Western University

Scholarship@Western

Digitized Theses Digitized Special Collections

1985

Living Arrangement Choices Among The Elderly:
A Decision-making Approach

Andrew Victor Wister

Follow this and additional works at: https://irlib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses

Recommended Citation

Wister, Andrew Victor, "Living Arrangement Choices Among The Elderly: A Decision-making Approach” (1985). Digitized Theses.
1402.
https://irlib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses/1402

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Digitized Special Collections at Scholarship@Western. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Digitized Theses by an authorized administrator of Scholarship@Western. For more information, please contact tadam@uwo.ca,

wlswadmin@uwo.ca.


https://ir.lib.uwo.ca?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1402&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1402&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/disc?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1402&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1402&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses/1402?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1402&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:tadam@uwo.ca,%20wlswadmin@uwo.ca
mailto:tadam@uwo.ca,%20wlswadmin@uwo.ca

The author of this thesis has granted The University of Western Ontario a non-exclusive
license to reproduce and distribute copies of this thesis to users of Western Libraries.
Copyright remains with the author.

Electronic theses and dissertations available in The University of Western Ontario’s
institutional repository (Scholarship@Western) are solely for the purpose of private study
and research. They may not be copied or reproduced, except as permitted by copyright
laws, without written authority of the copyright owner. Any commercial use or
publication is strictly prohibited.

The original copyright license attesting to these terms and signed by the author of this
thesis may be found in the original print version of the thesis, held by Western Libraries.

The thesis approval page signed by the examining committee may also be found in the
original print version of the thesis held in Western Libraries.

Please contact Western Libraries for further information:
E-mail: libadmin@uwo.ca

Telephone: (519) 661-2111 Ext. 84796

Web site: http://www.lib.uwo.ca/




RN

CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE

-

.

I* National Library of Canada
Collect‘nons Development Branch

.
Canadian Thesés on

Microfiche Service sur microfiche

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily: dependent
upon the quality of the original thesis submitted for
microfilming. Every effort has been made to ensure
the highest quality of reproduction possible.

"If pages are missing, contact the university which
granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially
if the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the umiversity sent us a poor photocopy.

v
€
<

Previously copyrighted materials {journal articles,
published tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is gov-
ermed by the Canadian Copyright Act; R.S.C. 1970,
. c. C-30. Please read the authorization forms which
accompany this thesis.

<

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NL-339 (r. 82/08)

l.S.B.N.

Bibkothéque nationale du Canada
Direction du développement des collections

Service des théses canadiennes

AVIS

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandemerit de
la qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous
avons tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure
de reproduction. Y

S'it manque des pages, veulllez communiquer
avec I'université qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d’impression de certaines pages peut
laisser a désirer, surtout si les pages onginales ont été
dactylographiées a 1’aide d‘un ruban usé ou si I'univer-
sité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise
qualité.

“Les documents qui font déja l'objet d'un droit
d'sduteur {articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne
sont pas microfilmés.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm
est soumise a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur,
SRC 1970, c. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des
formules d’autorisation qui accompagnent cette thése.

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE

-NOUS L'AVONS RECUE
~—_

Canéc/l'éi

—




LIVING ARRANGEMENT CHOICES AMONG THE ELDERLY:
A DECISION-MAKING APPROACH

by

Andrew Victor Wister

Department of Sociology

Submitted in partial fulfillment
of the Requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy’

*~

Faculty. of Graduate “Studies
The University of Western Ontario
London, Ontario

- October, 1984

J

© Andrew Victor Wister 1984




fe. ABSTRACT =,

This research investigates the determinants of living
arrangements among non-institﬁtionélized elderly. More’

' specifically, it explores the factors which differenfiate
elderly persons lfving alone, living with spouse, and living
with other persons, e.g. son or daughter, sibling. etc.

These factors ére organized in terms of a decision-making
frameyork developed from micro-economic and demographic
theoty. The framework is modelled afgpr Dixon's (1978),
where marriage patterns are viewed as the result of economic
feasibility, demographic availability of mates and desir-
ability'of mates, Choice of a fiving arrangement is seen as'
the product of underlying norms and preferences, a set of
socio-demographic factors{rand constraints on choice.

Much previous research on this general topic has relied
on census data, which did not provide direct measures of
relevant factors such as physical health or gttitudes
towards residential arrangements. This dissertation uses
data from 454 personal ihteryiews drawn from a stratified
random sample of persons Gf\qu over living in private
households in London, Ontario.

Data analysis indicates that the decisio;\of whom to

live with is influended by several of thé variables defined

in terms of the theoretical framework. For the present

- 111 -




sample, the most important.factors are the social norms and
personal,prgﬁbgsnceé of the respondents. Of these, a *
prefer;nce foﬁ independence and to a lesser degree, privacy,
iurche as the strbngest predictors of living arrangements.
Being able to do what one wants without outside interference
tends to be viewed by older persons-as a very important

household good. The analysis also suggests that the con-

straining effects of past fertility, physical strength and

mobilltx, domestic competence, and informal support arnd

- 7
family cliaracteristics are, to a lesser degree, also

important. In addition, several socio-demographic variables
' >

.je.g., ethnicity, age and sex) arise as dignificant predic-

tors of living arrangements. Part of their effect on living
arrangements operates through preferences-and constraints.
For example, gender appears to be associated with attitudes
viewed as determPnants of living arrangements.

Overall, living arrangement sq&gfﬁggn among the elderly
often involves a fair deéree of passiQity and inertia. But
qbeq;@ctively stimulated, the cholce entails a seglf-
cons¢19u§ evaluation of costs and benefits associated with
livin&‘%r};ngement o%tions. Perception of op&;ons i1s itsedf
affected by constraints as well as by norms and prefer-

ences. Compromise and acceptance of less than optimal

living arrangement conditions are common features of these

decisions.

-
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CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

1.1 Introduction

"The study of non-institutional living arrangements
among the elderly in contemporary societies has been growing
rapidly over " the last two décades. Living arrangements are
defined as whom one chooses to live with and for the purpose
of this research will involve non-institutional living
arrangements.

Alterations in the household composition of modern
countries such as Canada have implications for intergenera-
tional family relationships as well as other broad social
changes. Issues involving privacy, independence, conflict,
domin&nce, companionship, and kipship obligations and ties
surface as focal pb%nts related to choices of living
arrangements.,

The choice of living arrangements at the latter stages
of the life cycle is particularly significant when it is
realized that these choices also have implications for the

utilization of po%ﬁ informal and formal support services.

ot
N

These implicaﬁfoﬂs are magnified by the expected growth‘in’
our elderly population, in particular, the old-old (80
plus).

The thrust of this thesis 1Is to further our under-

standing and knowledge of living arrangement choices among




A

‘11-

the elderly by means of an indepth analysis of key determin-
ants followed by the organization of these factors into a
theoretical framework from which testable hypothesés can be
drawn. This will involve direct méasurement and empirical
testing of variables which héve not yet been analyzed in
this manner. The impetus for such research origipates from
two sources. First, the dissatisfaction with census data
due to the omission of variables central to this field of
sfudy. And second, the absence of a strong_ theqretical
development related to the living arrangements of the

elderly or even more generally to the selection of living

arrangements.

1.2 Previous Research on Living Arrangements

Interest in the .non-institutional liviqg arrangements
of the elderly has been prompted by the unprecendented rise
in single person living among the elderly that took place in
Canada, United States, and other developed nations after
1940. These changes in household structure have kindled
concerns about the social welfare of the elderly (Shanas,
1969) and the effects of household changes on family
processes (Goode, 1963). Most concerns relate to the notion
that living alone may interfere with a proper level of
emotional and material support necessary for ‘healthy’
living at older ages. Researchers have attempted to isolate

the determinants as well as the negative consequences of

such living arrangements.




One way of defining living arrangements is to view then
using an underlying dimension of independence ;épresentingsa
scale of segarateness. Those living alone can be looked
upon as the most separate, éhose iiving with spouse only as
next most separate, and those living with one or more kin
or non-k}n (with or without a spouse& as leagl separate
(Lawton, 1980:64). It is recognized that there are other
dimensions that could be used, however, this one is most
relevant to this research work. As well, the empirical
analysis lends sdpport té this decision. Since the
statistical analysis does not rely on an ordinal dependent
variable, and treati_living arrangement as a categorical
vdriable, this division of the dependent variable does not
represent a major pivot point of the thesis.

For the purposes of this work, living arrangements will
pe left in the three éategories listed above. Separate
d}:ﬁng will refer to the ranking of living arrangementg
using independénce as the underlying dimension, where living
alone and‘only with a spouse are viewed as more separate
forms of living arrangements than living with others. This

will facilitate the development of clearly stated hypotheses

in Chapter II.

1.3 The Rise of Separate Living

The number of older persons living in single person

households in Canada has quadrupled between 1951 and 1976.

-

-
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Similar trends have been reported for’United'§§Sﬁe§ (Kobrin,
1976a). Change in the proportions living alon;\hés occurred
among many groups, however, in absolute terms previously
married women 65 and over stand out (Chévan and Korsan,
1975; Kobrin, ]9765; Michael et al., 1980; Fletcher and
Stone, 1980; Harrison, 1986). Changes in the age/séx/
marif@l status distrlbutions have had some effect on the
transformation of living patterns among Cagadia; and
American elderly. In‘the United States,,cg;nges/in the
distributions of these compositional factors explain about
one-third of the increase in female primary individualship1
.at older ages between %950 and 1976 (Kobrin, 1976a:134).
Similarly, Harrison (1980:35) discovered that, in Caﬁada,
about 54% of the growth in one-person households between
1961 and 1976 among persons aged 65 and over wa; due to
population change. Thus, other factors besides alterations
in population’'composition must be at work. .

A reviaw“of the most popular explanations for the
d;amatic inc;éase in living alone in conjunction with an
overview of the supplementary determinants found in the
literature will: 1) help to designqte the major deter-

minants of living ayrangemeﬁts among the elderly; and 2)

assist in the formulation of a theoretical framework from

1 Primary individuads, a U.S. census term, are those
individuals who live alone as heads of separate households,
as well as the small proportion, mainly young people, who
head households containing non-relatives.

LY
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which we can organize these variables in a meaning ful way.

&

1.4 Explanations of Separate Living

Several competing theories have attempted to explain
this phenomenon. The most popular explaﬁations ha;e been:
a) rising real income has allowed for the increased purchase
of priQapy among the elderly; b) declini{g fertility has
limited the availability of adult childrenawith whom they

might co-reside; and c) alterations in social norms or

personal preférqnces regarding living arrangements of the

‘elderly have placed a higher relative'value on privacy and

‘independence as opposed to companionship and mutual help,

and/or- changes in family and social norms have resulted in

greater age segregation and therefore have substantially

- increased the degree of social isolation experienced by

elderly persons.
M

1.4.1 The Purchase of Privacy Hypothesis

x One of?the %irst attempts to explain this new residen-
ti%l pattern was by Beresford and Rivlin (196@). Analyzing
changes i; "privacy" among persons of all ages in the United
States (mgigured-stagt§tically as the propo}tion of house-
holds containling 6;i;.one person or one nuclear famklyl, the
authors argue that given-a strong preference fof privacy, as

income rises, pedbdes' demand.for privacy increases. Using

Massachusetts census data from 1885 to 1940, thzy find that

-




contrast, the period from World War II until 1960

1’ .
while relative income had increased during this time pe:iPd
. y " ) \\
there was no appreciable change in household structure. In

.
N

N,
experienced both an increase in-relative incé;e and a }Q§i>\\

in age-specific headsh;p rates, in particular, an expansio

of primary individualship.” Thqy conclude that, "a basic

shift in tastes occurred at the same time after whdch peohle

tended to use their rising income to purchige*additional \
s

privacy" (Beresford and Rivlin, 1966:254).1 Ahis uld
N

result in both a reluctance of adult ch%}dren to acco
their older parents, and on the other side, a preference
private households among elderly persons.. Utilizing
cross-sectional data for 1552 and 1960, support is found for
the contention that an increase in the relative incomes of
elderly women has led to more separate living by this group.
With a similar emphasis on income, Michael et al.
(1980) argue that dincome level ‘is the major determinant of
separate living, which they view as "a reflection of an
economic demand for privacy" (Michael et al., 1980:60) .
Furthermore, they state that the historic growth in relative
income since around the tdrn of the ceﬁtwry was not substan-
tial enough to 1nf;uence residential indepenaence until the
post World Warﬁiliperiod, at which time it reached a
'threshold' level, The effect of ingome is tested by

fitting regression equations‘to 1970 United States cross-

sectional data across states. By estimating cross-sectional




structures, they attempt to explain lohgitudinal household
variations between 1950 - 1976 for single persons ages 25 -
34 and widows age 65 and over (Michael et al, 1980:40).
While it is afgued that alterations in income and prices
from 1950 to 1976 have resulted in an increase iq percent
living alone, they confront the same problem as Beresford
and Rivlin (1966),<zgere income growth previous to 1950 does
not elicit expecteé variations in the relative numbers of
persons living alone. Their resolution is to assume a
curvilinear relation which they interpret in terms of a
threshold.

