely attached to their parents will, other things 

beinq equal, live closer to them and visit and phone more 

frequently (Cicirelli, 1981). 

Most families have an intense, extensive, and long 

history_of shared events; this is a distinctive feature of 

family solidarity which provides the foundation for later 

life association (Matthews & Rosner, 1988; Whitbeck et al., 

1994). The parent/child relationship is an important one. 

Roles continue across the miles; parents are still parents 

and children are children even when distance precludes 

frequent face-to-face contact (Moss et al., 1985). 

The literature shows that affection of parents and 

adult children for one another is high (Bengtson et al., 

1990). Feelinqs of closeness to family and value consensus 

are not necessarily affected by the degree proximity (Moss & 
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Moss, 1992: Moss et al., 1985: Roberts & Bengtson, 1990; 

Serow, 1987). Limited research has shown a negative 

relationship between proximity and affection for children; 

proximity "may provide more opportunities for conflict and 

less idealization of the relationship" (Kivett et al., 1994, 

p. 48). Physical distance between generations allows 

independent lifestyles to develop with less generational 

conflict (Jarrett, 1985). 

The Mediating Effect of Affection on Pi1ial Expectations 

A strong parent/child attachment bond augments the 

child's commitment to provide aid (Cicirelli, 1983). The 

literature shows, however, that the relationship between 

affection and filial role enactment is not clear-cut (Hamon, 

1992). Some studies have found that affection for parents 

is positively related to the actual fulfillment of filial 

expectations (Hamon, 1992) especially in the mother/daughter 

relationship (Finley et al., 1988). Affection strengthens 

attachment bonds which, in turn, lead to expanded commitment 

to provide help in the future (Cicirelli, 1983). 

The relationship between affection and enactment varies 

by proximity (Hamon, 1992). Children who live a 

considerable distance away from their parents may feel less 

obligation to provide assistance even when affectional bonds 

are strong (Finley et al., 1988). However, they may 

compensate for their inability to provide assistance with 



other forms of support such as emotional or financial 

assistance. 
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Families have normative expectations for the affective 

and behavioral orientations of their members (Bengtson & 

Roberts, 1991: Tennies, 1957). Tennies (1957) termed 

societal relationships Gesellschaft and community 

relationships Gemeinschaft. Family life is the basis of 

Gemeinschaft life which is centered in love, understanding, 

and the organization of common life. Norms develop out of 

understanding and result in mutual actions of rights and 

duties. 

Theoretical Framework 

Theory of znterqenerational Solidarity 

Relocated adults comprise an increasingly special 

population of older adults. The strength of their 

relationships with their adult children may be explored 

using the Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity (Atkinson 

et al., 1986: Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Bengtson et al., 

1976; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). The Theory of 

Intergenerational Solidarity traces its roots back to 

Durkheim's concept of mechanical solidarity which was 

"produced by similarities among members of the group" 

(McChesney & Bengtson, 1988, p. 26). The social 

psychological literature of the 1950's tradition extended 

ourkheim's work to the study of small groups (McChesney & 

Bengtson, 1988). Families may be thought of as a special 
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kind of sma11 qroup (Bengtson et al., 1976: McChesney & 

Bengtson, 1988). The oriqinal theory developed out of this 

tradition (Benqtson et al., 1976). 

Original theory. The Theory of Intergenerational 

Solidarity was developed during the 1970's when there was 

much written about the "qeneration gap" (Bengtson et al., 

1976). Two historical events contributed to this gap: 

individual aging and social change. The Theory of · 

Interqenerational Solidarity was developed out of the need 

to examine lineaqe relationships within families. 

Solidarity was oriqinally conceptualized as interaction 

between qenerations of a family within the spheres of 

affection, association, and consensus (Bengtson et al., 

1976). It was theorized that these three components made up 

the behavioral (association), emotional (affection), and 

intellectual (consensus) aspects of solidarity. They formed 

one construct that could be used to assess both 

int~~qenerational and interqenerational solidarity. A 

number of factors were posited to have an impact on 

solidarity: residential propinquity, filial expectations, 

female sex linkage, amount of helpinq behavior, shared 

heritaqe, non-shared experiences, and chanqinq cultural 

values. 

Revisions or the theory. Empirical testing of the 

Theory of Interqenerational Solidarity showed that 

affection, association, and consensus were separate 



dimensions of family solidarity (Atkinson et al., 1986). 

The model purported in the original theory effectively 

predicted association, particularly the helping behavior 

aspect of association; however, it did not predict affect 

and consensus (Atkinson et al., 1986; Roberts & Benqtson, 

1990). 
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A second validation study confirmed that 

intergenerational solidarity was not "a simple linear

additive composite of affect, association, and consensus" 

(Roberts & Benqtson, 1990, p. S18). The two validation 

studies suggest that intergenerational family relationships 

differ from small group interactions (Bengtson & Roberts, 

1991). 

Families have normative expectations concerning how 

members should feel about and interact with one another 

(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). Tonnes (1957) labeled 

relationships governed by normative prescriptions 

Gemeinschaft relationships. Parents and children are an 

example of such a relationship; they are expected to care 

about one another, to be concerned about each other's 

welfare, and to engage in mutual actions involving rights 

and duties. Within the family, actions are willed and 

carried out in accordance with the relationship, either out 

of love or duty. Kinship, the most universal and natural 

bond, implies a moral obligation. Parents and children with 

strong familism norms may be expected to be emotionally 



close and to interact with one another frequently. These 

norms may lead to qreater affection and more extensive 

association. Thus, it was proposed that two components 

unique to families be added to the model: familism norms 

and exchanqe. 

Componepts of the Revise4 Theory 

35 

structural soli4arity. Benqtson and Roberts (1991) 

focused on proximity and health of family members as 

elements of opportunity structure for interqenerational 

relationships: this focus was based on findinqs that 

opportunity structure is.positively related to association 

amonq generations, and that proximity and good health of the 

parent contribute to association (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). 

Proximity enables parents and adult children to associate 

with one another. Nonproximal types of association, 

however, are possible across distances. 

Health of the older adult may affect parent/adult-child 

association positively or neqatively (Bengtson & Roberts, 

1991). For example, poor health may restrict activity or 

may result in more parent/child association as the child 

phones or visits more frequently to check on the parent. 

However, good health of the parent allows more and varied 

types of interactions and may facilitate association between 

the two generations. Bengtson and Roberts (1991) found that 

proximity had a strong effect on association but good 

parental health was only marginally significant. 



36 

Normative solidarity. Normative solidarity is the 

•strength of commitment to performance of familial roles and 

to meeting familial obliqations" (Benqtson & Roberts, 1991, 

p. 857). The revised theory posits a linkage between these 

norms of filial expectation and associational solidarity. 

Affectual solidarity. The Theory of Intergenerational 

Solidarity proposes a relationship between affection and 

association in which higher levels of affection predict 

higher levels of association (Benqtson & Roberts, 1991; 

Cicirelli, 1981, 1983). 

Mediating effect of affection on familism norms. 

Benqtson and Roberts (1991) found that higher parental 

familism norms were associated with higher levels of affect. 

These higher affect levels were, in turn, associated with 

higher levels of association. Thus, affection, to some 

degree, mediates 'the effect of familism norms on 

parent/child association. 

In summary, older adults may be first, second, or third 

stage movers who move either for amenity or assistance 

reasons or to return to a place of earlier residence. North 

Carolina is the fifth most popular relocation state for 

older movers. The Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity 

may be utilized in the study of family relationships of 

older relocated adults. The theory proposes that proximity, 

parental health, affect for child, and parental familism 

norms will have an effect on parent/child association. In 



addition, the relationship between norms of familism and 

parent/child association is mediated by affect. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH HBTHODS 

Research Design and sample Selection 
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An existinq data set from a pilot study on older 

relocated adults was utilized for this secondary analysis. 

This study is a precursor to a later indepth study (Kivett 

et al., 1994). Respondents for the study were adults aged 

65 or older who had moved across state or county lines since 

the aqe of 60. They were primarily middle class, married, 

and caucasian and ranqed in aqe from 65 to 89. Data were 

collected on 156 respondents livinq in two counties in North 

Carolina: a central Piedmont county in 1990-1991 (76 

respondents) and a Western area county in 1991-1992 (80 

respondents). These counties were selected at random from a 

pool of counties for each region havinq at least a 30 

percent rural and not more than 70 percent urban ratio 

within the county and at least nine percent of residents 

aqed 65 or older who had migrated to the area since the 1990 

census (Kivett et al., 1994). 

A simple random sampling procedure incorporating 

compact cluster and random permutation techniques was 

utilized (Kivett et al., 1994). In the random permutation 

process, the demographic profile of selected counties was 

compared to the state profile on key measures (number of 
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older adults on public assistance, mean aqe of older adults, 

and averaqe income). Selected counties that differed 

qreatly from the state profile were not utilized and were 

replaced by a randomly selected county more representative 

of the state. 

Each county was divided into twenty enumeration 

districts (ED's). Three-diqit numbers were arbitrarily 

assiqned to each ED; three ED's from each county were 

initially selected beqinninq with the lowest number. 

Additional ED's were added in each county after the oriqinal 

ED's had been exhausted proceedinq from lowest to hiqhest on 

the arbitrarily assiqned numbers. 

All persons, includinq couples, livinq within the ED 

and meetinq the criteria were interviewed. Housinq units 

that contained five or more older adults were not included 

in the sample. The number of sinqle units in retirement 

communities was controlled to eliminate over-samplinq; a 

samplinq ratio was utilized within these communities. In 

addition, "snowballinq" techniques were used, especially 

within secured retirement communities where it was difficult 

to qain access to potential respondents. This technique 

somewhat compromises the randomness of the sample selection 

and reduces the qeneralizability of the study. The overall 

rejection rate was approximately 25 percent. 
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Data Collection 

Six interviewers, indigenous to the areas, were 

selected and trained in each of the counties. The training 

included backqround information on the research project, 

qeneral quidelines for conducting interviews, specifications 

for problematic issues, and an item by item discussion of 

the questionnaire. Interviewers were provided interviewing 

manuals. Practice interviews were conducted. Interviewers 

then administered questionnaires to three respondents within 

their ED's and submitted those interviews for review by the 

project staff before proceeding. 

Interviewers made up to three call-backs to homes where 

subjects were initially unavailable. Interview appointments 

were set up at the time of initial contact; if convenient, 

the interviews were conducted at that time. Interviews took 

place in respondents' homes and took approximately one and a 

half hours to complete. Subjects were paid $20 for their 

completed interviews. 

Instrumentation 

Procedures 

The questionnaire contained 173 items and was largely 

preceded by the interviewer's recordings. It covered seven 

major areas: general information, migration motives, 

health, activities, family relationships, subjective well

being, and service needs and use (Appendix A). The general 

information section contained items concerning marital 
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status, education, housing, prior occupation, income, and 

retirement. The miqration motives section covered all moves 

since age 60, including where and why they were made. The 

health section contained a self-rated health assessment, 

health problems and practices, service use and needs, crisis 

resource persons, and a rating scale of activities of daily 

living. An activities section contained questions about 

membership and participation in volunteer and group 

activities. 

The family relationships section queried respondents 

about primary and secondary kin and asked detailed questions 

concerning the kinsperson of most contact in each of seven 

categories: child, child-in-law, grandchild, sibling, 

sibling-in-law, niece/nephew, and cousin. In addition, 

identical information was acquired about the friend or 

neighbor of most contact. Questions focused on proximity, 

patterns of association and assistance, expectations for 

help when needed, satisfaction with family and friend 

relationships, and measures of affect and consensus. 

The subjective well-being section contained a 15-item 

modification of the Philadelphia Geriatric Center Morale 

Scale (Lawton, 1975; McCUlloch, 1988). The section on 

service needs and use collected information about types of 

services utilized, satisfaction with community services and 

need for additional services, and relationship of person 
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linking respondent to the services. Only variables related 

to the present study are described and operationalized. 

Design o~ the Study 

The revised Theory of rntergenerational Solidarity 

served as the conceptual framework for the research [Figure 

1] (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). The model utilized in the 

present study elicited information from one generation, the 

parent generation [Figure 2]. Opportunity structure of the 

parent (proximity to child and health), parental norms of 

filial expectations, and affect were hypothesized to explain 

a significant amount of the variance in parent/child 

association. In addition, it was hypothesized that 

affection would have a mediating effect on the relationship 

between filial expectations and association. High filial 

expectations would be positiyely related to affection which 

would, in turn, be positively related to association. 