%

A direct measure for 'tastes' and 'preferences' would
be necessary for an adequate test of both Beresford and
Rivliin (1966) and Michael et ai's. (1980) contentions. The
former rely on a circular argument, where tastes are assumed
to have changed in parallel with changes in living alone,
then these changes in living arrangements are explained by
arquing that advances In incomé€ must have affected tastes
for priVécy. The latter arqument, based on a micro-economic
model, assumes that tastes remain relatively constant, and
thus have no explanatory value, while economic factors
actually cause the behavioural change.

It is therefore necessary to clearly define and opera-

tionalize the concepts of tastes and preferences as commonly

used by economists, in addition to the soclological terms of

norms, values, attitudes, and desires frequently referred
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to for ex post facto explanations of variations in behaviour

over time (Burch, 1981:11). Furthermore, to argue that a
shift in 'tastes' and 'preferences' for l{ving alone has
affected living arrangement choices of Ehe elderly, it must
be empirically proven rather than assumed ‘that these factors

affect the decision to live alone apart from other factors

such as economic or health-related variables.

1.4,2 Demographic Availability Hypothesis

Another explanation for the rising number and propor-
tion of primary -individuals involves the relative decline in
fertility over time and its effect on the availability of
alternative forms of living arrangements. Basing her
research on United States census data between 1950 and 1974,
Kobrin (1976a) arqued that for women aged 55 and over and
previously, but not currently marriedj the rise is due in
large measure to 'a decline in the relative number of adult
daughters (i.e., women ages 35 - 44)/with whom they might
co-reside. The cruk of her argument\is that age-specific
headship rates for older females are irifluenced by the past
fertility of those same older women.

Kobrin presents no direct evidence for the hypothesis,
but shows that for aggregate time-series data, average
household size and the total fertility rate (averaged over
the preceding twenty years) decline in parallel until around

1950 but diverge .sharply thereafter, with fertility rising




while average household size continues to fall through 1973
(Korbrin, 1976, Figure 1, p. 135). At the same time, a
ratio of women aged’35-44 to widowed and divorced women 55
and over (a rough measure of the number of women in the
daughter generation with whom older divorced and widowed
women might live) 1s more or less stable until 1930, and
then declines steadily in parallel with declining average
household size (Wister and Burch, 1983:1). Kobrin
concludes:
There is evidence that in the not too distant
American past elderly relatives, particularly
female ones, ordinarily lived with the families of
their kin, especially of their children ... Under
former demographic conditions, it was possible for
these women to be included in av3dilable families,
and yet still have only a small proportion of
families contain such relatives (p.136).
Furthermore, she speaks of the "sharp rise in non-nuclear
families which would have occurred in order to absorb the
increases in eligibles caused by the shift in population
structure" (p. 136).

A number of studies have found fertility to be an

important determinant of elderly persons' living arrange-

ments. Using census data from United States, Shanas (1962)
found thatlbhildless elderly were more likely to live alone
than those with children; 23 percent of those with children
were primary individuals as compared with 63 percent of ‘

those without children. More recent research based on

Canadian census data has revealed a similar relationship.

-

~




5
P

s

10

Y
Finding both fertilify and income a; key determinants,
Harrison (1980:60) arqgues that "a decrease in the number of
children ever-born is likely to result in a contraction of
the opportunity structure for living arrangements during
widowhood and an increased propensity to live alone". ~His
tabular analysis, however, only included fertility and
income, and did not compare the relative impact of fertility
against additional determinants, such as edueation, age, or
health factors.

Using multiplé regression to analyie 1971 Canadian
census data, Wister and Bu;ch (1983) found that for pre-
viously marrie& women over 55, children ever-born was thé
strongest predictor of separate living, while education, age
and income also a}splayed significant relationships. They
conclude that "as a decline occurs in the relative number of
adult offspring available for shared living arrangements
there will be aﬁ increase in the number'%pd proportion gf
female primary individuals" (Wister and BJ%ch, 1983). A
supplementary finding shows that children ever-born and
income produce a significant interaction effect in éddition
to the main effects. This means that fertility and income
both exert an effect on living arrangements but that a full
understanding of their effects requires Pttention to

combinatidﬁ&. . o~

-

The extent to which fertility determines household

arrangements, however, depends on the relative causal
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importance to be attributed to the availability of adult

kin, compared to the importance of other factors including
income, health, educational attainment, availability and

cost of various housing types, as well as norms and atti-

tudes affecting these arrangements.

1.4.3 Normative/Cultural Hypotheses

In @ cross-cultural study based on the living arrange-
-ments of widows in the United States and Israei, 1960 and
1961, Chevan and Korson (1975) attempt to display the uni-
versal trend of 'family’modernization'. They define this

process as "the adoption of a set of norms, attitudes and

values which lead to changes in family structure", énd that,
"as different societies and sﬁbcultures modernize, their
family structures come to resemble one another" (Chevan and
Korson, 1975:517). The assumption is that the diffusion of
thF small family system has led to a'rige in separate
living. This argument runs parallel with parts of the

+

previously discussed works of Beresford and Rivlin (1966)
and Kobrin (1976), where empha;is is placed‘on changing
norms and preferences for privacy and primary }iving.
Conducting cross-sectional analyses on 1960-61 house-
hold census datat Chevan and Korson (1975) find thaz living
alone (a(;n§tional norm' far both countries) 1is determL;ed

by similar factors for Israel and the United. States. -How-

~

ever, while age and children ever born were consistently the

.
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strongest indepéndent variables, Chevan and Korson (1975)
did not have comparable d;ta on health, family attitudes and
values, personality factorsg and economic variables, which
they list as salient although unmeasured predictors.

The fact that their study does reflect some similarity
of trends in living alone between Israel and United States
leads them to conclude that these processes are "under
closely corresponding social and demographic influences"
(p. 517). They then argue that 'family modernization' is
usually accomganied by several societal changes that have
been demonstrated as being detérminants of separate living
including increased female labour force participation,
rising educa¥ional attainment, urbanization, decreased
fertility, changes in~age at marriage, chénges in marital
stability, increased life expectancy, and increased income
(p. 517):

Other proponents of the 'family modernization' theme
have emphasized the effect that certain structural changes
have had on the status, power; and security of older family
members when socleties change f;om traditional to modern
forms. From t;e.perspective of the western. modernization
experience, Smith (1981) suggests that the elderly have
gradually lost the status tha; was once associated with age
because of a number of societal changés. Among these,

according to the author, "are the rising proportion of the

population in older age groups, the impact of compulsory
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retirement, the emergence of mass affluence, and the
development of the welfare state as an altérnative to the
family" (Smith, 1981:92).

These. structural arguments, however, are weakened by
the absence of a micro theory that can link the previously
discussed societal determinants of separate living to the
changes in normative and preference structures embedded in
the broceés of 'ﬁamily modernization' or 'nuclearization'
at the individual level. An adequate explanation of this
phénomenon must uhcover thé motivating forces affecting the
propensity to live separately at the individqal level before
such structural associations can be understood.

A common interpretation of modernization theory, as it
relates to older people, focuses on the decline in the posi-
tion of the elderly within the family and society over
genérations, which causes them to experience increased
isolation (Cowgill, 1974). However, a controversy presenfly
exists as to whether the modernization of the family in
western countries is a function of increased isolation or
'welcome gains' in privacy (Kobrin, 1981). -

Hareven (1981) argues that, historically, %He level of
kin integration in the United States was tied to family
needs ang obligations that were a necesgary part of family
economic strategies. She states that, i

in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,

family relations were characterized by a high
degree of kin integration, Kin served as the most
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essential resource for economic assi;tance and
security and carried the major burden of welfare
functions, many of which fall now within the
purview of the public sector (Haraven, 1981:161).
Haraven (1981:160-161) concludes that "the increasing
sep;r%tion between the family of origin and the family of ..
. procreation over the past century, combined with a growing
privatization of the family...all occurred in the context of
changes ‘in the quality of kin relations."
Kobrin (1981) is in agreement with Haraven g? her con-
tention that older people today have experiencéd consider-
ably more isolation, regardless of a number of researchers
‘ ' (most notably Shanas et al., 1968 and Shanas, 1980) who have
shown that there is a high frequency of contact between kin

and elderly parents. It is believed that these contemporary

studies have not documented the intensity, quality, and ’

consistency of kin support, and in particular have ignored

the breakdown of instrumental ties found when the faT}ly no
- longer provides economic security and social support

-(Haraven, 1981).

In contrast to the perspective that age segregation is

a by-product of 'family ;odernizationﬂ resulting in the

relative isolation of age groups, a number of other researc-

hers view the shift in living arrangements as the result of

a norni or preference for separate living that connotes a

desire to live apart from kin (Shanas et al., 1968; Lopata,

1973; Abu Laban, 1980). This perspective is clearly stated
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in the following passage:
... a norm of independence tends to operate in
North American society, stressing .the independence
of both older parents and their adult children. |
Older people themselves give verbal assent to this K
norm. They do not express a wish to live with \
their adult children, but rather, see such a move : |

as fraught with hazards for all concerned (Abu- \
Laban, 1980:133).

. |
In finding tﬁat income increases the propensity to live ‘

alone, several researchers contend that financial resources ‘

gllow for the purchase of privacy (Beresford and Rivlin, \

1966; Michael et al., 1980; Kobrin, 1981), thereby assuming

that privacy as measured by independent living is always

desired. Mény economists, but particularly those adhering '

to the Chicago School, tend to view 'tastes' and 'prefer-

ences' involving privacy as fairly constant while most

sociologists and demographers view privacy,_autonomy and

independence preferences as historically. recent and dynamic ‘

phenomena in western countries. ItQ}s apparent from this \

discussion that there is a need to measure this dimension. ‘

In fact, it was stated as early as the 1970's that a study

was needed to determine the degree to which the elderly are ’ ‘

increas%ngly pleased with independent living, rather than _ ‘

simply using culturally prescribed attitudes as |

rationalizations for the fact that they cannot live with

others (Lopata, 1971). ‘ ‘ ) ’ ‘

The lack of good historical data makes the previouély X ‘

. |
discussed arguments difficult to test. Due to the problems |
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of definition in longitudinal data'(S%i;h, 1981) and the
limited scope of census variables, it hds been suggested
that a cross-sectional study based on interviews may reveal
contemporary norms and preferences concerning household
choice (Burch and Wister, 3982; Haraven, 1981; Kob;in, 1981;
Smith, 1981). .

In her most recent contribution to the literature,
Kobrin (1981:376) concludes that one must transcend demo-
graphic and economic considerations by gaining "a more
Sociological understanding of the group norms or preference
structures" determining the selectidn of whom to live with.

Following this line of thinki&g, %homas and Wister
(1984) have attempted to examine the eff?ct of cultural or
normative structures, asg.reflected by ethnicity, on the
living arrangements of alder préViously married women. 1In
aﬁ analysis of 1971 Canadian census data, ethnicity was
found to be the second strongest predictor of living alone
next to fertility after key social, demographic, and econo-
mic variables were controlled. The authors argue that, the
persistence of ethnic differentials suggests that other
unmeasured vAriables associated with ethnicity may be at
wérk. Norms involving kinship obligations and achievement
orientations were noted as iﬁBortant'cultural factors that
contribute to the differential household behaviour of
British, French, Jewish, and Italian ethnic groups. Like
'several other researchers, they conclude that future

%

e
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research must more clearly articulate the domain of salient
cultural or normative factors and to display how these
factors interrelate with or are mediated through social,

demographic and economic va@riables affecting household

e

deci-sion-making. This perspective stems from paét research
1ndica§ing that the living arrangements of the elderly are
the outcome of a lifelong series of interactions bhetween

decisions, experiences, and behaviours (Soldo, 1977).

P

~ . P

- v s
’

1.5 Integrating the Major Explana{ions 6f Household Change‘

The major hypotheses explaining changes in household
behaviqur can be organized theoretically by adapting Dixon's
(1971, 1978) framework for analyzing vari tions in marr%age
patterns, where the demographic availabL‘?ty of mates, the
feasibility of marriaée, and the desirability of marriage
are‘placed into a funnel-like schema as constrainting forces
on choice. Similarly, living arrangements can be viewed as
the result of: 1) social norms or personal.preferences
affecting the desiragility or demand for certain household
conf.igurations; 2) the economic feasibility of various
options; and 3) fhe demographic availability of kin éor
co-residenZe, as well as the a;ailability or supply of
dwelling units suitable for certain living arrangements.

Kobrin and Goldscheider (1979) have made a strong case

for adopting this strategy to study changes in household

structure both within and between societies. They emphasize
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the need to study not only preferences and social norms as
they relate to changes in h&usehold structure, but to
include economic feasibility and demographic availability as
constraints on these decisions. This is consistent with
previous research on the determinants of hmausehold status
among elderly women (see Wister and Burch, 1983 and Thomas

. )
and Wister, 1984), Furthermore, they argue that, "the

-
£

major transitidon associated with household_structure in the,}}

process of modernization involé%s”the éﬁaqging norms or pre-¢
ferences about liQing arrangements mediated\through changes
in demograéhic and economic constraints™ (Kobrin and
Goldscheider, 1979:6). '

Accépding to the literature on determinants of living
arrangements among the elderly, there are é number of other
variables associated with the household status of older
persons, %nd to these we now turn.

Logically, it makes sense to extend the domain of
constraints to include other determinants that appear to
affect living arrangenients, such as: health and kinship
support. For example, poor health may result in limited
functional ability, which may hamper one's ability to lise

alone unless compensated by intense kinship support. In

addition, while there may be determinants that cannot be
designated as constraints.or as social norms or preferences,
perhaps they may be seen as affecting household behaviour

direcfi} or through one or more of these .factors. It is

-

A~
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W
therefore necessary to review these other determinants of
living arrangements for the purpose of organizing them into
a theoretical framework in the following chapter.

&

1.5.1 Chronological Age

The study of age related processes involving critical
stages that the typical family experiences over the'cour;e
of its life span has beeﬂ tegmed the life cycle of the;
family (Glick, 7975). For the elderly, one would exp§ct
major life events to include retipemeht, the onset of
serious health problems and losing iﬁ?@ouse. Entering into
the empty nest stage, however, tegds to occur in the early
50's (estimated as the median age of mothers. at the marriage

of thedir last child). Within this context, research center-

ing on the determinants of living arrangements considers age

to be working indirectly on three levels (Soldo and Brotman,
1981). First, it has been shown that age affects the pro-
bability of being currently married due to the effect o#
mortalit; (Soldo and Lauriat, 1976; Soldo, 1977). Second,
age affects the probability of living in various living -

arrangements because of its relationship with morbidity.

.Shanas (1962) and Widgor (1978) have documented a negative

relationship between age and functional capacity. With
advancing age, fewer older persons are able to live on their

own due to restricted movement and other limitations linked

to poor health. It is not surprising that Shanas (1962)
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finds that older persons with health limitations are consi-
derably more likely to co-reside with kin. For the same
reason, age also affects the' distribution of older people in
institutional versus private settings.

Finally, age can affect personal preferences of older
people with regard to separate living. With passing years
situations may arise where shrinking friendship networks,
dwindling income and increased physical dependency make

shared living more acceptable despite previous feelings

about independence (Abu-Laban, '1980).

1.5.2 Sex Differences

As with age, variation in living arrangements by gender
can partly be explained by the ﬁortality and marital status
experiences of men and women. The effect of differential
survival rates between males and females (Kitagawa and
Hauser, 1973), magnified by the fact that women tend to
marry older men results in the former living in non-intact
households more than twice as often as men (Kobrin, 1976a;
Soldo, 1977).

In 1878 there.wgre 131 females for every 100 males over
65 in Canada. Furthermore, after divorce or widowhood women
are less likely to remarry, which increases the probability
of being unmarried at older ages. The consequence is that
women are expected to be found living alone more often than

men, a finding that has been consistently supported by




researchers.

In terms of actual numbers, the 1976 Census of Canada
showed the Céﬁadian population containing 1.1 million women
aged 65 and older. In addition, the absolute number of
older women in Canada is expected to-<triple over the next 40
years (Fletcher and Stone, 1980). When we combine these
increases with the previously stated sex differences by
marital status and mortality, it is not surprising that
older widows tend to be the focus of gerontological
research.

An additional factor that contributes to sex differ-
ences in living arrangements involves relationships with
kin. Research has consistently found that elderly women are
much more kin-oriented than elderly men. When elderly men
and women without spéuses are compared, we notice that the
latter are more likely to live with kin (Shanas et al.,
1968), while the former tend to be institutionalized (Soldo,

| “
1977). The closenéss of\the mother-daughter tie and the
greater deqree of assistance that older women are able to
provide in their daughters' home contribute to these d}ffer-

ences in living arrangements by sex.

1.5.3 Marital Status

Changes in marital status at older ages usually signify
a critical point in the life cycle and may prompt a

reassessment of living arrangements. The probability of

.
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movind from a mdrried state to a widowed state increases
with age and is also related to gender. Not only does the
loss of a spouse immediately a}fect the composition of a
household but marital status in general is related to a
number of social and economic factors that shapé the living
arrangements of the elderly. For example, the very small
percentage of older people who are never married experience
a significantly reduced network of kin as potential
co-residents, which produces a qreater likelihood of the
never-married being institutionalized. Divorced and
separated persons tend to have a slightly smaller completed
family size than widowed (Soldo and Brotman, 1981) and tend
to co-reside with kin less often than the widowed. For
women, widowhood usually results in a reduction in income,
making elderly widows one of the most socially disadvantaged
groups in society. Separating marital status from its
social and economic correlates, we find that the major
distinction is between being married and non-married, (which
includes never-married, separated{ divorced and widowed).
Assuming that spouses co-reside, those who are no longéf
marrieq’or never-married are candidates for primary living.

-
1.5.4 Educational Attainment

Education has been shown to be associated with older
persons' living arrangements. Beyond its effect through

income, education appears to have an independent influence

4
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on living arrangements. Older previously married women with
higher education tend to live'alone gzzher than with kin or
with non-relatives (Wister and Burch, 1983). It has been
suggested that the independent effect of education on the
household status of older women after key sociél, demo-
graphic and economic variables have been controlled, may
result from two sources. Within an attitudinal framework
education may modify preferences towards independent living
while from a practical standpoint it may "enhance one's
competence and confidence" for separate living (Thomas and
Wis£er, 1984). Further research is needed to assess the

non-economic nature of education as a causal factor in the

selection of living arrangements of the €elderly.

1.5.5 Heglth Status and Domestic Competence

Changes in health status can co@pletely alter the
effect of the aforementioned determinants of living arrange-
ments, Constraints due to poor health limit individuals in
their household choices. For instance, the loss of the
ability to cope with everyday tasks forces elderly persons.
to meet their needs tﬁrough co-residence or some combina-
tion of formal or informal support services. Those
suffering from severe health problems can remain in the
community if they receive adequate care from relatives or
friends, while those without strong family support must rely

on special home medical services, such as a live-in nurse,
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or else be institutionalized. Therefore, living alone

_requires at least a minimum functioning capacity. This

A

minimum level of coping ability,.however: has not been
clearlx%qefined by researchers, partly because it can vary
according to the design of the housiqg environment. For
example, specially designed single apartments for the .
elderly have been experimented with in England. These very
small attached apartments have been constructed for elderly
persons with health impairments and include a number of
conveniences and safety features, the most notable being
strategically placed emergency cords that summon the housing
unit's nurse or paramedic. Whether a person lives in a
house, apartment, or retireﬁent home affects the minimum
level of functional capacity required.

The relative importance of health—relgkedAfactors has
not been adequately assessed by researchers, primarily due
go heavy reliance on census data, which lacks health related
variables. Although older person's health problems make up
a considerable bulk oé the gerontological literature, rela-
tively little has been done on the effects of these healtht
conditions on {;ving arrangements, beyond their relationship
with support service needs and institutionalization.

E

1.5.6 Adult Children and Other Kin
It has been clearly shown that ‘the kin of elderly
3 c
persons provide the major sources of interpersonal support

u
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(Abu-Laban, 1980; Marshall, 1980). While the absolute

» arrangements, This is particularly true for’elderly widows

cordering will be discussed further. Overall, informal

25

number of adult children méy limit the network of potential
candidates for co-resﬁdence, it is also importdht to consi-

N .
der both the quantity and quality of kin support (Haraven,

”

1981). The degree to which kin provide emotional and
‘, R [€] .
material support for the elderly can determine their living

who tend to be economically disadvantaged and often

experience difficulties in coping with responsibilities .
formerly handled by their husbands. However, health, econo-

mic, dr more general coping problems experienced by the

elderly can be mitigated bx;family suéport; sometimes ining

the older persons the option of continued separate living.

Proximity of kin to.the elderly person could also affe;t the

level-of support énd therefore influence living patterns

through this effect.

Other things being equal, greater quantity and quality
- fed ()
of kin support from outside the household would be expected

to be associated with living alone rather than living only

~with a spouse. However, those living with a spouse or other
kin would receive more support due to the proximity of_

potential helpers, which is determined by the living

arrangement. In this sense, while informal support may be a
determinant of living arrangements, they may be a conse-

ﬁuence of them as well. This problem of isolq;ing tempaoral

¢@.




support should be more important for the spouse-less, the
economicglly disadvantaged, the unhealthy, and therefore
< particularly for older widows.