Following Bengtson's and Roberts' (1991) model, "The 

causal ordering among constructs ••• reflects assumptions 

about the degree to which each construct reflects cultural, 

as opposed to specific familial, influences" (p. 861). The 

exogenous variables in the model represented constructs that 

reflected cultural tendencies: for example, self-rated 

health, proximity, and parent's norm of familial primacy. 

The endogenous variables, affection and association, were 
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constructs that reflected more idiosyncratic family 

tendencies. Of these two variables, association was the 

most idiosyncratic. 

Measures 
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Opportupity structure. Opportunity structure was 

operationalized usinq two separate components: health of 

the relocated adult (Benqtson & Roberts, 1991; Dewit et al., 

1988; Kivett, 1985a) and proximity of the relocated adult to 

the child of most contact (Atkinson et al., 1986; Benqtson & 

Roberts, 1991; Kivett, 1985a; 1985b; Kivett & Atkinson, 

1984; Powers & Kivett, 1992). 

Proximity to the child was determined by asking, "How 

lonq does it take your sonjdauqhter to qet from hisjher 

residence to yours?" Responses were: same household (1), 

less than ten minutes (2), 11 to 30 minutes (3), 31 minutes 

to an hour (4), one to three hours (5), four to six hours 

(6}, and more than six hours (7). 

Health was self-rated and measured by the Cantril 

ladder technique (Cantril, 1965). Respondents were shown a 

ladder with runqs (0-9) and instructed to suppose that the 

top of the ladder (9) represented perfect health and the 

bottom (0), the most serious illness. They were then asked, 

"Where on the ladder would you say your health is at the 

present time? 11 

Normative solidarity. Normative solidarity was 

measured by the expectations older relocated adults had for 
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assistance from children (Atkinson et al, 1986; Bengtson & 

Roberts, 1991; Powers & Kivett, 1992). In this model the 

term 'parent's norm of familial primacy' is synonymous with 

familism norms or filial expectations. Filial expectations 

were determined by summing responses to five items. 

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they 

thought children should help older adults if they needed 

assistance. The five areas were: provide a home, visit, 

help when sick, assist financially, and provide services 

such as transportation and shopping. Responses ranged from 

never (1) to always (4). Composite scores could range from 

five to 20; Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency was 

.86. The results of a principal component factor analysis 

showed the filial expectations variable had a single factor, 

providing services; this factor accounted for 64.1% of the 

variance. 

Affection. Affectual solidarity was a measure of the 

older relocated adult's affection for the child of most 

contact (Atkinson, et.al., 1986; Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; 

Powers & Kivett, 1992; McCUlloch, 1988). Affection of 

parent for child was assessed using a six-point scale from 

low (1) to high (6). Participants were given the following 

directions. "On a six point scale of very little to very 

much, how would you rate your child of most contact with 

regard to: closeness to himjher; communication with 

himjher: getting along with him/her: understanding you: your 
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understandinq him/her". Actual composite scores ranqed from 

nine to 30. Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency was 

.90. A principal component factor analysis showed the 

measure consisted of one factor, feelings of closeness; this 

factor accounted for 72.1t of the variance in the composite. 

Association. Association of parent and adult child of 

most contact included both proximal and nonproximal types. 

Respondents were shown a code card and asked to indicate how 

often they participated in the following activities with 

their child of most contact: do thinqs toqether outside the 

home (such as shoppinq, movies, trips): eat toqether: visits 

for conversation; participate in family gatherinqs for 

special occasions like holidays, birthdays, anniversaries: 

reliqious activities of any kind: writing letters; and 

telephoninq. The scale used for the association variable 

was: never (0), every two to four years (1), once a year 

(2), several times a year (3), once a month (4), several 

times a month (5), once a week (6), several times a week 

(7), and daily (8). Cronbach's alpha for internal 

consistency of the association measure was .67. 

The inteqrity of the scale was examined by looking at 

the reliability with the presence or absence of each item in 

the scale. When letter writing was removed from the scale, 

Cronbach's alpha increased to .82. Therefore, letter 

writing was eliminated from the parent/child association 

scale and the analyses were done using the revised scale. 



The results of a principal component factor analysis 

showed the association variable was composed of a single 

factor, shared activities; this factor accounted for 55.6% 

of the variance in the composite. 

Data Analyses 

Analyses of the data included both descriptive and 

inferential types. 

Descriptive Analyses 
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Descriptive analyses were done to provide a profile of 

the sample. Frequencies and percents were utilized to 

describe gender, occupation, marital status, race, income, 

housing type, region of origin, reason for the move, type of 

move, plans to remain in the area, and difficulty living 

away from family or friends. Means, ranges, and standard 

deviations were used to describe respondents' age, self-

rated health, and difficulty performing instrumental 

activities of daily living. Similarly, frequencies and 

percents were utilized to describe the gender and marital 

status of their adult child of most contact; mean, range, 

and standard deviation were used to describe the child's 

age. 

The relationship between association and levels of 

proximity, health, affect, and norms of familial primacy 
/ 

were explored through the use of one-way ANOVA and Scheffe 

tests. Health, affect, and familial norms were categorized 

based on the distributions of scores. Health was 
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cateqorized as poor (score o- s, n = 28), moderate (score 6 

- 7, n =52), and good (score 8- 9, n = 64). Affect was 

cateqorized as low (score 5- 22, n = 17), moderate (score 

23- 26, n = 31), moderately high (score 27- 29, n = 30), 

and high (score 30, n = 65). Norms of familial primacy were 

cateqorized as low (score 5-9, n = 37), moderate (score 10 

- 12, n = 43), moderately high (score 13- 14, n = 25), and 

high (score 15- 20, n = 36). Proximity was grouped by 

travel time: less than 10 minutes en= 21), 11 to 60 

minutes en= 16), one to three hours en= 17), four to six 

hours en= 15), and more than six hours (n = 74). 

Test of the Hypotheses 

A two-step path analysis was used to determine the 

direct effect of the independent variables on parent/child 

association and the effect of filial expectations on 

association as mediated by affection. Error is a primary 

concern when measuring subjective concepts, resulting in 

attenuated correlations. Correlations amonq variables are 

attenuated when the variables are measured with less than 

perfect reliability. Since the purpose of this research was 

to investigate relationships amonq constructs underlying 

these variables, disattenuated correlations were computed. 

The path analysis was performed using disattenuated 

correlations [Figure 2]. In the first step, association was 

reqressed on health of the older adult, proximity of the 

older adult to the adult child, parent's norm of familial 
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primacy, and parent's affection for the child. In the 

second step, affection was reqressed on norms of familial 

primacy 

statistical siqnificance was identified when the 

overall F-statistic for each of the reqression models was 

siqnificant at the .05 level or beyond. An alpha level of 

.05 was used to determine siqnificance of the variables in 

the model (betas). 
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The total effect of filial expectations on association 

was determined by summinq its direct and indirect effects on 

association. The direct path was determined by the path 

coefficient associated with filial expectations in the first 

reqression. The indirect path was computed by multiplyinq 

the path coefficients associated with the variables in the 

two reqression equations. That is, the path coefficients 

associated with the reqression of affection on association 

and filial expectations on affection were multiplied 

toqether. 

The first hypothesis posited a direct and positive 

relationship between opportunity structure and the amount of 

association older relocated adults have with their child of 

most contact. Specifically, two relationships were tested: 

the health of the older relocated adult was positively 

related to levels of parent/adult-child association; and 

proximity had a positive relationship with parent/adult

child association. The hypothesis was confirmed if the path 



coefficients between health and association and proximity 

and association were significant at the .os level and were 

positive. 

The second hypothesis posited a direct, positive 

relationship between filial expectations and parent/child 

association. The hypothesis was confirmed if the path 

coefficient between filial expectation and association was 

significant and positive. 

The third hypothesis posited a direct, positive 

relationship between affection of older parents for their 

adult children and parentjadult-child association. The 

hypothesis was confirmed if the path coefficient between 

affection and association was significant and positive. 
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The fourth hypothesis posited an indirect relationship 

between filial expectations and parent/child association 

through affection for the child. This hypothesis was 

confirmed if the path coefficients along the indirect path 

were significant. That is, if the path coefficient between 

filial expectations and affection and the path coefficient 

between affection and association were both significant. 



Chapter 4 

RESULTS 
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This chapter is divided into two sections: descriptive 

analyses and results of hypotheses testing. 

Descriptive Information 

Respondents ranged from 65 to 89 years of aqe; the mean 

age was 73.4 years (Table 1). Slightly more than one half 

of the respondents were male (55%); most were married (88%); 

they were predominantly white (97%). Most respondents lived 

in private homes (79%) rather than retirement communities 

(18%) or apartments or mobile homes (3%). 

Respondents rated their own health as moderately high; 

the average was seven points on a scale of o to 9 (Table 1). 

The majority of respondents (81%) had little or no problems 

with instrumental activities of daily living: shopping, 

meal preparation, money management, telephoning, house 

repairs, heavy housework, light housework, and yardwork. 

Respondents listed some activities as not applicable to 

them; no score was recorded for these activities. Scores 

ranged from 5 to 22; the average for the group was 8.8. 

Only a few (20%) of the respondents had an annual 

income less than $20,000); 25% had an income greater than 

$40,000; most (50%) had an income between $20,000 and 

$40,000. Fewer than six percent of the respondents did not 



Table 1 

Characteristics of Older Relocated Adults (~ = 144) 

variables If l II 

Gender 

Male 79 54.9 

Female 65 45.1 

Age (years) 73.4 

Race 

White 140 97.2 

Non-White 4 2.8 

Marital status 

Married 127 88.2 

Not Married 17 11.8 

IR 

5.2 

Raaqe 

65 - 89 

(Table continued) 
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(Table 1 continued) 

variables I 1 II !m 

Health 6.9 1.7 

Instrumental Activities of 8.8 2.6 
Daily Living (IADL) 

Income• 

< $20,000 28 19.5 

$20-30,000 39 27.1 

$30-40,000 33 22.9 

> $40,000 36 25.0 

Residence 

House 113 78.5 

Apt/Mobile 5 3.5 

Retire Comm. 26 18.0 

*8 participants (5.5%) refused to answer income question. 

Bange 

1 - 9 

5 - 22 

U1 ,. 
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answer this question. Lifetime occupations varied; the 

greatest number of respondents had been professionals (44%), 

homemakers (17%), or in managerial positions (13%) (Table 

2) • 

Respondents varied in their proximity to the child with 

whom they had the most contact (Table 3). Approximately 26 

percent lived an hour or less away from their child; 

approximately 22 percent lived between one and six hours 

away from their child. More than one-half of the 

respondents (52%) were separated from their child by a 

distance of more than six hours of travel time. The child 

of most contact was more likely to be a daughter (54%) than 

a son (46%), and married (72%) _(Table 4). The average age 

of the child was 42 years although the age range was broad: 

17 to 68 years (SD = 8.1). 

The states from which participants had moved were 

grouped according to u.s. Census regions (Appendix B). Most 

of the older adults had moved from a state in a another 

reqion. The largest number of participants (32%} had moved 

from a middle Atlantic state: New York, New Jersey, or 

Pennsylvania (Table 5). Another 24% moved from an east 

north central state: Wisconsin, Michigan; Illinois, 

Indiana, or Ohio. Thirty percent had moved from a south 

Atlantic state; nine percent of these persons moved within 

North carolina. 



Tal»le 2 

Major Lifetiae occupations of Older Relocated Adults (H = 
144) 

Varial»le 

Professional 63 43.8 

Homemaker 25 17.4 

Manaqerial 18 12.5 

Clerical 14 9.7 

Sales 11 7.6 

craftsmen 5 3.5 

Service 4 2.7 

Transport Equipment 3 2.1 

Lal»orers 1 .7 

56 
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Table 3 

Proxiaity o~ Older Relocated Adults to Child o~ Xost contact 

(JI = 144) 

Variable 

sue Household 4 2.8 

< 10 Minutes 17 11.8 

11-30 Minutes 5 3.5 

31-60 Minutes 11 7.6 

1-3 Hours 17 11.8 

4-6 Hours 15 10.4 

> 6 Hours 75 52.1 



Table 4 

Characteristics of Child of Most Contact as Reported by Older Relocated Adults (B = 
144) 

Variables II l II .1m Ranae 

Gender• 

Male 66 45.8 

Female 77 53.5 

Aqe (years) 42.2 8.1 17 - 68 

Marital status• 

Married 104 72.2 

Not Married 39 27.1 

* 1 participant (.7%) did not answer the question. 

Ul 
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TBle 5 

X..e4iate Areas rroa which Ol4er Relocated Adults Hove4 

(It = 144) 

Varia))le B 

Hi44le Atlantic state 46 31.9 

Bast Borth central State 35 24.3 

South Atlantic State 30 20.8 

Another HC county 13 9.0 

Bev Bnqlan4 State 6 4.2 

west Borth central State 6 4.2 

Bast south central State 3 2.1 

Pacific state 2 1.4 

west south central 1 .7 

Mountain state 1 .7 

Poreiqn country-Bast 1 .7 

Poreiqn country-west 0 .o 
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Relocation occurred for a variety of reasons (Table 6). 

Retirement (25%) was most frequently listed as the reason 

for the move. Mild climate (22%), being near family (14%), 

and quality of life (13%) were also enumerated as prominent 

reasons for moving. For most adults (94%) this last move 

was not a return move (Table 7). The majority (88%) stated 

that they planned to remain in the area. Many respondents 

reported that the move took them away from most of their 

family (60%) and friends .(84%). Although some adults (16%) 

had lived in the county more than 16 years, most (71%) had 

lived there ten years or less (Table 8). 

The association measure was composed of shared 

parent/child activities, both those that required proximity 

and those that did not. The overall mean for association 

was 17.2 (possible range 0- 36); the standard deviation was 

7.0 indicating considerable variability in the amount of 

parent/child association (Table 9). The most common 

activity shared with a child was telephone conversations 

which occurred an average of several times a month. 

Considerable variability, as seen through the standard 

deviations, was found among the individual items of the 

association variable; for each activity there was at least 

one older adult reporting that the activity did not occur. 

The greatest variability in parent/child association 

was found in visits for conversation (SO = 2.1) and the 



Table 6 

Prt.ary Reason for Hove among Older Relocated Adults (R = 
144) 

variable 

Retir81lent 36 25.0 

Mild Climate 31 21.5 

Near Puaily 20 13.9 

Quality of Life 18 12.5 

Attracted Barlier Visits 13 9.0 

Cost of Living 4 2.8 

Health 3 2.1 

Sports/Leisure 2 1.4 

Change Housing 2 1.4 

Colder Clt.ate 1 .7 

Work Transfer 1 .7 

Return to Roots 1 .7 

Opportunity Purchase 1 .7 

Get Harried 1 .7 

Other 10 6.9 
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Return Moves, PUture Plans, an4 Separation ~roll Puaily an4 

Prien4s aaonq Ol4er Relocated A4ulta (H = 144) 

varia))le 

Return Move• 

Ro 135 93.7 

Yes 8 5.6 

Plan to Reaain•• 

Ho 10 6.9 

Yes 127 88.2 

Move Away ~roll Paaily 

Ro 58 40.3 

Yes 86 59.7 

Move Away ~roll Priends 

lfo 23 16.0 

Yes 121 84.0 

* 1 participant (.7%) did not answer the question. 
** 7 participants (4.9%) did not answer the question. 
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Table a 

HUmber of Years Lived in Present county by Older Relocated 

Adults (Jl = 1tt) 

Years in county 

1 - 5 

' - 10 

11 - 15 

16 - 20 

21 - 25 

56 

46 

25 

15 

2 

38.9 

31.9 

17.4 

10.4 

1.4 

63 
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Table t 

Association Between Older Relocated Adults and Their Child 

of Most contact (R = 1CC) 

Variable 

Total association 17.2 

Activities• 2.4 

Eatinq together•• 3.0 

Visits for conversation•• 3.1 

Special occasions• 2.5 

Religious activities• 1.3 

Telephone••• 5.1 

* 1 participant did not answer question. 
** 2 participants did not answer question. 

*** 3 participants did not answer question. 

6.95 

1.53 

1.62 

2.14 

1.12 

1.69 

1. 72 

8 Scores for individual items could range from 0 - 8. 

Ranqe 

0 -36 

0 - 7 

0 - 8 

0 - 8 

0 - 7 

0 - 7 

0 - 8 
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least in shared observance of special occasions (SD = 1.1). 

Scores for individual items of association could range from 

o - 8. Association between parent and child ranged from an 

average of several times a month (H = 5.1) for telephone 

conversations to every few years for shared religious 

activities (H = 1.3). On average, older adults visited (M = 
3.1) and ate with their child (H = 3.0) several times a year 

and observed special occasions (M = 2.5) and engaged in 

activities outside the home (M = 2.4) somewhat less often. 

The affection variable measured parental affect for the 

child on a six-point scale ranging from low (1) to high (6). 

The average affective closeness of these older relocated 

adults and their child of most contact was 27.3 (possible 

range 0- 30) (Table 10). Gettinq along with their child 

had the highest mean (5.7), but all components of the 

variable were scored as greater than five on the six-point 

scale. The qreatest variability occurred with the "child 

understanding the older adult" (SD = .99) and the smallest 

variability with "getting along with the child" (SD = .61). 

Norms of familial primacy were a measure of older 

adults' expectations for assistance from a child in five 

areas measured on a four-point scale. The overall mean for 

"norms of familial primacy" for this group of older 

relocated adults was 12.3 (SD = 3.71) (Table 11). The 

possible range for this variable was 5 to 20. The highest 

expectations for assistance were reported for help when sick 
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TGle 10 

A~~ect of Older Relocated Adults for Their Child of Most 

contact (R = 144) 

variable Range 

Total affect 27.3 3.55 9 -30 

Closeness to him/her• 5.5 .82 1 - 6 

Communication with him/her* 5.4 .92 1 - 6 

Gettinq alonq with him/her* 5.7 .61 3 - 6 

Understandinq you• 5.4 .99 1 - 6 

Your ~derstandinq him/her* 5.4 .83 3 - 6 

* 1 participant did not answer the question. 

8 Scores for individual items could range from 1 - 6. 
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Table 11 

Parental Ho~s of Pamilial Primacy among Older Relocated 

Adults (If = 144) 

Variable 

Total norms of familial primacy 12.3 3.71 

Provide services•• 2.6 .87 

Provide a home• 2.0 1.04 

visit* 2.7 .84 

Help vhen sick** 2.9 .91 

Assist financiallY** 2.1 .97 

* 2 participants did not answer the question. 
** 3 participants did not answer the question. 

• Scores for individual items could ranqe from 1 - 4. 

Range 

5 -20 

1 - 4 

1 - 4 

1 - 4 

1 - 4 

1 - 4 



(K = 2.9), visiting (M = 2.7), and providing services (M = 

2.6): the lowest were for providing a home (M = 2.0) and 

assisting financially CH = 2.1). The greatest variability 

was for providing a home (SD = 1.04), the smallest 

variability for visiting (SD = .84). 
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The zero-order correlation matrix (Table 12) and the 

disattenuated correlation matrix (Table 13) show 

correlations among the independent and the dependent 

variables used in this research. All of the independent 

variables except self-assessed health were positively and 

siqnificantly correlated with the dependent measure, 

parent/child association: proximity(~= .10, R < .001), 

affect (X= .39, R < .001), and norms of familial primacy(~ 

= .29, R < .001). Of the predictor variables, the only 

siqnificant correlations were between health and norms of 

familial primacy (r = .21, R < .05) and proximity and norms 

of familial primacy(~= .20, R <.OS). 

Thus, the sample may be characterized as being composed 

mostly of married, white, older adults of moderate or higher 

income who lived in private homes in the community and whose 

careers had been largely professional, managerial, or 

homemaker. These older adults characterize themselves as 

having moderately high health ratings and had little 

difficulty performing household tasks. Slightly more than 

one-half of the respondents lived a considerable distance 

away from the child with whom they had the most contact. 



Table 12 

Zero-order Correlation Matrix of Association, Affect, 

Health, Proximity, and Ror.ms of Pamilial Primacy (R = 135) 

Variables 

Health Proziaity Affect Norms Association 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 1.0000 

2 -.1165 1.000 

3 -.0519 -.0032 1.000 

4 .1949 .1837 .0078 1.000 

5 .0354 .6327*** .3311*** .2448** 1.000 
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Note. 1 health, 2 proximity, 3 affect, 4 norms of familial 
primacy, 5 association. 

*R < .05. **R < .01. ***R < .001. 



Table 13 

Disattenuate4 correlation Matrix of Association, Affect, 

Health, Proximity, and Ror..s of Pamilial Primacy (B = 135) 

Variables 

Health Proximity Affect Norms Association 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 1.000 

2 -.1165 1.000 

3 -.0548 -.0034 1.000 

4 .2106* .1985* .0089 1.000 

5 .0391 .6981*** .3858*** .2919*** 1.000 
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Note. 1 health, 2 proximity, 3 affect, 4 norms of familial 
primacy, 5 association. 

*R < .05. **R < .01. ***R < .001. 
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Their child was likely to be married, middle-aged, and more 

likely to be a daughter than a son. 

Older relocated adults had usually moved from either 

the middle or southern Atlantic region or from an east north 

central state. They typically moved to retire to live in a 

mild climate, to be near family, or to improve their quality 

of life. They had usually lived in their new location less 

than ten years and the majority of them planned to remain 

there. 

Older relocated adults gave a high rating to their 

affective closeness to their child of most contact. They 

had a moderate amount of association with their child. 

Their expectations for assistance from a child in time of 

need were from moderate to low. 

Tests of the Hypotheses 

The overall model using the disattenuated correlations 

explained 80% of the variance in parent/child association 

[F(4,130)=3.46, R<.OOl] (Figure 3). Proximity, health, 

parent's norm of familial primacy, and affect predicted a 

significant amount of the variance in parent/child 

association. A simple linear regression of parent's 

affection for child on parent's norm of familial primacy was 

not significant: parent's norm of familial primacy did not 

predict parent's affect for child (F(l,l36)=.037, R>.OS]. 

The first three hypotheses were supported. The first 

hypothesis posited a direct, positive relationship between 



Pigure 3 
The Relationship Between Self-assessed Health, Proximity, Parent'• Bora of Paailial 
Primacy, Affect for Child and Parent/Child Association among Older Relocated Adults1 
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the opportunity structure variables of health and proximity 

and the dependent measure, parent/child association. This 

hypothesis was partially supported. Proximity of child and 

health of the parent both had significant direct 

relationships with parent/child association: the 

relationship of proximity was positive, estimated path 

coefficient, Beta= .75, Q<.001; the relationship of health 

was negative, estimated path coefficient, Beta = -.002. 

Health made a significant unique contribution to the 

prediction of the dependent variable in the context of the 

other predictors (R<.001). The second hypothesis also was 

supported; parental norms of familial primacy had a direct 

positive relationship with parent/child association, 

estimated path coefficient, Beta = .44, Q<.OOl. The third 

hypothesis supported was that parental affect for child had 

a significant direct positive relationship with parent/child 

association, estimated Beta = .38, a<.OOl. 

The fourth hypothesis was not supported: the 

relationship between parent's norm of familial primacy and 

parent/child association was not mediated by parent's 

affection for the child (Table 14). The direct effect of 

the norms on association accounted for most of the 

relationship (99%); the indirect effect through affect had a 

minimal effect (1%). However, the lack of variability in 



'!'able 14 

Decomposition of Parent/Child Association and Norma of l'aailisa by Affect 

Variables Type of Bffect Decomposition Percent 

Norma of l'amilial 'l'otal Effect .4455 

Primacy and Direct .4421 99.00 

Parent/Child Indirect .0034 1.00 

Association by Affect 

-.J ,. 



the affect measure could, artifactually, reduce the 

association between familism norms and affect. 
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Proximity, parental health, affect for child and norms 

of familial primacy all explained a significant amount of 

the variance in parent/child association (Figure 3). 