A comprehensive analysis of the determinants of house-

-~

hold decision-making must include additional information

about adult children and other kin. Hill and Hill (1976)

-

have emphasized the importance of the supply of alternative

household choices. Furthermore, adult children often influ-

h od

ence household decisions of elderly parents. Apart from
family support, the preferences that adult children or even
kin express towards joint living may also modify choice. An

o r
a

‘understanding of the decision-making process would therefore

~ 1

. be facilitated through the inclusion of attributes that
reflect ﬁertinent characteristics of close kin such as
physical distance, living arrangement preferences, available

space and even education, marital status and gender,

1.5.7 Ethnicity

. .In the discussion of the salience of norms and prefer-
ences in an analysis of the major correlates of living
arrangements, it was mentioned that ethnic Qariations in
living arrangements reflect cultural and normative differ-
ences after controlling for other major factors. The
importance of ethnicity in shaping normative or preference

structures surrounding the selection of living arrangements

should be analyzed further (Thomas and Wlster, 1983).
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Initial finding;.indicate that the level of kin support and
- the expectations involved in‘pousehbld decision-making vary
by ethnicity. 1In addition, ethnicijty may also play a role
'In the proximity of kin to the elderly ﬁerson due to the

differential migration behaviour found among Canadian ethnic

groups (Trovato and Halli, 1982).

“s

1.6 Summary
-3 4

The preceding review of the literature has served three L

important functions. ,irst, it has provided an in-depth

<

discussion of the principal factors influencing the liang

arrangements of the\elderly. Second, it emphasizes the need
for a more complete analysis of this behaviour for the -
purpose of structuring these variables within a useful
theoretical m;del. Third, underlying the discussion of
competing(interdisciplinary explanations of household beha-
viour are hints of a common theme. An assessment of past
research suggests that it may be fruitful to mold the
determinants of living arrangements into a comprehensive
theoretical framework. This perspective considers that ‘§
living Arrangement choices are the outcome of individual
level evaluations of the costs and benefits associated with
various living accommodations. The decision-making is done
under the influence of Eonstraints on q{oice, underlying
normative and préference structures, and a number of

socio-demographic factors that capture macro-level societal

processes.




CHAPTER II

-~

THE CHOICE OF LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AT THE OLDER AGES
O

2.1 Theoretical Intentions (

This section attempts to organize Eﬁe determinants of
living arrangements among the elderly within a decision-
making framework. This will lead to the formulation of
several hypotheses that will contribute to furthering under-
standing and knowledge of living arrangement choices.
Decision theory will also help determine whether variables
viewed as important environmental factors are in fact
relevant from the viewpoint of the individual decision-
maker. In particular, we are interested in making sense of
the large number of determinants by placing them g%ghin a
model, which reflects macro and micro-level procesggs, It
should be emphasized that ?his theoretical work'is primarilyl
exploratory in nature due to its early stage of develop-

ment. The theoretical modelling is therefore provisional.

This perspective originates from .the proponents of

exchange theory (see especially Homans (1961), (1974) and
Blau (1964)), where decisions about social interaction or

exchange are based on human desires to achieve joint

satisfaction through the transfer and mutual experience of

28




rewards and punishments.‘ These may be social (status), N
psychic (love), or physical (money) (Bagozzi and Van Loo,
1980:99). Furthermore,.decision—making models have been

;uccessfully applied to a number of demographic behaviours

including fertility, migration, marriage and divorce, and

recently household formation.!

2.2 Economic Models of Household Formation

It is within the/domain of economics that we find the

-

-

first application ofﬂé decision-making model to the
explanation of household formation (see especially Duncan
and Morgan, 1976; and Ermisch, 1981). Based on the
conventional model of consLmer choice, individuals are seen
as rational decision-makers who consciously weigh the costs _
and penefits of various living arrangements in an attempt to
maximi;e satisfaction. Assuming a general 'taste' for
privacy or indeﬁendence, which manifests itself in the
selection of separate living when economically feasible,
economists are able to focus on a number of economic
variables that affect household configurations. Past work

has attempted to show that changes in income and'hodsing

costs/availability affects an individual's ability

T a general review of these applications can be found in
Burch, 1979. For specific applications of decision-making
theory to these areas seé Burch (1980) for fertility; Bach
and Smith (1977) for migration; Wolfe (1977), and Becker,
Landes, and Michael (1977) for marriage, divorce, and
remarriage; and Ermisch (1981) for household formation.
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to buy privacy (Beresford and Rivlin, 1966; Carliner, 1975;
Michael et al., 1980). These stud%fs do confirm a positive
relationship between income @np sebarate living. More
recently, attempts have been made to broaden this perspec-
tive somewhat by assuming that the only reason elderly
couples or individuals would choose to live wi;h others
would be if they economically or physically could not live
alone (Schwartz et al., 1982).

Other economists, however, argue that the "taste for
privacy" conception is too simplistic, because it ignores
the benefits derived from jo;nt living in the form of assis-
tance in home production (Ermisch, 1981). This may be
produced either through contributions to work that arise
around the home or by means of the scale éf economies rela-
ted to housing and consumer durables. Adopting the view
that residential choice is the. result of 'optimal household
grouping' (commonly referred to as the maximization of a
utility function in economic analysis) allows this approach
to directly explain joint living as weil as separate
living. Furthermore, transcending the more narrow economic
view‘of "purchasing privacy', the household production
approach provides a framework that incorporates the role of
several socio-economic factors in shaping decisions about

household formation. Adult household members provide aid in

the production of these "non-marketable home produced commo-

dities, ... the production of which.nguires home time and
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goods purchased in markets, particularly housing and
consumer durables" (Ermisch, 1981: 2). FEconomies of scale
were found to be the primary contributor to home production
in his analysis of 1973 and 1976 British General Household
Surveys.

Several issues arise when- the application of micro-
economic models are considered in the light of previous work
on the living arrangements of the elderly. Some of these
issues have surfaced due to developments in de;ision—makind
theory as applied to individual fertility behaviour and to a
lesser degree in the areas of migration, marriage, divorce
and remarriage. It is therefore convenient toobegin with a
discussion of these concerns before we attempt to apply a
decision-making approach to living arrangement choices among
the elderly.

»

2.3 Assumptions and Issues Underlying Decision-Makiﬁg

a

Theory

A number of key issues appear-in the decision-making
literature with a fair degree of consistency. The assump-
tion concerning constant tadtes adopted by the majority of
micro-economisls has been questioned wi;h greater intensity
in recent years. Also, the narrow viéw~}f "relevant" vari-
ables to be included in the micro-economic models can also
be seen as restricting and unrealistic. When broadening

[J

this view to include more subtle sociological and psycho-
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logical variables, definitional problems arise that must be
clarified. Probably the most central issue involves the
idea of rationality in decision-making. This leéés directly
into a discussion of active versus passivg decision-making;
the irrational aspects of how people view alternatives; and
finally, individual versus joint decision-making models,

2.3.1 Changing Tastes and Values

The assumption made by certain economists and micro—
demqg;aphers that 'tastes' surrounding living arrangement
choicés are constant (ro&ied in the beiief that privacy is a
good which most people éééire) is questionable in the face
of recent research findings. For example, Thomas and Wister
(1984) document considerable variation in living arrange-
ments across ethnic groups after major social, demographic
and economic variables were controlled. Also, in a recent
article, Kobrin (1981) argues that women's gfgéter responsi-
bility for maintaining family ties can’Bé interpreted as an
indication of different preferences for living arrangements
by gender. This bias among economists jn rejecting norma-
ti;e or taste explanations is depicted in the following
passage:

The notion that economists have an acceptable

theory Pf systematic differences in household

technology, but do not have a definite theory of

staste formation,. is hardly a justification for

excluding or neglecting hypotheses related to
tastes...in any case, the testing of alternative

"
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models should be left to the empirical arena and
not settled by a priori arguments about the proper
scope of economjcs, demography, or other social
sclences (Easterldn, 1?80;116)

It is therefore necessary to lInclude hypotheﬁes that
describe the role of norms or values in living arfangement

N

choices.- .

2.3.2 Unrealistic Restrictions of the Micro-economic Model

The approach purported by.Ermisch (1981) views
additional household members as adding to the economic
production of the household while omitting social-
psychological factors (such as companionship) that may be a
central component of the exchange process. The omission of
relevant sodﬁologicai and psychological variables in the
micro-economic models of household choice appears to
restrict their explanatory value. The inclusion of these
supplementary variables may explain additional unexplained
variance such as found in Danziger et al's (1982) finding
that the actual increases in female headship between 1968
and 1975 in United States are subsggptially higher than
pnpdicted b; the economic situation of those persons,
including welfare benefits. In this sense, the
micro-econmic deel seems unabie to capture the complexity
of the exchange process.

There is no doubt that economic forces are pervasive
forces in social life and that they play an important role

in the formation of households involving the elderly. Y




However, when looking deeper into the reasons why people do
what they do, it becomes apparent that economic factors are
not the only relevant factor affecting choice, and that more

subtle 'social and psychological forces interact with the

economic, as well as eférting an independent influerce o},
their own ., (Bagozzi and Van Loo, 1978:215). It is therefore
necessary to go beyond economic and demographic considera-
tions to include more sociological forces such as group
norms or persénal préferences that affect choice. This
should be done in a way that reflects the complex network of

interacting factors that shape living arrangement decisions.

N
! .

2.3+3 HKey Terms: Norms, "Values, Attitudes, Tastes and

Preferences

Amalgamating a variety of economic, social, and psycho-
logioal'variables within a decision-making model invariably
leads to some definitional problems. Often, different terms
are used for the same phenomenon or the same term is applied
to different phenomena. Although the majority of the

concepts so far discussed are fairly clear-cut, there

remain a number of seemingly overlapping terms that need

refining. The economicudoncepts of tastes and preferences

are usually translated into norms, values, attitudes or

desires by sociologists, anthropologists, and psychologists
(Burch, 1981:11). It will be argued that constraints or

limitations affecting\decisions may also interact with

I
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normative and ﬁgeference factors. <Clarification of these
concepts would therefore assist.- such an anafysi§.

It is instructive to begin by emphasizing that the

terms tastes, preferences, norms, values, and attitudes are

not completely distinct nor mutually exclusive concepts.
The gconomic terms of tastes and preferences can be grouped
together as found in the economic literature and will there-
fore be considered interchangeable. !Tastes' or 'personal
preferences’'’ are viewed by economists as the relative
desirability of products or situations and can be logically
manfpulated using algebraic equations. The concept oﬁ
'value' has been defined as, "the 'emotional weight',
positive or negative that we attach to our perception of a
situation, measuriné its relative desirability (personal
|

preference) and/or its relative éoodness (culturally
prescribed preference)" (Storer, 1973). This fairly broad
concept contains thé ideas of 'personal preferences' as well
as"culturally prescribed preferences'. The latter
connotation is related to the concept of norms which are
expectations of behaviour or "rules of behaviour that are
supposed to'éJide ghe occupant of a status" (Storer, 1973).
Additionally, the term 'attitude' generally refers to a
feeling. or emotion toward a fact or state.

It is apparent that a number of these concepts overlap

with one or more other terms; (i.e. values, appear to over-

iap preferences, norms, and attitudes.) It therefore seems
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logical to discard those terms which are superfluous.

Kobrin's (1981) choice of normative and preference
factors or structures appears to capture the meanings
intended by the use of the various terms. By norms or
normative structures we mean expectations of behaviour that
are spread through social institutions and group interaction
and are of a sufficient strength to affect .the selection of
living arrangements. This would include cultural
expectations surrounding household formation such as those
discussed by Thomas and Wister (1984)2, in addition to the
expectations of reference groups and significant others.
This brings in the notion of social norms; cultural or
subcultural norms; and even norms adhered to by peer groups,
families, or other significant individuals. In this sense,
the social environment is inclhded as a factor affecting the
decision-making process. .