Parents who lived closer to their child interacted more 

frequently with them than did parents who lived farther 

away; parents who expressed hiqh affect for their child also 

had more frequent interactions with them than did parents 

who were less affectively close to their child. 

In addition, parents who held hiqher expectations for 

assistance from a child in times of need interacted with 

them more frequently than did parents with lower norms of 

familial primacy. Parents who were in poorer health had 

more frequent interactions with their child than did parents 

who were in good health. 

AHOVA Results 

The relationship between the components of the 

association scale and proximity was explored using one

factor ANOVA (Table 15); the Scheffe'test illuminated 

differences among groups of adults living at varying 

distances from their child. Older relocated adults who 

lived close to their child (a distance of an hour or less) 

associated with them-more frequently than did older adults 

who lived a considerable distance from their child (six or 

more hours away). This finding held across most of the 



Table 15 

Levels of Parent/Cbil4 Association by Proximity 

Proximity Groups• UOVA 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 I! I! 

Association 13.49 17.87 17.82 21.50 26.67 26.09 .oooo• 

Activities 1.76 2.27 2.71 3.25 3.76 11.50 .0000* 

Eating 2.12 3.00 3.12 4.19 5.05 27.37 .0000* 

Visits 1.89 2.86 3.53 4.44 6.15 35.22 .oooo• 

occasions 1.93 2.93 2.76 3.00 3.33 12.14 .0000* 

Religious .97 1.80 .71 1.00 2.81 6.81 .0000* 

Phone 4.81 5.00 5.00 5.63 6.00 2.30 .0621 

• 1 'more than 6 hours' (n = 74), 2 'four to six hours' en= 15), 3 'one to three 
hours' en= 17), 4 '11 minutes to an hour' (n = 16), 5 'less than ten minutes' en= 
21). 

* denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

...... 
0\ 



components of association except telephone conversations: 

activities, meals, visits, and special occasions. 
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A significant difference for shared religious 

activities was found only between those who lived very close 

(less than ten minutes away) and those who lived at greater 

distances. That is, religious activities were regularly 

shared only by older adults and adult children who lived 

very close to one another. The telephone component alone 

showed no significant differences among any of the distances 

separating the generations. 

In a similar manner, the relationship between 

association and levels of affect was explored using one

factor ANOVA (Table 16). Amount of association differed by 

level of affect. Older adults with the highest level of 

affect for their child associated with them more frequently 

than did older adults who reported the lowest levels of 

affect for their child. The relationship between high 

affect and levels of association held for a number of types 

of association: shared activities, visits, special 

occasions, and telephone conversations. 

The relationship petween norms of familial primacy and 

levels of association was explored in a similar manner 

(Table 17). Although higher levels of familial primacy 

norms predicted greater association, with only one 

exception, types of association did not vary significantly 

by familial norms. The one exception was religious 



Tabla 16 Levels of AssociatioD by Levels of Affect 

Levels of Affect• ABO VA 

1 2 3 4 ~ a 

AssociatioD 12.13 16.52 15.57 19.34 6.04 .0007* 

Activities 1.63 2.27 1.93 2.82 4.27 .0064* 

BatiDCJ 2.19 2.97 2.63 3.33 2.88 .0382 

Visits 1.88 2.93 2.57 3.67 4.22 .0069* 

occasioDs 1.75 2.40 2.37 2.74 3.98 .0094* 

Religious .so 1.10 1.10 1.70 2.78 .0436 

Phone 4.18 4.60 4.97 5.63 4.71 .0037* 

• 1 'low'(score 5- 22, n = 17), 2 'moderate' (score 23- 26, n = 31, 3 'moderately 
high' (score 27- 29, n = 30), 4 'high' (score 30, n = 65) affect. 

* denotes high/low groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

..... 
co 



Table 17 

Levels or Association by Levels of Hor.as of Pamilial Priaacy 

Levels of Pamilial Primacy Hor.as• AHOVA 

1 2 3 4 ~ R 

Association 15.72 17.05 16.33 20.03 2.57 .0568 

Activities 2.17 2.16 2.29 3.06 2.98 .0339 

EatinCJ 2.53 2.93 2.96 3.66 3.08 .0296 

Visits 2.78 2.93 2.83 3.97 2.51 .0617 

occasions 2.28 2.77 2.38 2.50 1.47 .2243 

Re1iqious 1.25 1.93 .83 2.19 4.98 .0026* 

Phone 4.72 5.33 5.04 5.32 1.00 .3963 

a 1 'low' (score 5-9, n = 37), 2 'medium' (score 10- 12, n = 43), 3 'medium high' 
(score 13- 14, n = 25), 4 'high' (score 15- 20, n = 36) norms of familial primacy. 

* denotes high/low groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

-.J 
\0 



activities; those with the highest norms engaged in shared 

religious activities more than did those with moderate or 

moderately high expectations but not more than those with 

low norms of familial primacy. 
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The results of a one-factor ANOVA further elucidated 

the relationship between health and association (Table 18). 

In general, poorer parental health was associated with more 

parent/child association. However, only one of the 

components of association was significantly different as a 

function of level of health. Those in the poorest health 

visited with their children significantly more than did 

those who were in moderate health; frequency of visiting did 

not differ significantly for those in poor and in good 

health. 

Revised Model 

The next step in theory building is to postulate a 

revised model based on the results of the analyses [Figure 

4]. In the revised model, the indirect path from norms of 

familial primacy to affection for child was eliminated 

because the fourth hypothesis tested was not confirmed. The 

revised model contains only direct paths from the four 

predictor variables to parent/child association; all of 

these paths were shown to be statistically significant in 

the previous analysis. 



Table 18 

Levels of Association by Levels of Health 

Levels of Health• UOVA 

1 2 3 l R 

Association 17.60 16.57 17.46 .29 .7482 

Activities 2.41 2.33 2.44 .07 .9360 

Eatinq 3.22 2.92 2.95 .34 .7133 

Visits 3.96 2.69 3.06 3.29 .0400* 

occasions 2.29 2.62 2.44 .88 .4185 

Reliqious 1.63 1.09 1.34 .89 .4123 

Phone 5.52 4.90 5.09 1.08 .3438 

• 1 'poor' (score 0- 5, n =52), 2 'moderate' (score 6- 7, n =52), 3 'good' (score 
8 - 9, n = 64) health. 

* denotes poor/moderate groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Q) 

1-' 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The results of this research show that parental health, 

functional distance, kin affect, and expectations for 

assistance in time of need contribute to the family bonds of 

older adults who relocate. Parents who live close to an 

adult child and who have stronq affective bonds for that 

child, interact with them more frequently than do parents 

who are less affectively and proximally close. Proximity 

and affect, as well as parental health and norms of familism 

influence the amount of association between the qenerations. 

When expectations for assistance are hiqher and parental 

health is poorer, associational ievels are hiqher. 

The overall model partially supports the revised Theory 

of Interqenerational Solidarity (Benqtson & Roberts, 1991). 

That is, it substantiates the importance of opportunity 

structure, affect, and familial norms to older parent/adult 

child association. The findinqs of this study differ from 

those of Benqtson and Roberts in that affect does not 

mediate the effect of norms on parent/child association 

amonq relocated older adults. The lack of variability in 

affect may contribute to the nonsiqnificance of this 

hypothesis. 
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Discussion 

Mover Type 

Similar to the literature on first stage, amenity 

migrants, this group of older adults is self-selected on 

positive characteristics (Litwak & Longino, 1987; Longino, 

1990a, 1995; Longino & Biggar, 1982; Meyer & Speare, 1985; 

Speare & Meyer, 1988). They are primarily couples with 

moderately high health ratings and adequate financial 

resources who were able to relocate because they had the 

"economic, health, and psychic resources" to move (Longino, 

1995, p. 11). The act of relocation demonstrates their 

inner strength and ability to seize opportunities. They 

exhibited strong independence in areas such as moving away 

from familiar surroundings, relocating across state and 

often regional boundaries, and creating new physical and 

social environments. The qualities that enabled them to 

move may also make them less dependent upon a child and less 

willing to consider such a dependency. Amenity movers often 

relocate away from their families to an area that enhances 

their quality of life. The majority of the group of older 

relocated adults studied live a considerable distance from 

the child with whom they have the most contact. 

Pamily organization 

The low level of parent/child proximity among this 

group of older relocated adults confirms the modified 

extended family prototype common today in which the 
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generations live separately from one another but maintain 

close ties (Litwak & Longino, 1987; Sussman, 1985). It may 

be that for this qroup of economically secure older adults 

proximity is of little relative importance. Adequate 

economic means make it possible to bridge geographic 

distances and to function as a modified extended family even 

without proximity. 

The respondents reflect many of the demographic changes 

that have occurred during this century such as the 

separation of the generations from one another by socially 

prompted transitions like retirement and by geographic 

mobility (Hareven, 1993). Retirement and the enhancement of 

quality of life were frequently cited as reasons why 

respondents moved. 

Today's older adults prefer separate housing, privacy, 

independence, and age segregation in retirement communities 

(Brody, Johnsen, & Fulcomer, 1984; Wister & Burch, 1987). 

This group live primarily in separate housing: a substantial 

number reside in retirement communities. North carolina has 

an increasing number of retirement communities that are 

becoming popular relocation spots that provide many of the 

amenities of life (Meyer, 1987). 

Pamily Relationships or Older Movers 

The family relationships of older relocated adults are 

similar in many respects to those of older adults in general 

(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). The amount of association they 
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have with their adult child {Atkinson et al., 1986: Bengtson 

et al., 1990: Cicirelli, 1981: Moss & Moss, 1992: Moss et 

al., 1985), their affective bonds (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991: 

Moss et al., 1985: Roberts & Bengtson, 1990), and the amount 

and kinds of help expected from them (Atkinson et al., 1986: 

Blieszner & Mancini, 1987: cicirelli, 1981: Finley et al., 

1988: Hamon, 1992: Kivett et al., 1994; Powers & Kivett, 

1992; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990; Wolfson et al., 1993) are 

typical of older adults in general. Although they have 

great affection for their adult child, this affect seems to 

be unrelated to expectations for future assistance. 

Affective Bonds 

Affection of parent for child is high among both the 

older adults who live close to their child and those who are 

separated from their child by a considerable distance. This 

finding is consistent with statements in the literature that 

strong parent/child bonds are lifelong (Bengtson et al., 

1990; Cicirelli, 1981: Moss & Moss, 1992: Moss et al., 1985) 

and are unaffected by distance (Moss & Moss, 1992; Moss et 

al., 1985; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990: Serow, 1987). 

Nonproximal generations can, as this group does, communicate 

by phone and maintain close contact with one another. 

High levels of affect are frequently found among older 

adults. Several factors may explain the high level of 

parent/child affect. First, the parentjchild relationship 

is a Gemeinschaft relationship having a set of normative 
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prescriptions for both the affective and the behavioral 

orientations among family members (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991: 

Tennies, 1957). Family relationships are relationships of 

sentiment: parents and children are expected to be 

affectively close. Feelings such as love and respect 

undergird the structure of families. The high level of 

parental affect for children found in this study may reflect 

this aspect of the Gemeinschaft relationship of parents and 

children. However, in this study the behavioral 

prescriptions or norms of familism did not promote higher 

levels of parent/child affect. This may be true partly 

because of the lack of variability in affect and partly 

because parental affect among this group of older adults is 

not predicated on expectations for assistance. 

Secondly, the concept of "developmental stake" may 

clarify the high levels of parent/child affective closeness 

perceived by the older generation (Bengtson & Kuypers, 

1971). Older adults want their values and ideas perpetuated 

in their child (Bengtson et al., 1976: Bengtson & Kuypers, 

1971): this ideological continuity across generations 

validates and lends meaning to life for older adults. 

Consequently, older adults may emphasize similarities and 

closeness between the generations and minimize differences 

and affective distances. 

A third possible explanation for the high degree of 

affect expressed by parents for their child is the distance 
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that separates many of the parentjchild pairs in this study. 

It has been suggested that distance reduces generational 

conflict and allows idealization of the relationship 

(Jarrett, 1985; Kivett et al., 1994). This group of mostly 

healthy older adults who do not.need assistance can have 

independent lifestyles with strong affective bonds without 

the stresses concomitant with the fulfillment of filial 

obligations. They are free to enjoy one another's company 

and to associate with one another by choice rather than 

necessity. 

The independence of most of the respondents may 

generate family bonds that are predicated on affection 

rather than need. This illustrates the twentieth century 

shift from obligatory assistance to affection as the basis 

of family solidarity (Finley et al., 1988); the instrumental 

view of the family has been replaced by one of 

sentimentality and intimacy (Hareven, 1993). For this 

special group of older adults, affection and the expectation 

for help if needed appear to be the glue that binds families 

together. 

Expectations for Assistance 

The findings of this study are consistent with results 

in the literature; the general population of older adults 

have moderate expectations for assistance from a child in 

times of need (Atkinson et al., 1986; Blieszner & Mancini, 

1987; Finley et al., 1988; Lee et al., 1994; Powers & 
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Kivett, 1992; Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). For example, Lee, 

Netzer, and Coward (1994) found an average composite filial 

expectation rating of 15.68 on a scale with a possible range 

of six to 24. Older adults who do not need assistance have 

been found to have lower fi~ial expectations than those who 

need regular help (Finley et al., 1988; Hamon, 1992). Thus, 

familism norms vary by social class and are higher among low 

income older adults. 

The group of older relocated adults studied is 

primarily middle-class; they are healthy, married, 

moderately old, with adequate income. Thus, they could be 

expected to have moderate to low norms of familial primacy. 

Norms may be prescribed more by society than by individual 

families. Expectations for assistance may exist 

independently of affective family bonds. Norms reflect the 

old obligatory bonds of families; affect reflects 

association by choice rather than necessity. 

The Pragmatics of the Parent/Child Relationship: Proximity 

and Health 

Proximity is part of the opportunity structure for 

parent/child association making intergenerational 

interactions possible. The relationship between proximity 

and association in the present study is what might be 

expected (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Dewit et al., 1988; 

Harper, 1987; Kivett, 1985a, 1985b; Mangen & Miller, 1988; 
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Moss & Moss, 1992: Powers & Kivett, 1992). Face-to-face 

types of association are engaged in more frequently by 

proximally located parents and children. Interactions other 

than telephone conversations can and do occur more 

frequently among generations living in proximity. Proximity 

influences both the type and the frequency of interactions. 

Distance limits the frequency of some shared activities but 

it does not appear to preclude them. For example, 

generations may not be able have shared meals and 

conversational visits frequently but may periodically spend 

several days together with more intense interactions. 

Health is a second praqmatic element of opportunity 

structure. Poor parental health increases certain kinds of 

interactions such as frequent visits to assist the parent. 

Good parental health, however, broadens the type and range 

of possible associations. The relatively good health 

enjoyed by most amenity migrants makes a wide variety of 

parent/child association possible; very few have physical 

limitations that would restrict the activities that could be 

shared with a child. The moderately high level of 

parent/child association among older relocated adults 

suggests that those who are in good health choose to 

interact with some frequency. 



Implications 

Implications tor the Literature 
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The results of this study imply that older adults who 

move constitute a special qroup of older adults who are less 

dependent upon their families than are older adults in 

qeneral. First staqe, amenity movers are different from 

nonmovers and, in all probability, from other types of 

movers: second and third staqe, and assistance movers. The 

characteristics that distinquish them from ether older 

adults affect their parent/child relationships, particularly 

their hiqh affect for their child in combination with 

moderately low expec~ations for assistance. Thus, 

assumptions and studies about older adults should take into 

account whether or not they have relocated and what type of 

relocation occurred, that is amenity, assistance, return 

move or first, second, or third staqe relocation. 

This study demonstrates that proximity althouqh 

important is not necessary for interqenerational contact or 

associational solidarity. The bonds that join parent and 

child across a lifetime can be maintained throuqh 

nonproximal types of association such as telephone contact 

and by intermittent visits. 

The modified extended family prototype is described as 

family units that maintain close bonds while livinq at some 

distance from one another (Litwak & Lonqino, 1987; Sussman, 

1985). Modern forms of communication and transportation 
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make it possible for family units to remain affectively 

close and assist one another even when considerable 

distances separate their units. That is, periodic contact, 

high affect, and intergenerational exchange can occur 

without proximity. Children may act as mediators for their 

parents with bureaucratic formal organizations from a 

distance and offer financial and emotional support as well 

as crisis intervention. Proximity may not be as necessary 

as it was in earlier times for the performance of family 

functions. The nature of families is changing; the modified 

extended family prototype includes families whose affective 

ties are close and who can be available to assist one 

another on an 'as needed' basis. 

Implications for Theory 

The Theory of Intergenerational Solidarity was 

formulated to study the cohesiveness between generations. 

Results from the present research suggest that the theory 

may need to be modified to adequately describe subgroups of 

the older adult population such as adults relocating in 

later life. In addition, although the Theory of 

Intergenerational Solidarity provides an excellent basis for 

the exploration of later life family relationships, it may 

need to be adapted for other subgroups of older adults such 

as assistance movers, nonwhites, and the childless elderly. 
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Xmplications for Practitioners 

First, the practical implications of the lack of 

relationship between familial norms and affect are great. 

This finding suggests that the obligatory bonds that 

function in times of need may exist among family units that 

are not affectively close. The societal implication is that 

affectively distant children may be resources for assistance 

to their older members. Practitioners working with older 

adults should not underestimate non-affectively close 

children as a resource and should encourage older adults to 

utilize the assistance that such children can provide. 

Secondly, affect is important to associational 

solidarity. Practitioners should encourage older adults to 

foster affective bonds with their children to strengthen 

intergenerational solidarity. Strong parent/child affective 

bonds can provide emotional support and enhance quality of 

life for the older generation. 

Thirdly, nonproximal family units can provide 

assistance to older members in times of need. Practitioners 

should consider nonproximate children as resources in a 

variety of ways. For example, modern transportation makes 

it possible to traverse even long distances rather quickly 

to provide emergency or temporary assistance. Financial and 

emotional support can be provided on a regular basis by 

geographically distant children. 
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Practitioners workinq with older adults should consider 

the enduring nature of parent/child attachments. Bonds that 

do not appear to be effective or strong due to qeoqraphic or 

affective distance may still function when needed. 

Practitioners should encourage and facilitate the 

strenqthening and utilization of these bonds by older 

adults. 

sample Limitations 

The cross-sectional nature of this research limits the 

findings to one point in time. As a result, it does not 

explore family relationships and changes that may occur in 

them over time. For example, does the parent/child 

relationship change as parents age, become widowed, and 

develop physical limitations? 

The majority of older adults surveyed were amenity 

movers who were relatively young, healthy, and married. 

Thus, the findings can only be generalized to first stage, 

amenity movers and not to other types of older relocated 

adults: assistance and return movers, second and third 

stage movers. 

The racial makeup of this sample was limited almost 

completely to older white adults; thus, the results may only 

be generalized to this seqment of older adults who relocate. 

A more racially diverse sample would yield additional 

information and make it possible to generalize the findings 

to a broader spectrum of older relocated adults. 
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The sample consisted of older adults who had moved to 

the Southern Atlantic region of the United States. More 

specifically, participants had moved to a central or western 

North Carolina county. The findings can most appropriately 

be qeneralized to this locale. 

In spite of the inherent limitations of this sample, 

the findings confirm what other researchers have found 

reqardless of factors such as race and socioeconomic status. 

Thus, the aforementioned limitations may not siqnificantly 

compromise the qeneralizability of the research. 

Finally, the current study was confined to perceptions 

of the older generation. A study including both the older 

relocated adult and the adult child generations would yield 

an additional perspective on family relationships, a 

perspective that might confirm or contradict that of the 

older adults. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The results of this study suqqest two directions for 

future research. First, more research is needed to confirm 

the revised model proposed in this study, that is with the 

indirect path from familial norms through affect removed. A 

replication is necessary to confirm the findings of this 

study that older amenity movers differ from the more general 

population of older adults studied by Bengtson and Roberts 

(1991). 
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A second direction for future research is a 

lonqitudinal study of the family solidarity of older 

relocated adults over time. Research that examines family 

relationships of older relocated adults at multiple points 

in time is necessary to ascertain the permanence of the 

present findinqs. Are the familism norms of amenity movers 

ten or more years after the move different from those of 

more recent movers? In particular, it would be beneficial 

to examine the role played by familism norms in the 

parent/child associations of older relocated adults as they 

aqe, both those who elect to aqe in place in their new 

location and those who become counterstream, second staqe 

movers. 

In conclusion, this study has informed the Theory of 

Interqenerational Solidarity as it applies to the 

parent/child relationships of a special qroup of older 

relocated adults, those who are first staqe, amenity movers. 

It has provided support for the roles played by health, 

proximity, affect, and familism norms in parent/child 

association while refutinq the relationship between familism 

norms and affect in reqard to association. The findinqs of 

this study suggest the variability among the family 

relationships of older adults and the need to modify 

existinq theories for use with special populations. 
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QVII8'!IODUU 
lli9ftUoa 8t1lcl7 

school o~ Baaaa Blrri.zo-tal sc:leacea 
Vlaiveni~ o~ •on~a CUOlilla 

at: Greaabon 

109 

Subject Number ------------------

* Subject's Name ------~~--------------~~~~--------~~~~----~t P~t tid~e 

* Subject's Address ----------~~~~~~~--~~~~~------------street. & Humber (or Route) 

* Subject's Phone Number -----------------

Record of calls and callbacks 

Time 
Calls Date Began Finished 

1 

2 

3 

What Happened 
(General Reaction) 

Questionnaire: ----------------- complete ------------- incomplete 

Interviewer: 

*Only these questions are asked to surrogate respondents 

1Some items on this questionnaire were taken or adapted from the 2ABl 
Multidimensional Functional Assessment Questionnaire, Older Americans 
Resources and Services Program of the Duke University Center for the 
Study of Aging and Human Development, Durham, North Carolina. 
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C:tRCLJ Ot!LJ ONE RISPOifD 1JJ!LI88 QDIB!ISI IODD (Por o~~ice use only} 
Subject I __ _ 

1 2 3 

card No. _Q_ _!_ 
4 5 

circle or write in the appropriate respon•e. 

* 1. Are you currently a full-time or a part-time resident 
of this area? 

1 Full-time 

2 Part-time IP PART-TDIB, DIBL:tGIBLB POR STUDY 

* 2. Have you moved from another country, state or county since 
age 60? 

1 Yes 

2 No IP 10, IDLIG:tBLB POR THB STUDY 

(Name country, state, or county from which moved) 

6 

7 
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JlfDRYIB!IR, OBSIRVI BISPOJmU'I ,UfJ) QUCI IPDOPBnO Nf81!1R: 

* 3. 

* 4. 

* s. 

* 6. 

Sex of Subject 

l Male 

2 Female 

Race 

l White 

2 Black 

3 Other CWhat?l 

Present Location 

1 Rural 

2 Urban 

Residence 

A. General community 

1 house 

2 apartment 

3 townhouse 

B. Group quarters 

4 retirement community (private residence) 

s retirement facility (apartment or room) 

6 nursing home facility 

Say to respondent: Hr./Kra. ----------~-------' 1 aa going to ask 
(zaaae) 

you a aeries of questions. Please iza4icate to ae your beat possible 
responses. I will record your respozaaea on the questioDDaire. 

*Ask surrogate respondents 

8 

9 

l.O 

l.l. 
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DfDBUIQB. Ul ftlll OQIUOifll 

A. Pi~•t I nee4 to qet •oae bact~oUD4 info~tioD before va 
41•cua• 70ur ralocatioa. 

* 7. Where were you born? (Country, state, county) 

* a. What year were you born?-----

* 9. What was your occupation at age so? Be specific as to 
the type of work. 

* 10. 

* 11. 

* 12. 

* 13. 

* 14. 

What was your major life-time work? Be specific. 

How many years of schooling did you complete? _____ _,years 

How many years have you lived in this county? 

-------~years 

Which best describes your present housinq? YOO ••• 

1 own your home (or condominium), no mortgage 

2 own your home (or condominium) , mortgage 

3 rent house (yourself) 

4 rent apartment 

5 own or rent a mobile home 

6. Live in another • s home D so, noaB? 

(Relationship) 

What is ·your marital status? 