The inclusion of preference taps the notion that
personal desires for particular qualities in the home
) enivfonment may affect living arrangement choices. These
may differ by age, sex, socio-ecgompomic status, etc., and

'

perhaps are also affected by social norms, but they do

represent personal preferences for certain qualities such as

2 Italians have been shown to have 'traditional' family ties
involving a cultural norm of rendering respect to the
elderly. Specifically, children are expected to take
widowed parents into their home. On the other hand, persons
of British descent have been viewed as holding norms of
privacy, autonomy, and independence.
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privacy or independence in the home environment. The
importance of affective qualities of the residential
environment for older persons are éhphasized in Jirorec's
(1977) study, where the elderly preferred quite different
qualities than younger respondents, including: friend-
liness, quieﬁ, neatness, esthetic, and texture, in addition
to cost. Furthermore, within the elderly population, male/
female differences in the desire to continue close kinship
ties at older ages has been used as a proxy for preferences
to assess their impact on residential choice (Kobrin,
1981). Questions reflecting both normative and preference
structures as previously discussed should adequately
measure, in an unambiguous _manner, the role of these
predominantly sociological f;ctﬁrs in living arrangement

decisions.

2.3.4 Rationality in Decision-making

At the heart of "any decision-making theory is the
assumption that perceived rewards and costs are assessed
rationally. The term "rational" has nuﬁerable connotations
but its technical meaning here involves the maximization of
expected value (Meeker, 1980:30). This does not necessarily
entail the use of logical reasoning or consistent rules,
which when confused wi;h its technical meaning can lead to
doubt and even adamant criticism about the presence of

rationality in decision-making. It is therefore important
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to emphasize that rationality is a subjective process that
connects actions, outcomes and preferences (Meeker, 1980).

One of the common criticisms of this view is that it is
difficult to measure the.degree to which an individual
maximizes one or more utility functions since this perspec-
tive begins with individual's decisions, then depé;ds on
subjective (perceived) rather than objective (actual)
evaluations to explain these decisions. It appears that, in
order to }efrain from falling into untestabie ex post facto
explanations, it may be necessary at some po}nt to make
objective statements about what constitutes a'significant
cost or benefit within a given set of situational factors or
constraints,

Similarly, Leibengtein (1981) suggests that, rather
than arguing about rational versus non-rational decisions,
it may be more useful to accep£ that decision-making is
o&nipresent and then examine the nature of the decision as
shaped through interactions with the social setting.

In their analy;is of fertility decision-making, Bagozzi.
and Van Loo (1978) view this practice as a calculative
psychological process wherein the individual decision-maker
mayimizes utility while taking into account resource
limitatioﬁs and cost constraints. In this sense one
captures the factors intervening between what they Lerm
environmental factors and outcomes, as well as del{neating

the exchange process.
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kll discipl}nes applying decision-making theory do not
assume that the process invo;yes purposeful and cumulative
a;pécts to the same degree. Economics clearly buTlds the
'strongest case for continggl and long—aerm maximizing
behaviour while sociology, anthropology and psychology lean

Y

towards a less rig&fous effort to order objectives and
goais, which are not necessarily cumulati;e or additive
(Robinson and Harbison, 1980). For our purposes it will be
%rgped that rationality in decision-making can be thought of
as a subjective process whereby individuals'seléct and
interpret” information in a variety of ways with an under-
lying motive of maximizing their welfar; in the face of
various constraining factors. 1In this way it is recognized
that, "a complex web of cultural knowledge and symbolism
surrounds all decisions"™ (Hull, 1981:6) and that a primary
goal is tg.analyze the nature of the decision as it is
sbéped througb.interactions with normative and preference
factors, con;;faints, and individual perceptions. This
perspective suggests a schematic model (at least at this
stage of development), that allows a certain amount of
flé;ibility necessary to incorporate a multiplicity of
"decision processes rather than a single universal one.

«

2.3.5 Active and Passive Decision-making

¢

It is generally recegnized that residential and house-

"holq decisioh-making agong the elderly may often involve

2
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large elements of p&ssivity and inertia rather than deci-
siveness. Rather than invest time and energy to change,
which entails continuous decision problems, individuals may
appear to refrain from.making a decision to alter their
situation. However, this can be seen as at least a partial
indicator that circumstances of their life make acceptance
{Lg-least bad decision (Hull, 1981). For the elderly, for
.egample, perceptions of a limited remaining lifetime may
offset the expéctation of small benefits accrued b; modifi-
cations in living arrangements (Sjaastad, 1962).
Liebenstein (1981) has greatly contributed to the
development of decision-making theory in his distinction
between active and passive decision-making.3 Although iﬁ
reference té fertility behaviour, his discussion of these
concepts are of immense value to any applications of that
mggel. _He begins by distinguishing passive decision-making
as the more frequent form, usually involving routine
pehaviour. Liebenstein argues that this routine behaviour
can be viewed as behaviour "within a holding pattern" and
that only if an event is potent enough, with a resultant
significant impact, will the realization-be made that an

&

active decision is forphéoming. Since the cost of active

\

decision-making outweighs the advantage of coﬂsidering every

.

.3 He notes that” these terms are altered from their more
common meaning referring to the extent to which an
individual participates in family decision-making.
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piece of information, passive decision-making may in fact be
seen as éne.form of maximizing behaviour (p. 387): Further
more, deferring a decision may reflect a rational respons;
to fears about conflict with a family member, if an attempt
is made to make a decision; concerns about needed time for a
better informed active decision; or a need to procrastinate
until one is psychologically ready to take on the task of
active decisign-making. This latter point reflects the
psychological stress associated with active decision-
making. As is emphasized by Leibenstein, we need to formu-
late a theory about how nonroutine decisions are stimulated.

Early work by Wolpert (1965) on human movement attempts
to fit residential mobility';nd migration within a decision-
making framework. Similarly, these behaviours are consi-
dered to be responses to evaluations about a wide range of
social and economic variables. However, search behaviour is
not activated uﬁtil a threshold level is reached, where a
negative evaluation or lack oﬁ satisfaction (Speare, 1974)
is of sufficient strength. Speare (1974) shows that the
satis:éc ion index (reflecting feelings about one's house-
hold environment) intervenes between personal and environ-
mental factors and that it has the strongest impact on the
wish to move. Perhaps the transition from routine behaviour
to active decision-making can be understood as resulting

from a threshold level of dissatisfaction with one's present

living ;??hngement. ‘On the other side of the same colin is
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the view that elderly individuals evaluate their living
arrangement options (at least those perceived as viable

options), only when a minimal acceptable level of satisfac-

.

tion is ng longer maintained. These ideas bring in the
possible effects of more gradual changes such as personal
preferences, or the slow erosibn of functional ability, in
addition to major life events, such as sudden health
problems or widowhood: that may push dissatisfaction or
acceptance to some critical level. Furthermore, dissatis-
faction can be seen as resulting from evaluating positive
pull factors as well as negative push factors.

In a recent surveyqreport prepared by the London Coali-
tion for Seniors Organiiation, it was documented that
elderly people can be very accepting of their circumstances
and that their ideas concerning acceptable standards of
living appear to be very different from what their grand-
children want for them. This suqgests that the 'threshold
level' of active decision-making by older persons may be
quite distinct from that of other age groups. Past experi-
ences {such as living through the Depression) may have
contributed to cohort differentiation, 'which may be an
influential force in the épparent deviation in older
person's decision-making behaviour (see for example
Easterlin's (1978) discussion of changes in acceptable
levels of living due to relative deprivation). Perhaps even

¢
more important is the notion of perceived time horizons,
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which may affect the 'threshold level' of the very old
(i.e. 80+). Thus, the vé}y old may be expected to view
moving as too costly due to their perception of the time

left for them to enjoy the benefits of a change in living

2

arrangements (Sjaastead, 1962).
Two overlapping hypotheses can be generated from the
previous discussion. First, it takes relatively striking
changes to stimulate active decision procedures. Second, a
threshold level of dissatisfaction that exceeds the minimal
level of acceptable standérds, must be crossed before active
or nonroutine decision-making is activated. ‘Once the
procgss of active decision-méking-gegins, people weigh the
perceived costs and benefits of known alternatives. Of
course, one may decide to remain in their present living
arrangement in thp final analysis, but only afte; an evalua-

-

tion has been made.

¥

&

2.3.6 Viewing Alternatives

It has been’'stated that the most irrational aspect of
the detision-making progess is probably the limiteds number
of'behavioural 0ption§ that are perceived by individuals
(Meeker, 1980). This appears to be consistent with the
previous discussion concerning ghe propensity towaras a

routine or passive style of decision-making, where indivi-

duals refrain from stressful and costly evaluations of

various alternatives as long as possible. In this sense,
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the routine decision-making; stage allows an individual to
procrastinate, or even ignore the calculative psychological
process involved in active decision-making. This is
because, at the very least, a minimum amount of effort is
reqiired to select information and organize it in a way that
allows one to assess the perceived implications of various
options. Furtherm&re, the attempt to actively evaluate all
alternatives will iqvolve concern -about perceived options,
including whether all relevant elements are to be considered
(Leibenstein, 1981). Since personal tastes and individual
personalities shape the degree to wh{ch one considers or
even perceivés all alternatives, and since active decision-
making appears to be a costly exercise, it is not surprising
that the viewing of alternatives is seen as a very irra-
tional part of the process by those studying decision-
making.

For elderly persons toaay, the idea of sharing accom-
modations with non-relatives is prgbably not usually consi- -
dered as an option to living alone. It may,even be the case
that while some elderly individuals are great%y dissatigfied
with separate living they do not see any alternatlve
arrangement. The realm of potential options can be %ffected
by personal tast;;, past histories, personalities, social
roles and expectations, and socio-economic status among

other factors. It would therefore be useful tqséather

information on individual's perceptions of alternatives as ¢
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well as the reasons why‘varibus options are not always
recognized. The latter could be done by prompting a
decision on alternatives to living alone that have been
suggested, such as: how would you feel about living with a
friendy or how do you feel about living with adult

children? Responses to these types of questions may neff;ct
the different life histories ‘and aitit;dinal structures of
age Sghorts. The idea of home-sharing established in such
areas as Regional Niagara, for example, (which may involve
co-residence with a friend) may be viewed as an option to
some while never being consi&éred by others. Certainly
future cohorts of women will"hisplay changes in social roles
and past histories by viewing some of these alternative

forms of living arrangements as more acceptable or perhaps

even desirable.

2.3.7 Individual versus Joint Decision-Making

The conceptualization of an individual's decision-
making becomes more gﬁéplex once it is broadened to include
other persons. Transcending the individual necessitates the
inclusion of intrafamily conflict, which can become an issue
of analyzing power as a means of conflict resolution. The
case of the elderly individual actively deciding whom to
live with falls into this category. The question arises:

should information concerning the decision process be based

on a single individual or include other members of the
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_household or kin network? Leibenstein (1981) argues that at
its early stage of development, fertility decision-making
theory should give priority to individual decision-making
before moving on into more complex problems. 1In contrast,
Bagozzi and Van Loo (1980) conceptualize the fertility
decision as a family decision process and thus make a case
for collecting data on both participants.

In studying household choices it makes sense to view
these decisions as affected by other individuals both within
ana outside of the household. For example, in the situation
where a married couple is making a living arrangement deci-
sion, both parEEQ§ plkay a role in determiniﬁa the outcome.
Outside the household, adult children may directly shape
their parents' decision by exhorting their influence, which
at times can be quite forceful, or even by affecting supply
of alternative living arrangements. Other significant
others and reference groups may also have bearing on thesz
decisions, sometimes less directly, through imposing norms
or expectations on behaviour. For example, having a circle
of friends who feel that living with adult children or other
relatives is not proper behaviour for a widow may exert a -
strong normative proscription on one's behaviour.

The;e is no. doubt that future research methodologies
may benefit from the inclusion of data on the normative and
preference structures eliciﬁed directly from family and

friends surrounding the individual decision-maker. However,
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at this point in the development of household decision-
making theory, 1t may be advantageous to sacrifice a sophis-
ticated but complicated model that necessitates a flexible
unit of analysis for/fhe simplicity of an individual level
model and research’desigq.