1 Married 2 Widowed 

D' SDIGLB, GO TO ITBK 11 

3 Divorced 

IP ~BD, WIDODD, OR DIVORCED ASK: 

4 Single 

12 13 

14 15 

16 17 

18 19 

20 21 

22 23 

24 

25 26 

27 
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*1S. - How long have you been (~Jarried, Widowed, Divorced)? 

* 16. 

* 17. 

* 18. 

* 19. 

* 20. 

____ __,ears 

28 29 

What year was your (Husband/Wife) born? 
30 31 

What was your (Busband's/Wife's) last full-time 

occupation? ______ ~------~~----------~-----
(Be specific as to type) 32 33 

How many years of schooling did he/she complete? 

-----~ears 
34 35 

Including yourself, how many people are living in your 
immediate household? 

(Total) 36 37 

IP TBB SUBJECT LIVES ALONE 1 GO TO ITBII 21 

How are the persons living with you related to you? 

Circle all that apply 

1 Spouse 5 Niece; nephew ----38 39 40 41 
2 Child 6 Grandchild ------42 43 44 45 
3 Parent 7 Friend ------46 47 48 49 
4 Aunt;uncle 8 Brother/sister ----50 51 52 53 
9 Other Who? ----54 55 56 57 

Nov I•4 like to ask you some questions about 
retirement. 

* 21. Are you presently 

1 Retired 

2 Working 

. . . 

1 less than 20 hours;week 

2 more than 20 hours;week 

58 

59 



II' RBTIRBD UK IHIIS 22 DD 23. 

* 22. When did you retire? _____ ~vear 

* 23. What was the maiD reason you retired? 

II' DRRIBD 

* 24. Is your (husband/wife) retired? 

1 No 

2 Yes 

IF YBS: 

* 25. When did your husband/Wife retire? _____ Year 

* 26. What was the maiD reason why he/she retired? 

114 

--60 61 

62 63 

64 

65 66 

67 68 

B. Now I would like to ask you some questions about moves that you 
have made. 

* 27. How many times have you moved since aqe 60? ____ __ 

* 28. 

69 70 

Subject t ---1 2 3 

Carel t ~_a_ 
4 5 

Beqinninq with your HOST RB~ move, provide the fo11owinq 
information. 

Interviewer, indicate if each move was a return to respondent•• 
bometown, home county,. or home state, or if it waa not a return 
aove. Please indicate the aost appropriate response. 

From ----------------
To 

Aqe 

Reason(s) 

6 7 

8 9 

10 11 

12 13 

14 15 

16 17 

-----~- ........ --· ... ~--~&~----- -- -- ------ . 



* 29. 

Was this a return move? 

1 No 

2 Yes, what type?-----

From -----------------
To 

Aqe 

Reason(s) 

RBU HOST RBCBft KOVB 

Was this a ~eturn move? 

1 No 

2 Yes, what type?-----

From ------------------
To 

Aqe 

Reason(s) 

Was this a return move? 

1 No 

2 Yes, what type?----

Do you plan to remain in this area? 

1 No, Why? ---------------------------------

2 Yes, Why? -----------------

115 

18 

19 

20 21 

22 23 

24 25 

26 27 

28 29 

30 31 

32 

33 

34 35 

36 37 

38 39 

40 41 

42 43 

44 45 

46 

47 

48 

49 50 

51 52 



* 30. Are there thinqs that would make it di~fiC1Ut for you 
to move away from this area? 

1 No 

2 Yes (What thinqs?) 

* 31. Thinkinq back over your moves since aqe 60, did your 
moves take you: Beqin with your most recent move. 

Away ~roa Away ~roa 
most o~ your most o~ your 
~rieDcls ~aaily 

No Yes No Yes 

Move to l 2 l 2 

Move to l 2 l 2 

Move to l 2 l 2 

II' YBS !'OR 1108'1 RBCBft IIOVB, ASK: 

* 32. Have you had any problems as a result of livinq at a 
distance from your family? 

1 No 

2 Yes 

3 Does not apply. Why? --------------------------

Subject f 

116 

53 

54 55 

56 57 

58 59 

60 61 

--62 63 

--64 65 

--66 67 

68 

69 70 

l 2 3 

card f _Q_ _L 
4 5 

II' YBS: 

* 33. What kinds of problems? 

6 7 

8 9 

10 11 
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* 34. Reqarcling your most recent move, have you had any problems as a 
result of living at a distance from your friends? 

1 No 

2 Yes 

3 Does not apply. Why? ------------

XI' YBS: 

* 35. What kinds of problems? 

* 36. Do you think people sh~Qld move after retiring? 

1. No. Why?------------

2. Yes. Why?------------

* 37. If you could live anywhere, where would you live? 

Why? 

c. How X woul4 like to a&k you some question• about your 
health. 

Show picture of la44er (Have surrogate or care receiver rate 
subject•• health if appropriate) 

* 38. Here is a picture of a ladder. suppose we say that the 
top of the ladder (pointing) represents perfect health 
and the bottom of the l•dder (pointing) represents the 
most serious illness. Where on the ladder (movinq finger 
up and down the ladder) would you say that your health is 
at the present time? 

(Co4e, yellow car4) 

12 

13 14 

15 16 

17 18 

19 20 

21 

22 23 

24 25 

26 27 

28 29 

30 31 

32 33 

34 
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• 39. What are some of your health problems? Li•t in or4er of 
•everity. 

* 40. we are interested in knowinq some of the thinqs that 
you did about your health durinq this past year. 

Did you •••• 
YBS HO 

Visit a doctor because of sickness? 

Where? 

Visit a ~octor because of accident 
or injury? 

Where? 

Visit a doctor for a check-up? 

Where? 

Visit a chiropractor? 

Where? 

Visit a dentist? 

Where? 

Have outpatient surqery? 

· Where? -----------
Have to be hospitalized? 

Where? 

Buy prescription druqs? 

Stay in a nursinq home? 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

---35 36 

---37 38 

39 40 

41 42 

43 44 

45 

---46 47 

48 

---49 so 

51 

--52 53 

54 

--55 56 

57 

--58 59 

60 

--61 62 

63 

--64 65 

66 

67 



* 41.. Are there any other services that you used in 
health care? If so, what? 
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--68 69 

70 71 

72 73 

Subject t __ _ 
l. 2 3 

Carel t ..JL ...L 

* 42. Do you feel the need of health care in addition to 
that which you are now qettinq? 

l.. No 

2. Yes, What? 

* 43. If you become sick, to whom would you turn for help? 

(UCORD ~ PDUIT 801JRCB UD TBD1 'niB SBC:OBD SOUR.CB) 
Give Relatioullip Dot ziaae.· 

(First source)~~~~--~~----
(Relationsbip) 

(Second source)~~~~~~---
(Relationsbip) 

4 5 

6 

7 8 

9 10 

l.l. 12 

1.3 14 

l.S 16 
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* 44. How much difficulty do you have performinq the followinq 
tasks? would you say, none, some, or 11lUch? 

DD'I'%CULft 
Rona so.e hell D 

Shoppinq •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

Preparinq meals ••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

Manaqinq money •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

Usinq ~e phone ••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

Makinq minor house repairs •••••• 1 2 3 8 

Doinq heavy housework ••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

Doinq liqht housework ••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

Doinq yardwork •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 8 

D. % would like to ask you a fev questions about your househol4. 

* 45. Would you qive us a qeneral idea of your annual income 
before taxes, is it? 

1 Under $5,000 

2 5,000-10,000 

3 10,000-15,000 

4 15,000-20,000 

5 20,000-30,000 

6 30,000-40,000 

7 over 40,ooo 

8 No response, refused 

* 46. Which of these best describes your financial situation? 

1. You always have enouqh money for everythinq 
you need 

2. You usually have enouqh money 

3. You seldom have enouqh money 

4. You almost never have enouqh money for the 
thinqs you need 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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%1' RBSPOBSB 1IU 4 (AUIOS~ IIBVBR) UK: 

* 4 7. What kinds of thinqs do you not have enough money for: 

27 28 

29 30 

31 32 
B. Bow % vou14 like to uk •oae que•tioD• about :faaily. 

We would like your opinion on a couple of questions relating 
to children. 

&.k reqar4le•• o:f whether the subject has chi14ren. 

48. If a child has a chance to qet a much better job out 
of town but this means movinq away from parents, should the 
job be turned down in order to stay near the parents or 
should it be accepted? 

1 Turned down 

2 Accepted 

49. How important is it for parents and their children to stay 
in touch? 

4 Very important 

3 Important 

2 Not important 

1 Very unimportant 

33 

34 

* so. How many livinq children do you have? 

%P 80 CJaLDRD, GO 'fO XTD 53 
35 36 

* 51. Which best describes the composition of your children? (circle 
only one) 

1 daughter(s) 

2 son(s) 

3 dauqhter(s) and son(s) 

37 
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* 52. we would like to ask some questions about your children. 

Starting with the oldest child, te11 me: 

a. Name -------- sex_· Age _ 

(Usa blue code card) 

How long does it take this chi1d to get from 
his/her house to yours? 

How long has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Record ttae. Be specific) 

(Specify if live with child) 

b. Name ---------- sex_ Age _ 

38 39 40 

41 

42 

43 44 45 
(Use blue code card) 

How long does it take this child to get from 
his/her house to yours? 

How long has it been since you 1ast saw this child? 
(Record time. Be specific) 

(Specify if live with child) 

c. Name -------- sex _ Age 

(Use blue code card) 

How long does it take this child to get from 
his/her house to yours? 

How long has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Record time. Be specific) 

(Specify if live with child) 

d. Name -------- Sex_ Age __ 

46 

47 

48 49 50 

51 

52 

53 54 55 
(Use blue code card) 

How long does it take this child to get from 
his/her house to yours? 

How long has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Record time. Be specific) 

(Specify if live with child) 

56 

57 



e. Name --------------- sex_ Aqe _ 

(Use ~lue co4e car4) 

How lonq does it take this child to qet from 
his/her house to yours? 

How lonq has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Recor4 ttae. Be 8peciric) 

(Specify ir live with cbi14) 

f. Name --------------- sex_ Aqe _ 

(Use ~lue co4e car4) 

How lonq does it take this child to qet from 
his/her house to yours? 

How lonq has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Recor4 time. Be specific) 

(Specify ir live vith cbil4) 

q. Name --------------- Sex ___ Aqe _ 

(Use ~lue co4e car4) 

How lonq does it take this child to qet from 
his/her house to yours? 

How lonq has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Recor4 time. Be apeciric) 

(Specify ir live vith chil4) 
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58 59 60 

61 

62 

63 64 65 

66 

67 

68 69 70 

71 

72 

Subject # __ _ 
1 2 3 

card # _Q__ _s_ 
4 5 

h. Name --------------- sex_ Aqe _ 

(Use ~lue co4e car4) 

How lonq does it take this child to qet from 
his/her house to yours? 

How lonq has it been since you last saw this child? 
(Recor4 time. Be specific) 

(Specify if live vith cbil4) 

6 7 8 

9 

10 



* 53. Now, let's talk about some other relatives. 
Tell me: How many of the followinq 
livinq relatives do you have? 

Sons-in-law ••••••••••••••••••• 

Dauqhters-in-law •••••••••••••• 

Grandsons ••••••••••••••••• • ••• 

Granddauqhters •••••••••••••••• 

Great-qrandsons ••••••••••••••• 

Great-qranddauqhters •••••••••• 

Brothers •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Sisters ••..•••.••.•.••••••.••• 

Brothers-in-law ••••••••••••••• 

Sisters-in-law •.••••••••••••••• 

Nieces •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nephews ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Male cousins ••••••••••••••••• 

Female Cousins •••••••••••••••• 

llllllber 
LiviDCJ 

* 54. Which child do you see or have the most contact with? 
__________________________ ,Name of child 

1 Male 

2 Female 

* 55. What is her/his aqe? ---------~years 

* 56. How lonq does it usually take this child to 
qet from his/her house to yours? ---------
(Usa blue coda card) 

* 57 If you had an emerqency, how quickly could he/she 
qet here? (Use blue coda card) 

* 58. How often do you see ----~~~----------? 
(child) 

(Usa pink coda card) 

124 

11 12 

13 14 

15 16 

17 18 

19 20 

21 22 

23 24 

25 26 

27 28 

29 30 

31 32 

33 34 

35 36 

37 38 

39 

40 41 

42 

43 44 

45 



* 59. How many years of schooling did--~~~-----
complete? (child) _____ -Jyears 

* 60. What is -:-:o~-=--~--------- occupation? 
(child's) 

* 61. What is the marital status of this child? 

1 Married 

2 Widowed 

3 Divorced or separated 

4 Single (never married) 

:II' HO L:IV:IHG CJaLDRBH-Dr-~W, GO TO :ITBII 70 (GDIIDCB:ILDRBH). 
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46 47 

48 49 

so 

TBBSB QUBST:IOHS RBI'BR ~ TBB CJI:ILD-DI-L&W WZTII 11BOK TBBRB :IS THE HOST 
COHTACT 

Let's talk about children-in-law. 

* 62. With w~ich child-in-law do you have the most contact? 

(Name) 

1 Male 

2 Female 

ASK :ITBK OHLY :II' KORB TDII ORB CB:ILD. 

* 63. To which of your children is this daughter/son-in-law 
married? 

* 64. What is the approximate age of this child-in-law? 
________ ears 

* 65. How many years of schooling did --~~~~~~~ 
complete? years (child-in-law) 

(G:IVB APPROX:IDTB YDR8 :II' BOT DOD) 

* 66.What is occupation? BB SPBC:II':IC. 
(child-in-law's) 

* 67. How long does it usually take to get 
from his/her house to yours? (child-in-law) 
(Use blue code card) 

51 

52 

53 54 

55 56 

57 58 

59 



* 68 If you had an emerqency 1 how quickly could he/she 
qet here? (Uae blue code card) 

* 69. How often do you see ----~ ....... ~---.... 
(child-in-law) 

(Uae piak code card) 

II' BO GDIIDCBII.D-, GO '10 I~ 78 (BIIOftD8/SI8UJUI) • 
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60 61 

62 

TDSB QUBSUOBS ~ '10 DB CDUIDCiar.D WID WJIOK TDU IS DB HOST 
COIJTAC'f. 

Let's talk for a few minutes about your grandchild 

* 70. With which grandchild do you have the most contact? 

(grandchild • s name) 
1 Male 

2 Female 

* 71. What is his/her approximate age? --~years 

* 72. Which of your children is ~-~~~~ the child of? 
(grandchild) 

* 73. What is (was) 

BB SPBCII'IC. 

~-~~~~- father's occupation? 
(grandchild • s) 

I!' GRAHDCBII.D D8 COIIPI.BDD SCBOOLDIG 1 Alit ITBII 7 C. 

* 74. How many years of schoolinq did~---~~~ complete? 
(qrandchild) 

--..zyears 

* 75. How long does it usually take ----~~~ 
(grandchild) 

to get from his/her residence to yours? 
(Uae blue code card) 

* 76 If you had an emerqency1 how quickly could he/she 
get here? hours (Oae blue code care!) 

* 77. How often do you see--~--~~~---?~ 
(grandchild) 

( oae piDk code card)· 

63 

64 65 

66 

67 68 

69 70 

71 

72 73 

74 
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Subject I __ _ 
1 2 3 

carcl I ...L. -L 
4 5 

IP 110 LIVDIG BltO'IDU OR SISRU, GO m IHII 85. (BRO'!IIDS/SISHRS-Dl
I.&W) 

TBBSB QUB8~I088 UI'Ba TO ~ BacmmR OR IIIHR WID WBOK ~ II TBB 
xos~ co~ 

* 78. With which brother or sister do you have the most contact? 

(Name) 
1 Male 

2 Female 

* 79. What is his/her approximate age? __ Myears 

* 80. Is brother/sister nearer to your age than other 
living brothers and sisters? 

1 No 

2 Yes 

3 Does not apply, only sibling 

* 81. How many years of schooling did complete? 
(brother/sister) 

--~years 

* 82. How long does it usually take ~---~-
(brother/sister) 

to get from his/her residence to yours? 
(Uae blue ao4e aar4) 

* 83. If you had an emerqency, how quickly could he/she 
get here? (Uae blue co4e aar4) 

* 84. How often do you see--~---~-....... --" .... 
. (brother/sister) 

(Uae pint co4e car4) 

6 

7 8 

9 

10 11 

12 

13 14 

15 

IP RO BRODBa OR IISUU-III-r.&W, GO TO IHK 13 (RIBCBI UD RBPBBWI) 

TBBIB QUB8~I088 RDBR TO 'lBB BROTBBR-Dl-r.&W OR SIIHR-Dl-LAW WID DOll 
TBBRB IS TBB KOI~ COli'&~. 



* 85. With what brother-in-law/sister-in-law do you have 
the most contact? 

(Name) 
1 Hale 

2 Female 

* 86. What is his/her approximate age? --~years 

128 

* 87. How llallY years o~ schooling did ....... -~-~--~------
complete? (brother/sister-in-law) 

--~years 

* sa. How is related to you? 
(brother/sister-in-law) 

1 Through marriage on your side of the family 

2 Through marriage on spouse's side of the family 

3 Through blood kin of husband/wife 

* 89. rs married (or previously married) 

* 90. 

(brother/sister-in-law) 
to with whom there is the most contact? 

(brother/sister) 

1 No 

2 Yes 

How long does it usually take ....... --~--~~--~--~-
(brother/sister-in-law) 

to get from his/her residence to yours? 

(U•e blue code card) 

* 91. If you bad an emergency, bow quickly could he/she 
get here? (U•• blue code cud) 

* 92. How often do you see 
~(b~r-o~th~e-r~'/~s"':"is-t~er--""":in:---":"1-aw~)~-...... 

(U•e p!Dk code card) 

"'%1' 110 L%VDICI UBCB8 aJID IIBPBBW8, GO ~ I~ 100 (COU8Dr8). 

16 

17 18 

19 20 

21 

22 

-23 

24 25 

26 

DB8B QUB8~IOII8 UI'BJt m IIDCB OR IIBPIIBW UTK WBOK TOY DVB TKB HOST 
COHTA~. 
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* 93. With which niece or nephew do you have the most contact? 

1 Male 

2 Female 

(name) 

* 94. Bow are you related to ? 
(niecetnephew) 

1 Through bloocl kin of spouse 

2 Through bloocl kin of yours 

* 95. What is his/her approximate age? --~years 

IP CLOSEST IIIBCB OR DPBBW IIU COJIPJ:d!:H~ SCHOOLING, UK ITD I CS • 

* 96. Bow many years of schooling did complete?. 
(niece/nephew) 

__ ...Jyears 

* 97. Bow long does it usually take~~-~~-
(niece/nephew) 

to qet from hisfher residence to yours? 
(Vae blue ao4e car4) 

* 98. If you had an emergency, how quickly could he/she 
qet here? cv•e blue ao4e car4) 

* 99. Bow often do you see--~---..----~"' 
(niece/nephew) 

CV•e pint co4e car4J 

D' BO COVSDI, GO ~ %TBK 101. 

'!BBSB Q1JB8TIOB8 RBPBR ~ 'DB COVSDI W%D DOll DIRB DB BBD 
TBB 1108~ COIIDCT. 

* 100. With which cousin do you have the most contact? 

(name) 
1 Male 

2 Female 

27 

28 

29 30 

31 32 

33 

34 35 

36 

37 



* 101. How is related to you? 
(cousin) 

1 Mother's side (blood) 

2 Father's side (blood) 

3 spouse's family 

* 102. Zs a: 
(cousin) 

1 First cousin 

2 Second cousin 

3 Other (play or fictive kin, explain) 

* 103. What is his/her approximate age? ---zyears 

-
* 104. How many years of schooling did complete? 

(cousin) 
---zyears 

* 105. How long does it usually take ~--~~ to get from 
(cousin) 

his/her residence to yours? 
(Use blue ao4e car4) 

* 106. Zf you had an emergency, how quickly could he/she 
get here? (U•e blue ao4e aar4) 

* 107. How often do you see------~----------------? 
(cousin) 

(Use pint co4e car4) 

130 

* 108. Did you ever live in the same community with ? 
(cousin) 

Choose the response that best applies. 

1 No, never 

2 No, but spent summers together while growing up 
• 

3 Yes, fo~ a few years after becoming an adult 

4 Yes, while you were growing up 

5 Yes, most of your life 

38 

39 

40 41 

42 43 

44 

45 46 

47 

48 
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TBBSB QUBS~IORS ltD'D m SOIIBOD OfilBit ftUI A DIIILY ICBIIBBll WBO IS 
IIIPOR~Aft m YOU. 

* 109. What person, other than a fudly member, is most 
important to you? (friend, pastor, neighbor, etc.) 

(na.e) 

What is your relationship to them? 

(relationship) 

* 110. Now, I would like to go back and ask you about 

(this person) 

1 Male 

2 Female 

* 111. How long have you known ~~-=--~-~~-? 
(friend/neighbor) 

__ ...~years 

* 112. .What is the approximate age of --=-~~"""':"'~-:--::-:--? 
(friend/neighbor) 

__ .,~years 

* 113 • How long does it usually take -=-=-=--~--::"""":"-:----:
(friend/neighbor) 

to get from his/her residence to yours? 
(U•e blue code card) 

* 114. If you had an emergency, how quickly can he/she 
gat hare? (V•e blue ao4e car4) 

* 115 •. How often do you see ~~~"""':"'~~~~~-__. 
(friend/neighbor) 

(V•e piak aode car4) 

II' 81JltllOGAD DSPOJIDIDI'! GO m r1B11 132 

49 50 

51 

52 53 

54 55 

56 

--57 58 

59 

r. I aa aov goiDg to .. k 70u •oae que•tioa• about 7our relation•bip 
ri tb 70ur relati vea u4 frieda. 

UPBR ~ 'IIIII UU~IVBS OJ' KOS~ COftAC'f IIBftiODD BARLID. 

Let's talk about ~--~~~--~ 
(daughter/son) 
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116. on a six point scale of very little to very much, 
how would you rate with regarcl to: 

(child) 

LOW Jliqh 

Closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

communication with him/her ••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Getting along with him/her ••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Understanding you •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Your understanding him/her ••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

117. Looking at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total agreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (son/daughter) and 
you stand at the present time? (Code Yellow Card) 

118. on a six point scale of very little to very much, how 
would you rate with regard to: 

(child-in-law) 

Ratinq• 

LOW Jliqh 

Closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Communication with him/her ••••••••• 1 

Getting along with him/her ••••••••• 1 

Understanding you •••••••••••••••••• 1 

You understandinq him/her •••••••••• 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 6 

4 5 6 

4 5 6 

4 5 6 

119. Looking at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total agreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (son/daughter-in-law) 
and you stand at the present time? _ (Code Yellow card) 

Let's talk about --~--~~~~------
( qrandchild) 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

120. On a six point scale of very little to very much, how would you 
rate with regard to: 

(grandchild) 
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Subject t __ _ 
1 2 3 

card t -L _:z_ 
4 5 

RatiDCJB 

LOW High 

121. Looking at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total agreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that grandchild and you 
stand at the presen:t time? (Co4e Yellow Car4) 

Let•s talk about --~~~--~~--~ 
(brother/sister) 

122. on a six point scale of very little to very much, 
how would you rate with regard to: 

(brother/sister) 

Rating a 

t.ow High 

Closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Communication with himfher ••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Getting along with him/her ••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Understanding you •••••••••••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

You understanding him/her •••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 15 

123. Looking at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
tap of the ladder represents total agreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (brother/sister) and 
you stand at the present time? (Co4e Yellow Card) 

Let•s talk about ~~----~----~~~ 
(brother/sister-in-law) 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
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124. on a six point scal.e of very little to very much, how 
would you rate with reqard to: 

(brother/sister-in-law) 

RatiDCJ8 

r.ow lliqh 

Closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

communication with him/her ••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Gettinq alonq with him/her ••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Onderstandinq you •••••••••••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

You understandinq him/her •••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

125. Lookinq at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total aqreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (brother/sister-in-law) 
and you stand at the present time? (Co4e Yellow Car4) 

Let's talk about --~-----------
(niece/nephew) 

126. on a six point scale of very little to very much, 
how would you rate with reqard to: 

(niece/nephew) 
RatiDCJ8 

Low lliqh 

Closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

communication with him/her ••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Gettinq alonq with him/her-••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Understanding you •••••••••••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

You understandinq him/her •••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

127. Lookinq at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total aqreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (niece/nephew) and 
you stand at the present time? (Co4e Yellow Car4) 

Let 1 s talk about 
(cousin) 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



1.28. on a six point scale of very little to very much, how 
would you rate with regard to: 

(cousin) 

Rating• 

High 

Closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Communication with himfher ••••••••• l. 2 3 4 5 6 

Getting along with himfher ••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Understanding you •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

You understanding him/her •••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

135 

129. Looking at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total agreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (cousin) and you 
stand at the present time? (Code Yellow Card) 

Let's talk about (friend/neighbor) 

130. on a six point scale of very little to very much, how 
would you rate with regard to: 

(friend/neighbor) 

Rating• 

LOW High 

'closeness to him/her ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

communication with him/her ••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Getting along with him/her ••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

Understanding you •••••••••••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

You understanding him/her •••••••••• l 2 3 4 5 6 

131.. Looking at this picture of a ladder, suppose that the 
top of the ladder represents total agreement of views 
about life and the bottom represents total disagreement. 
Where on the ladder do you feel that (friend/neighbor) 
and you stand at the present time? _ (Co4e Yellow Card) 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 



* 132. 