This would still allow for information to be collected
on the influence of the social environmeﬁt. fhiéugduld be
achieved by capturing the norms and preferences of 'other'
household members as well as key family and friendship net-
wo;k members who “are perceived by the individual as having

bearing upon theit decisions.

-

2.4 Developing a Household Decision-Making Framework

Applications of micro-economic consumer models to
household formation, fertility, migration, and marriage have
opened a path for the develop:ent of a general household
decision-mak}ng schema. This framework attempts to organize
the large number of household determinants into a numbeg of
interrelated components that display the relationship
between structural and individual factors as they relate to
household decision-making. This will be done in a way that
reflects the interacting nature of enviro;megtal~and
individual variablés. At this early stage of development,
the prié%ry goal is to produce a provisional theoretical

model from which a number of testablerpropositions can be

generated. Further fine-tuning and sophistication of the
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model must be deferred until these preliminary steps have

been take&.

- It should also be noted that a descriptive rather than
®a prescriptive rational model is being proposed. The latter

usage is to advise a decision-maker what choice to make

while the former is analogous to any scientific theory,

where assumptions and verified propositions are combined to

produce a testable prediction (Meeker, 1980: 27).

2.4.1 A Summary of the Model

The underlying assumption is that living arrangement
outcomes are the result of either routine behaviour (passia
decision-making)'or cons;ious evaluations of costs and
benefits associated with various alternatives in a deliber- \
ate effort to increase pgrsonal satisfaction or welfare, \\
once a minimal level of ;atisfaction of needs is no longer \\
met (active decision-making). Thus, household decision- \\
making, like other forms of decision-making, is viewed as
goal-seeking behaviour, where indivipuals attempt to fulfill
various needs. By expanding the micro-economic model to
include psychological, sociological, and cultural factors, a
comprehensive theoretical framework can be sketched.

In its skeletal form, this approach views household
decisions as the result of social norms and personal prefer-

ences. These normative and preference factors, however, may

be altered by the interaction effects of constraints, such

[
}
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as the availability of kin for co-residence or the economic
feasibility of separate living (see Figure 2:1).

‘ This framework, thus far, is analogous to the one
developed by Dixon (1978), where marriage patterns are
analyzed in terms of the demographic availabil;ty of mates,

the feasibility of marriage, and the “rability of

-

marriage. As to the sequential ordering of these factors,

it is suggested that social norms and personal preferences
come prior to constraining forces since the former originate
through socialization and personality development processes,
most of which are fairly well articulated by the time the
constraining factors come into play. The qonstraining pres-
sures can be viewed as resulting from different life styles
and life chances.

Several background socio-demographic factors can be
delineated as determinants of both normative/preference
structures and constraints on choice. Here again, we have
relied on past research and do not purport that these back-
ground factors exhaust all possibilities. Furthermore,
based on our knowledge about some of the interrelationships

of variables within and between components, it is expected

that there will be statistical interaction aéong factors-

2.4.2 Elaboration of the Model

Within this decision-making framework, an individual's

household status is viewed as a bundle of "goods" that
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provide a means to the satisfaction of varying human needs
and desires (Burch and Wister, 1982). At times they may be
incompatible in that sacrifices of one "good" are necessary
for the achievement of another. These "goods" inclﬁde: 1)
physical shelter and space; 2) domestic services; 3) intim-
ate companionship; 4) privacy and independence; 5) a sense
of usefulness; and 6) feelings of belonging. This section
of the schematic diagram represents the individual decision-
making process related to li;ing arrangement choice.

Underlying the assessment of these "goods" surrounding
an individual's household status are social norms about the
expected separateness of the elderly, age segregation and
kinship obligations and ties, as well as preferences
involving privacy, independence, companionship and percep-
tions of time horizons. As observed in Figure 2:2, these
normative and preference structures:may be affected by the
interaction effect that constraints may have upon these
components.

Based on the literature review and related discussion;?
we can identify a number of determinants as constraints on
living arrangement choices, including: 1) economic factors
total income,-home ownership, and supply and price charac-
teristics of the housing market; 2) general healtﬁ as it
affects functional ability as well as the health of other
household members; 3) supply and influences of family -

Including the quantity and quality of kin support and

-
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characteristics of adult children and their family (such as:
-age, sex, number, marital status, family income;“physical
distance, family size, and their preferences about living

arrangements as perceived by the elderly individual); and &)

domestic competence. This Eist, however, does not exhaust.

,all possibilities, but rather, dnawsfupon the substantial

body of literature focussing on determinants of household
status.

Both the normative/preference factors and the con-
sfrainlng forces have roots in a number of socio-demographic
variables. Thess include: 1) educational attainment; 2)
ethnicity; 3) age; 4)%life experiences; 5) sex; and 6)
marital status. It should be néted that a chahge in marital
status may initially produce a direct effect on a living
arrangement outcome by altering the composition of the
househald. However, while it is recognized that the living
arrahgement known as 'living alone' is often forced upon
oidernpersons because of life-cycle change(fnvolVEng move-
ment frém one marital status to another, invariably a choice
must be made to remain in a separate living arrangément,
remarry, or co-reside with others. In this sense, the
depision—making process must eventuallf‘pome into play.

LQspection of Figure 2:2 will also reveal the feg?back

pfocess that may.occur when living arrangement outcomes

consistent with social norms or personal preferences

‘relnforce this behaviour and generate momentum towards a

»
v

~
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continuation of this trend.--

2.4.3 Goods Surrounding Household Status

Before a set of clearly defined hypotheses are deve-
loped, we will elaborate the compoﬁents of household status

"gopds" in detail. In doing so, we will highlight dynamics

“of the decision process at the individual lével. This will

also depict the complexity of factors that affect living
arrangements and their interrﬁ%ationships. An additional
purpose is to identify several key a;eas, such that a
manageable number of hypotheses can be identified for the

following section.

v 2

Physical shelter and space: the goods associated with

a housing unit, such as shelter, storage of furniture, and

the manipulatiph of these objects are important since

’

housing units are controlled by households themselves,
Whether an oldé; person lives in one's ownohdme rather than
another's 1is g%erefore partially determined by the value
placed on certain housing characteristics, as well as the
importance of having control or "authorié}" over these
items. Individuals whd display a strong attachment to
poééessions accumulated over a lifetime Qill be less iikely
to co-reside with ;thers, if the space limitations of the
1ousehold deem it incapable of holding tﬂese objects.
Addifionally, living in one's own household allows for

greater control over personal possessions than living in

’ Al
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someone else's household. Finally, it is quite obvious that

the amount of space in a household places some limits on the

number of people that can live there.

2) Domestic services, including: preparation of food;
laundry and fepair of clothing; transportation; cleaning and
maintenance of the housing unit; care during sickness; and i
financial organization of the household. Although these
services may be purchased (if affordable), they tend to be
provided by household members. If the loss of a spouse or a
decline in health make it difficult to provide these
serviceé themselves, then assistance from non-household
persons 1s necessary. Thus, support from family and to a
lesser degree from friends plays a major role for many older
persons who desire to live alone, particul;rly since home

nurses and maids are too expensive for the majority of this

b
population. Co-residence may become a necessity when

"outside" support from family or friends is unavailable or

insufficient and when domestic competénce erodes té tHe
poiné where there exists a clear difficulty in day ﬁo day
l}ving. This would usually be due to health limitations,
aithough sex role differentiation may influence d?mestic
competence.. Living with a spouse provides a readily
available intensive support base; depending on the
functional capacity of the "helper".

3) Ihtimate_companionship: this term 1Is used here to convey

a very close or familiar relationship in which an individual
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desires satisfaction. Although it is argued that household
members are best suited to serve these needs, they may also
be met through other arrangements such as frequent contact

1

with a confidant who may be a friend or relative. 1In a
study of elderly widows, Arling (19753 found that contact
with family members failed to increase morale while
friendship-neighbouring wa;‘Eelated to less loneliness and
feelings o; "usefulness", primarily because of common
inté;ests and life-styles, THese sources of intimate
companionship can bé®viewed within the context of household
decision-making, especially centering on the quality and
frequency of contack of adult children and friends.
Furthermore, the perception of co-residence as an

intimate act may be blocking current older persons from

realizing that co-habitation with a non-relative could be

mutually beneficial (Burch and Wister, 1982),

4) Privacy and independence: the concept of privacy or of
being unobservable would appear to be important at older
ages. Deviant labels are often attached to the elderly in
conjunction with a loss of social status (Jarvis, 1972).
Previous research has emphasized the effect of increased-
income on the aRility to buy prlvacy and the changes in

™~

values about the desire for privacy as causes for the L \\

significant rise in livin@falone since the 1940's. However,

the extent to which desires for privacy are truly important

in this context or whether age segregation is resulting in
{
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the enforéed isolation of older persons requires attention
in the literature. This may be clarified by distinguishing
the effect of social and family norms from personal prefer-
ences. ’

Independence, which must be viewed as a relative
concept, would also seem to be highly valued by the elderly
since providing for oneself in one's own household wou{&\dp
tend to preserve family/social status by sustaining a lower
level of dependency and greater authority. Those living
with a spouse and other kin may lose some degree of privac}
but may retain a relative amougt of independence and
authority, particularly when remaining in their own house-
hold.

For single elderly, it is obvious that extreme privacy

v

and independence manifested through household status are
incongruent with intimate companionship, if the latter
cannot be provided from outside of the household. An
elderlyrQidow may be lonél; living alone but at the same
time enjoy the privacy an; independence associated with
living by oneself. Perhaps the continuation of relatdve
privacy and independence enjoyed during the empty nest stage
is valued more highly than intimate companionship when one
marital partner is lost. In this sense, the choice of a
household status involves a number of potential benefits aiq
related costs, which must be balanced through compromise in

P

the face of various constraints.

L2 g
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5) Sense of usefulness: with the decline in social roles and
soclal status associated with growing old, it is mentally
and physically important to retain some sense of self-
esteem. This can be conceived as a reflection of the social
functions that individuals ébhtribute to households. Living
independently and providing for oneself may create a sense
of usefulnees, in that dependency on society or the family
is minimized. However, it can also be achieved by contri-
buting to the household of an adult child. In this case,
older women tend to provide greater assistance in the role
of helpe?~while financially, older men tend to have more to
give. It is of interest to discover the extent to which

this sense %f usefulness helps to shape household decision-

making.

6) Feelings of belonging: in_a similar vein, the idea of

belonging has been used to explain patterns of household
behaviour*pfqviding another&"good" rélating 'to household

status. = It has been noted that the relative stability found

among the elderly when analyzing residential mobility méy be
attributed to their tendency to be more socially integrated

into the community and neighbourhood surrounding them - "
(holdscheider, 1971; Wai and Beaujot, 1982). Such links may

be cruéial to the psychological state of an individual,

especially if they live alone.

-"Apart from the community and neighbourhood, feelings of

belonging may arise due to involvement with kin. Thus, the
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lack of community or neidhbourhood integration may prompt an
older person to move  in with or near to members of their
kinship network, other things being equal. Questions tap-
ping these psychological dimensions of ugefulness and
belonging may add insight into the précess of household
decision-making.