G. 

ouring the past year, have any of these relatives 
assisted you in some way as a result of being 
"in the area" because of a funeral, wedding, reunion, 
or some other major happening? 

(Uae pink code card). 

child 

child-in-law 

grandchild . 

brother/sister 

brother/sister-in-law 

niecetnephew 

cousin 

neighbor/friend 

136 

x•m going to men~ion some ways in which ~amilies and friends 
sometimes help each other. Tell me hov many times in the past 
year that each of your relatives has helped you with these: 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 
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USE CODE CARDS AND RECORD CODE OF RESPONSES. TKISB QUBSTXOHS 
unJt m ftB Dt.a~%911 OR I'RDIID WID 'mB IIOS~ COII'O~. 

* 133. Service Assistance (Use pink code card) 

How often do you do the following with each of your relatives or 
friend of most contact? 

CJai14 Cbi14-XD•law Grandchild 

Give help 
with chores 
or errands 

Receive help 
with chores 
or errands 

Exchange 
gifts 

* 134. Financial Assistance 

Brother/ 
Sister 

In the past year have you: (Use orange co4e car4) 

Given 
financial 
aid 

Received 
financial 
aid 

Cbil4 Cbi14•XD-l&V Gran4cbi14 
Brother/ 
Sister 



srother-iD-laW/ 
s:l.ster-iD-law 

r 
i 

I 
I 
I 
f 
I 
I 

Brother-in-law/ 
sister-in-law 

Biece ~rieD4/ 
Bephev cousiD Beigbbor 

Hiecet 
Hephev cousiD 

PrieD4/ 
Heighbor 

138 

----50 51 52 53 

54 5s 56 57 

----58 59 60 61 

----62 63 64 65 

66 67 68 69 

70 71 72 73 

Subject # __ _ 
1 2 3 

Card # .JL -L 
4 5 

6 7 8 9 

----10 11 12 13 

1i 151617 
1s 19 To 21 
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USB 1111%9 CODB CUD aBD UCOitD CODB 01' U81lOBSB8. TBBSB QUBS'lZOHS 
una m ~ Ur.&'lnB oa nxmm ol' IIOS'l ~. 

• 135. How often does each of the following occur? 

Cbil4 Cbil4-Ia-lav Graa4chil4 

Checks on you 

Helps you keep . 
in touch 
with relatives 

Listens to you 

Discusses your 
health problems 
with you 

Comforts you 
when you 
are low 

Gives you 
advice 

Makes medical 
appointments 
for you 

Brother/ 
Si•t•r 



Brother-ill-law/ 
siater-iD-law 

Bieae PrieD4/ 
Bephew couaiD ~eighbor 

~ 

140 

----26 27 28 29 

----30 31 32 33 

----34 35 36 37 

----38 39 40 41 

42 43 « 4s 
----46 47 48 49 

----50 51 52 53 

----54 55 56 57 

----58 59 60 61 

----62 63 64 65 

----66 67 68 69 

ubject I __ _ 
1 2 3 

card# -L _2_ 
4 5 

----6 7 8 9 

----10 11 12 13 
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Jl. %ntervinerz tiD refers to previouly aentioned kin of aost 
contact. 

* 136. U•iD9 the pint code oard, indicate how often you participate in 
the following activities with each of the following persons. 

Do thing• 
together 
outside the 
ho•e (such u 
shopping 
movies. · triDs) 

Bat 
t_o__cr_ethar 

Visits 
for 
c ... 1 "'" 

Puily 
gatherings 
for specia1 
occasions 
like holi4ays, 
l:»irthday•, . 
&lllli ...... 

Reliqiou 
ac:tivitie• of 
&llV Jtill4 

Writina 1 ......... 

'~'•1•~honina 

Child 
Brother/ 
sister 



Brother-in-law/ 
Si•ter-iD•law 

8iece/ 
8ephew couaiD 

142 

14 15 16 17 

18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 

26 27 28 29 

30 31 32 33 

34 35 36 37 

38 39 40 41 

42 43 44 45 

46 47 48 49 

50 51 52 53 

54 55 56 57 

58 59 60 61 

62 63 64 65 

66 67 68 69 
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INTBRVIBDRI G%VB GDD CODB caJtD TO USPOIIDBft AIID RIID 'fD J'OLIDWDIG: 

137. r am qoinq to ask you the extent to which you think relatives 
and ~rienc:Ja shou1d help older people if~ DU5l hclR· Tell 
me whether they shou1d be responsible: Always (4), Most of 
tb' time (3), Occasionally (2), or .Neyer (1). 

(Use greea code aazd) 
Subject t 

Jipds of Assistapae to Older Adults 

Provide services 
(transportation, 
shopping, eta. ) 

Children 

Children-in-law 

Grandchildren 

Broth era 
and sistera 

Brothers and 
sisters-in-law 

Nieces and 
nephews 

co us ina 

Priends/ 
neiqbbora 

Help 
Provide when Assist 
a home Visit sick ~inanaially 

138. What are some reasons why you would not always expect 
relatives to help one another? 

1 2 3 
Card t .....L _Q_ 

4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 

11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 

26 27 28 29 30 

31 32 33 34 35 

36 37 38 39 40 

41 42 43 44 45 

46 47 48 49 50 

51 52 

53 54 

55 56 



144 

139. What are some reasons why you would not always expect 
friends or neiqhbors to help one another? 

lJID:RV%BnRI DaD m DSIIOIIDBft. 

:t. r.at•• talk BOW al:K»ut •oae o~ your activiti••· 

140. Do you do volunteer work? 

1 No 

2 Yes. If yes, please tell: 

Name of orqanization 

Hours 
per 
month 

57 58 

59 60 

61 62 

63 

---64 65 66 

67 68 69 

---70 71 72 

73 74 75 

---76 77 78 

Subject I __ _ 
1 2 3 

card 1 -1.,_ _L 
4 5 

141. I would like to know about your participation in any 
social orqanizations or qroups. Do you belonq to any 
social orqanizations or qroups now? (DfCI.UDB CBURCB.) 

RUle Of 
Group 

IIOW lollq 
have you 
baa a 
aallert 

Office 
llo14er 

Bo Ye• 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

llow often 4o 
JOU atten4t 
VII PD!I CODI CABJ) 

67891oii 
------12 13 14 15 16 17 
------18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 2i 39 
303132333435 
363738394041 



* 142. Do you attend a church or synaqogue? 

1 No 

2 Yes. If church, what denomination? 

145 

42 

43 44 
* 143. Approximately bow many times a year do you attend? 

_____ Times per year 
45 46 47 

II' SUJUlOGATB USPOIIDBft, GO TO ITBK 118 

IftBRVIBIBR: RBaD TO USPOIIDBft. 

J. Por a fev miautea let•• talk about your feeliaqs about life in 
qeneral. 

144. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship 
with your family, that is, visits, help exchanged, and their 
attitudes? 

4 Very satisfied 

3 satisfied 

2 Somewhat satisfied 

1 Hot very satisfied 

145. How satisfied are you with your relationship with your 
friends, that is, visits, help exchanqed, and their attitudes? 

4 Very satisfied 

3 Satisfied 

2 somewhat satisfied 

1 Hot very satisfied 

146. How important is reliqiQn in your life? 

1 Hot important 

2 Somewhat important 

3 Very important 

4 The most important thinq 

48 

49 

so 



147. How much happiness do you experience in life today? 

1 Hone 

2 Hot very much 

3 some 

4 Very much 

148. Do you find yourself feelinq lonely quite often, 
sometbtes, or almost never? 

1 Quite often 

2 Sometimes 

3 Almost never 

149. Do you have as much contact as you would like with a 
person that you feel close to, someone that you can 
trust and confide in? 

1 Ho 

2 Yes 

150. What is your relationship to the person in whom you 
confide the most? 

(Friend, spouse, dauqhter, etc.) 

DI'RRVIBW'Bit: RDD 'fO SUBJB~. 

K. z•a qoinq to ask aoae qaeatioDsl answer Yea or Ho 
accordinq to the question. 

151. Thinqs keep qettinq worse as I qet older. 

1 Yes 

2 Ho 

152. I have as much pep as I did last year. 

2 Yes 

1 Ho 

153. How much do you feel lonely--not much or a lot? 

1 A lot 

2 Hot much 

146 

51 

52 

53 

54 55 

56 

57 

58 



154. Little things bother me more this year. 

1 Yes 

2 No 

155. r see enough of my friends and relatives. 

2 Yes 

1 No 

156. As you get older, you are less useful. 

1 Yes 

2 No 

157. r sometimes worry so much that r can • t sleep. 

1 Yes 

2 No 

158. As r get older, things are better/worse, than r 
thought they would be. 

1 Worse 

2 Better 

159. I sometimes feel that life isn't worth living. 

1 Yes 

2 No 

160. I am as happy now as when r was younger. 

2 Yes 

1 No 

161. r have a lot to be sad about. 

1 Yes 

2 No 

162. I am afraid of a lot of things. 

1 Yes 

2 No 

147 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 



, 

163. I qet mad more than I used to. 

1 Yes 

2 lfo 

164. Life is hard for me much of the time. 

1 Yes 

2 lfo 

165. How satisfied are you with your life today? 
(Not satisfied, satisfied) 

1 lfot satisfied 

2 Satisfied 

166. I take thinqs hard. 

1 Yes 

2 lfo 

167. I qet upset easily. 

1 Yes 

2 lfo 

148 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

Subject t __ _ 
1 2 3 

card t ...L _z_ 
4 5 

L. Which of the fo11oviDCJ •ervice• have you use4 duriDCJ 
the put year'l 

YES NO 

* 168. Transportation 1 2 
6 

Information and 
referral 1 2 

7 
Public health nurse 1 2 

8 
Home health aid 1 2 

9 
Homemaker service 1 2 

10 



YES NO 

case management 1 2 

Nutrition 1 2 

Senior centers 1 2 

Day care 1 2 

Respite care 1 2 

Medicare 1 2 

Medicaid 1 2 

Mental health 
services 1 2 

Education 1 2 

Legal/protective 
services 1 2 

Recreational 
programs 1 2 

Chore services 1 2 

Elder care 1 2 

Other r l 1 2 
what? 

* 169. If you need a service, who would help you 
find the service, or help you to "link up" with 
the service? 

(relationship) 

* 170. How satisfied are you with the services in this 
. cODIJiluni ty? 

4 Very satisfied 

3 satisfied 

2 Not very satisfied 

1 Dissatisfied 

149 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 26 

27 



( 

• 111. DO you feel a naecl for any services that you are 
not receiving? ·. 

1 Ho 

2 Yu 

u ua,·uKa 

·• 172. What services? 
~ . ·-

* 173. What advice would you give to other older adults 
who are thinking about moving? 

* 174. surrogate respondent 

1 Ho 

2 Yes 

* 175. Enumeration District. 

(racorcl Du.Hr) 

'. 

150 

-28 

.• t ... 

'-. . -

--29 30 >,": 
3132 
--33 34 

--35 36 

--37 38 

3940 
--41 42 

--43 44. 

-45 



APPENDIX B 

census Information 

151 
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