The choice of living with others rather than §eparately
(i.e. either alone or with a spouse) may involve other costs’
related to social roles jand social status. At the heart of

exchange theory is the concept of reciprocity (Homans,
1961). Providing an elderly person with several goods as
the result of co-residence usually means that some(form of
remuneration is expected, if possible. This may take the
‘shape of contributions to household production either
through domestic services or through the payment of money,
or it may be in the form of deference. The extent to which
such exchanges are expected by adult children or other kin
who accept elderly persons into their household is partly
deendent on cultural and family norms involving respect and
kinship obligations, which consider the older parent as 3
having built up "credits" throughout their lifetime. We
have previously observed how these norms vary across ethnic
groups, how they influence the choice of living arrange-

ments, and presently, how they may enter into the exchange

process.
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For those elderly persons who are unable to afford
living alone or who cannot adequately care for themselves,
the benefits of co-habitation may significantly outweigh the
costs of loss of status, role change,.exchange of services,
etc. The choice here may be co-habitdation or institutional-

ization, the latter of which may involve much higher costs.

2.5 Developing Hypoth%gés
It is quite obvious that the schematic diagram presentd

earifer contains potential for the development of an

unwielhy number'éf hypothéses hased on‘the review of litera-

ture. This 1is particularly severe due to the large number
of interrelationships bet:ien the variables. Therefore, our
"intention here is to delineate what are felt to be several
primary hypotheses that highiight relationships that have
arisen in the literature and our.discussioﬁs.

The hypotheses that have surfaced as being of centra}
importanée to this thesis can be organized into the follow-
ing arejs: 1) social norms and personal preferences; 2)
health and domestic competence; 3) social stport and
characteristics of kinj &) economic éonstraintsg and 5)

socio-demographic factors affecting social norms and

personal preferences’

.

2.5.1 Social Norms and Personal Preferences ‘ -

e

Documentation of the significance of social or cultural-
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norms on behaviour has been a major goal fo;'sociologists
from the early thinkers to the present. Specifically, a
norm is visualized as "a rule or standard of behaviour
defined by the shared expectations of two or horé-people
regarding what behaviour is to be considered socially
acéeptable" {Theodorson and Theodorson, 1969: 276-277).
Therefore the views of significant others, such as pégrs or
family, as well as perceptians.-about what is generally
socially acceptable or not may influence individual's
behaviour. ‘Jg'?

It has been argued that the changing structure of thé
family in industrial societies has partly been due to great-
er emphasis on separateness., Thus, young adults tend to
leave home earliér to set up their own households and
elderly parents are reluctant to co-reside with adult
children or other kin. Social mobility and age segregation
have been identified as potential contributors to these
household changes (Sussman, 1959). However, a thorough
investigation of what constitutes expectdtions of
separateness and age segregation as normative forces in
household behaviour has not been undertaken, even though
researchers have suggested that they may be important
(Abu-Laban, 1980; garaven, 1981j Kobrin, 1981; Thomas and
Wister, 1984). Earlier discussions‘concerning the potential
relevance of these factors have provided justification for

[

their investigation and inclusion in explanatory modelling.

T 3
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Norms involving intergenerational family obligations
and ties may be incongruent with those involving expecta-
tions of separateness and age segregation. There is little
doubE that sacial norms involving the rendering of rgspect
to older parénts through obligations specifying the caring
and providing for' elderly members of families enter into
decisions about co-residence. However, the degree to which
famjlies adhere to such norms depends on perceptions of both

old and young family members about 'proper' behaViour under

certain circumstances. In this sense, perceived expecta-

A

tions about family oBligétions and ties are expected to be
negatively' correlated with those involving separateness and
age-segregation.

Not completely separate from social norms is the notion
of preferences. A portidh of preferences may lié within the
develoqpent of normativebféctogg. »An individual may prefer

living alone bgcause other ogtions are not viewed as

- Y

‘"proper". Preferehces may be iimited by constraiqﬂs.—gfor
example, an elderly individual sufferinq from health limita—
- tions may be forced to live with an adult child because of
the built-in support network. Perhaps preferences can be
best understo&d as what people would want if they had a
completely free choice, that is, free from constraints.
Researchers have emphasized elderly persons' preference

for privacy and independence (Abu-Laban, 1980; Kobrin, 1981;

Thomas and Wiqter,j1984), as well as pre%erences involving

N
[N
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companionship (Burch and Wister, 1982). However, once

again, there is a need to see what lies beneath the concept

of preferences for various living arrangements.

From the previous dicussions, a number of hypotheses

can be generated concerning living arrangements and percep- -

tions of social norms and personal preferences.

1.

Perceived social norms involving the expected separa-.
tion of the elderly will be positively associated with
separate living, ;s previously defined.

Perceived social norms concerning age differentiatibn
are expected to be éositively associated with separate
living.

Social norms réflecting familial obligations and ties
are expected to be positively associated with living
with one or more kin, besides a spouse.f

Personal preferences concerning privacy and indepen-
dence will be positively associated with separate
living.

Elderly who have a preference for intimate companion-

ship’will be more apt to live with others rather than

alone.

~Age will be positively associated with personal

preferences involving the effect of time horizons on

major changes like moving.
v

T
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2.5.2 Healsth and Domestic Competence

Several constraining factors—have been noted as central
"compornents in household decision-making. Constraints on
choice can be seen as interacting with social norms and
preferences. The following hypotheses concern health status
and domestic compefence as they relate to living arrangement
choices among the elderly. These directly affect the
feasibility of selecting certain living arrangements,
especially the one that involves the greatest degrees'of
separdteness - living alone.

7. Health status is expected to be positively associated
with separate living. Poor health and limited
functional ability méﬁn$ that options are limited to
either living with kin, institugionalization or having
a nurse-maid. Good health open; the possibiliﬁy of
living alone. Tbr older persons who are currently
married, health problems may not be a constraining -
pressure on living arrangements if the spouse can
maintain the household and look after his/her marriage~
partner; In this sense, health status affecting
functional ability acts as a constraint on household

choice depending on thé/;;Lsence of adequate informal

or formal social support.
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8. Partly related to health status is the notion of
domestic competence. The latter is expected to be
positively associated dith separate living, reflecting
one's ability to run a household successfully without
outside help. Inability to meet a minimum level of
domestic competencq_will resuly in reliance on one or
more household members for these '"goods", unless
frequent visits from a nearby helper (probably an adult

child) can satisfy these requirements.

2.5.3 Informal Support and Characteristics of the Family

Another factor that can be viewed as a éonstraint is
informal support as well as certain cpiracteri§tics of the
family.‘ In particular, past fertility as an indfcator of
availability of kin with whom one might co-reside represents

a powerful demographic constraint on,ﬁiving arrangement
w

. 3 ’ ’J
decisions. ,

¢

9, Past fertility .is expected to be positively associated.
with living with kin and conversely, negatively
associated with separate living (particu}arly for the
previously married elderly). Past fertility provides a
crude indicator of the opportqnity structure for co-
residence with kin, therefore affecting the availabil-

-

ity of this living arrangement.




A number of additioAdal.characteristics -of kin affect
. ., \ . ” :
the feasibility of certain household decisions.-..

L

o
N, N
"
-

v : a ' t .
10. Informal support (social and material) will be ﬁi@hiAj}~—‘,N\\\

&

- er for éhosé gggrently married tfn those living
~ alone.- Living alone involves many difficulties that
\may be alieviated through such support networks, while
intact marital relationships contéiﬁ a stgong built;iﬁ
support system,“as long as both partner;' health ;s not

»

seriously impaired. Living with other kin also

provides greater daily support than living alone, dué€

to the proximity of potential "helpers".,

11. The more children born to elderly-.person's adult
offspring, the less room there will be for the old-
er persof to be included, méking it ﬁore likefy
_that the elderly person will live sebarately raéher

,-T than co?reside with éubh adult children. Furfh;ql

. more, grandchildren affect thé:ééadeful nat&te“ofaa
household in the eyes of the eidefly person.

12, Single, ﬁegarated and'divorced adult chilQQen will more
l}kely co-reside with elderly pérents than those cur-
;ently married. This relates to cdonflict over author-‘
ity 1in ?he household as well as other forms of peﬁfohalr

. AN
conflict with in-laws as 'outside' family members.
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2.5.4 Economic Factors . 3

. The constraint centered on most by economists is
. o "t

g :*'M’W"}‘Z’EN

-~
-~

L income. 'Living alone rather than with kin (not including a
! . 3
Y ’ éb0use) usually ‘requires greater economic resources. Income

represents the feasibility of fulfilling a preference from
. ‘v '

¢

an ecanomic standpoint.
L2 .
1 ) . * . v
5 « N
. . . -

. Jé?"‘iB. Thus, economic resources wiil.be‘positively assoclated
.z,’ : 'fajigﬁth separate living. Thie'allows the elderly person'
v - ' ' the option of purchaeing privacy,‘assuming that most _'
. . ) actually prefer to‘live separately.. Oﬁ course, living &

, with_a spouse tends to -involve greater economic

~, . " resources than when one is single_ or previously

N

married, This is particularly true when “®he remaining

. marriage partner is a woman.

= N A}
' 2.5:5. SoéiOrDemobradhielFactors and Social Norms/
A 8 : | \

. Preferenqes

*
[
A e

-

. . ¢ . .
X JThe relationship between the- 'socio-demographic'
, ' factors (education, ethnicity, age, SeX, marital status, ang
+ 4, iy -cohort life expériénces) and thé cdonstraints on choice Wave ;

. «b&en fairly well documented- in "the- gerOntologlcal literature

{ (see McPherson, 1983) In addition, the - relationships

? . ' * . " 4 ¢
‘ -

L between socio demographic variables “and living arrangements

o

; o of the eldérly have alao bé%n covered in the literature (see
é . j~ .. ‘v :\ s, 2
i ; o o

% . _ . Wister and Burch, 1983, and Thomas and Wister, 1984), and

<




}ppears at the end of the literature review in Chapter I.
However, there is a need to more clearly artikulate theh
relationships between those factors termed
'socio-demographic' and the norma;ive and preferenéé factors
underlying household decision-making among the elderly. Our

review of the literature relating %9 these variables

&

suggests an analysis of their effect oA various attitudes

reflecting norms and preferences. The following hypotheses
L« .
pertain to certain of those relationships. Due to the

unhgnageable number of potenpial hypotheses, it was
. ‘
hecessary to select those‘gypotheses which appear most

- -
significant based on the review of the literature and

s N

theoretical work.

/

14. Educatton will be positively associated with social

@

norms depicting the expected separateness of-efaerly
persons, Education also. expected to be negatively
associated with perceptions of age .segregation and

social norms stressing kinship obligations and ties.

This stéms from differential SQCiglizatfon experiences

~—— A v

due to differential exposure to‘Values presented

within the educational system.
£ a4
:ff\ ‘ A v

15. “Formaleducation is .also éxpeqtedﬂfo display.a bositive

‘ IR

" £ \"\\ ‘
‘relationship with priv?&y andeindependence

. 3 P . " f
preferences. ‘Aga}n,%hé;iat{gzale for this hypothesis |

——




16.

17.

69

14 , 5 +

is rooted in the attitudinal effect'that‘education has
% ‘ ' ] .

on personal preferences. . ' .

- -

Social norms‘and personal preferences ;ill vary by
ethnic origin., Ethnic groups retaining thF{r tradi-+ °
tional culture (i.e. Southern European;couﬁtries)
involving the rendering of respect to'elders in the
form of co-habitation will have stronger eﬁﬁhasis,dn
ginship ties, while‘ethnic groups with morg‘mOAern
roots that appear to be more acculturated ihto Can;dfan
culture (i.e. Northern European countries) will °
emphasize social norms involving expeéted sepafaéeqess
as well as privacy and independence preferences as '
these appear to be highly valued in modern industrial

13

society (Abu-Laban, 1980).

Men more than women are expected to perceive social

norms of expected separateness, while women more than
men are expected to view familial obligations as
1mportant.‘ This is based on women's previous roles

involving famflyrties and their greater domestic

usefulness in the home. Although elderly ma}es may

- have more to gain from co-residence with kin, females

AAAAA

may have more to give.in addition ito these different

perceptions of soclal expectations' and preferences.

e N
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18. The relationship between age and time horizons was
already discussed in the section pertaining to personal
preferences. Briefly, perceptions of limited time

horizons are expected to be positively associated with

age.

2.6 Summarx

In this section we have developed a theoretical schema
that attempts to make sense of a subggantial contingent of
determinants surrounding living arrangement choices of the
elderly. In so doing, several -hypotheses have been formu-

‘lated that we feel accentuate the focal points of the

<
theoretical review and related discussions. :

For the elderly, household and residential choice
involves a decision-making process. Generally, decision-

making is routine behaviour resulting in paséive decisions.

Either when dissatisfaction with the residential environment

reaches a threshold level or~when relatively dramatic -

rd

changes occur (e.g. widowhood) active decisions are stiﬁu—
lated. These involve a conscious eleuqtion of perceived

' . alternatives where various costs and benefits are weighed

&

against each other. The costs and benefits associated with

a particular household status are assessed in terms of their.

ey

< value as "goods". The extent "that these "gBBds" are rele-

“vant and/or available in the decisioﬁ‘is“a function of

normative and preference structures and the effect of

- - . o -y — - p— . - PR - - -— - -

2

.



2 S R T,
; ? xﬁ};\

71

W e
<o,
L Te oy

constraints.
An assessment of the relative contribution of these

factors in the decision-making process in conjunction with
« tests of some of the pafameters of the process itself should

help .to better understand patterns of living arrangements

s

among the elderly.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to develop a research

strategy to test the hypotheses formulated in the previous

theoretical chapter. This will entail the discussion of

several methodological issues relevant to the empirical

work.

3.1 DATA SOURCE

The absence of adequate data that tap a number of key

variables in the literature has led to the collection of new

T~ e

data. The data for this research represent a subset of

R

those obtained in a larger 1983 survey based on 454 older
persons 65 years or older living in non-collective house- e
holds.'

Measurqs‘of health, family characteristics and dimen-

1 This research project entitled, "Residential Cholices
among-.the Elderly" was funded by the Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council of Canada and was directed by
Dr. Thomas K. Burch. In working as a research associate on
this project, the author played a major role at each phase
of the study, including conducting over 120 interviews
himself. "
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.

sions of normative and preference factors displayed by
elderly persons were included in the study. This provided
an opportunity to test the hypotheses, developed in the

previous chapter.

3.2 The Sampling Technique

A proportional stratified sampling technique by age and
%

sex (using oversampling to account for anticipated non- .

response) was applied to the 1982 Assessment File obtained

:rom the London, Ontario City Hall. This was accomplished
+ using a two-stage sampling scheme in conjunction withk an
antigipated non-response rate to generate the inflated
sample elements. In'the first stage, the gender of the
individual determined the strata. The seco;d stage involved
the‘following age categoiisf: 64-69, 70-74, 75-79, and 80
plus. This ailowed for a breakdown of the London seniors
popylation into eight age/sex categories. The desired
e number of sample elements (450) were then distributed into

those age/sex categories using the progoréions calculated

from the London Assessment File (see Tables 3.1 and 3.2).

* These were then random]ly selected from the appropriate

T

agé/sex groups in the File. .
The decision to select the number of desired sample
elements involved balancing of two concerns. First, it was

important to have a large enough sample such that the older

age groups would be adequately”;epresenped to. ensure that

- - — - B - ke
: ‘ .
¥
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Table 3.1
Distribution of London Seniors by Age and Sex
Based on London Assessment File, 1982 °
Males
Age Group Males Females . Total Ratio = Females
65-69 3946 (38.5) | 4647 (30.%) 8593 (33.7) 0.85
70-74 2834 (27.7) | 3879 (25.4) | 6713 (26.3) 0.79
75-79 1743 (17.0) | 2909 (19.1) | 4652 (18.3)| < 0.60
1722 (16.8) | 3803 (25.0) | 5525 (21.7) 0.45

80+

10245 (100.0)

15238 (100.0)

-

25483 (100.0)

4

A
a

Note: Figures in the brackets represent percentages

1. ,

~e
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’ * Table 3.2
"t Distribution of Desired Sample Elements (450)
C ) by Age and Sex
' X ‘ Desired Sample Elements
Age Group -
. Males Females
.. 65-69 70 (38.5) 82 (30.5)
e 70-74 50 (27.7) \> 68 (25.4)
75-79 31 (17.0) 51 (19.1)
80+ 30 (16.8) 68 (25.0)
181g(100.0) 269 (100.0)
Note: Figures in brackets represent percentages.
\ o
}
[ ]
.q- .
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they would be unbiaséd and useful for tﬁe analysis. Second,
financial conSGraiﬂts and practical concerns deemed itw
necessary to select a sample size.that would meet a minimum
level effectiveness. It was determined that 450 sampling
elements (1.77% of total population 65 years and over) ﬁouid
be suitable for the final analysis. ' ’

Past experience suggests that non-response or non-
coverage among this population can be as high as 50
percent. The potential for s}stemétic bia;‘;;eated by large
non-response or non-coverage led to the selection of a
method to deal with,this p;oLlem. ’

The oyersampling method s;ggested by Kish (1965) was
.chosen over other techniqdes for the;followiné reasons:
First, twp recent studies centéring on th? seniors popula-
tion of Lénpon provided convenient sets of antigipated non-
'response rates by agé and sex. Second, financial limita-
tions made the other methods (§uch as substitution or exten-
sive call backs) less desirable when compared with the over-
sampling method. "

.fable 3.3 gives the anticipated non-response r;te§, the
caicdlation of'the'inflaféd samplinglelements and the actual
sample element totais, all by age and sex. The selection of
the anticipﬁtéd noniresponse rates was based on the
experienges of "the two earlier studies. Their rates of non-

response by age and sex were tailored slightly to account

for small differences in study design. " The application of
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these anticipated non-response rates resulted in a total of
900 actual sample elements broken into the eight categories
by age and sex. We were able to complete interviews with
454 of these, almost the exact number of expected comple-
tions. | .

Table 3.4 Eives the complete breakdown of the response
and non-response rates. It should be noted that the
response rate for this study was about 10% higher than the

two previous studies of London seniors. We attribute this

to our use of personal contact directly after the introduc-

tory letter, rather than the use of a phone call.

A final consideration relating to the sampling proce-
dure involves the issue o;qihethér to apply weéights to the
age and sex-.crosstabulation of the 454 cases. ' Table 3.5
gives the.breakdown of these cases by the selected age and
sex categories: A comparisoh of Table 3.5 with the desired
sample elements (Table 3.2) shows several items relevant to
the decision to apply weights.

First, it 1s the older ages (70-74 and 80+) that
display the closest percentages to the desired sample’
element percentages in the selected age/sex categories,
There 1s only a slight variation in the peréentages of these
older age'grbups for both maleg and females. Second, the
only significant difference was found among males 64-69 and
males 70-74, where the former were moderaﬁely under-

represented and the latter moderately over-represented. In

f .



Table 3.4

"Breakdown of Response and Non-Response

Completed interviews 454
Not at home when contacted ' 87
Not found at given address 86
-~ .

* Verified listing mistakes 19

Incapacity due to health
or language 47"
_Deceased 30

Not unique data -

(two from same household) v 9
Refusals 168

Total listings 900

79 ~

o

[av

(50.44%)

(9.6§%)
(9.55%)

(2.11%)

(5.22%)

(3.33%)

(1%)

" (18.66%)

(100%) =~

@
i

*These include: 1) 9 listings under a holding compaky;
2) 8 listings with a hospital address, but were not in
the hospital; 3) 1 listing from another cityj; anH_F) 2
listings of the same person,

t
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. Table 3.5
Distribution'of;Sample Cases
by Age and Sex

Age Group Males + females
65 - 69 54.  (31.8) 96 (33.8)
70 - 74 . 59 (34.7) 62 (21180;
75 - 79 30 (17.6) 59 (20.8)
80+ 27 (15.9) 67 (23.6)

170 (100.0) 284 (100.0)
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ligﬁt of the %éct that it is the older age categories that
are of central concern due to their relatively sﬁalle;
proportions in the population and that we oversampled all
age categories, it was decided that no welights would be |
applied to the data.

-

3.3 Collection of the Data

| : The 900 names randemly drawn from the London Assessmeﬁﬁ AN
File included addresses and postal codes. This provided a; -
opportunity to systemétically cover one area at a time. A
%ettF; of introduction from the principal investigator and
‘ the research assoclate was sent to the prospective respon- ;

dents stating objectives, social relevance, ethical concerns

e s -

and requesting cooperation. They were also informed that a
trained interviewer would visit them within a couple of el

ﬁeeks.

b

IQ%erviewers were given a list of names and addresses -

on record sheets, If necessary, three visits at different

times were required by the interviewers in order to increase i
the probability of arrahging.an interview in person. The i

~

record sheets provide a complebe inventory of non-response
and non-covérage including reasons for refugals. A 1ot;l of . ‘
ten interviewérs worked on the project, however, only three
interviewers (including the author) collected two-thirds of

the 454 completed schedules. This increases the reliability

of the data. 1In addition, the research associate trained

—_—— o ;
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all interviewers, which included bringing trainees to an
interview in the féle of an observer directly after an-
intensive review of the 1€£erv1ew schedule.

~  The 1nterview-scheduie will not be discussed in who;e»ﬁ
as only a portion of the data will be used for the analy-
sis. Howeve;, it is important to note that it was primarily

a structured set of questiops and responses with a selection '~

of open questfons to supplement the former (see complete

§chedule in Appendix 1). The author, in conjunction wié%
o ' the principal, investigator, constructed the interview

schedule aided by correspondence with several researchers

who had recently completed a gerontological study in ' é

Canada. These include Victor Mé{shall‘s "Family Life Course

Study" (McMaster Univesity); George Hough and Steven CQb :

. | Neworth's "Public Housing Tenant Opinion Poll" (Ministry of §
! Housing); Ingrid Congidis'~study entitled, "The Elderly in i

the Community" (University of Western Ontario); and the %

§

London, Ontario Needs Survey called "Long Range Plaﬁning for

Seniors" (Coalition for Seniors Organization).

I N N JeL

3.3.1 Recall and Reliability of Interview Data from Elderly

Respondents

.

The increasing use of social science research based on

personal interviews has alerted researchers to the pr&blem

2 A S M STt e, bt 4 4\ S

\ of various types of errors made during the collection of the

data. This concern is magnified when the focus of a study

e
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is either young or elderly persons. Validity problems %
. bt #
involving older persons' responses center on the abilify to %
%
- 5
recall information rather than problems assoclated with .%

intentional inaccuracies. In general, éhrvéy literature has
tended to center on reliability issues, where the emphasis
is on the stability of responses over time.

In a recent study by Ridley et al. (1979), retrospec-

tive fertility and marital histories of older women were

studied in an attert to access recall ability and reliabi-
lity., The ability of Zé&erly women to provide specific
information on events occurring up to 50 years prior to the
igterview were assessed. It was concluded that, "problems
of recall ability and reliability have a relatively minor
effect on the supportive reports of older women" (Ridley et
al., 1979:104), It should be noted that thesé& conclusions

‘were not as definltive when the information sought concerned

R S Ty & WIS XS L MR o AR I T s prt a

events that.ﬁere f;ss salient to the individual. However, :

’ 4 it is felt that overall, the responses elicited from elderly i
responden{s are relatively accurate and reliable. ;%

x

3.4 The Pre-Test ‘\ f,

Before commencing with the collecgﬁon of the data using %

the stratified sample drawn from the Aésessment File, a «g

| small pre-test was conducted to enable us to refine Iinstru- %
ments and to ascertain the adequacy of the procedure for ﬁ

T
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directing the interview schedule. The pre-test involved a-
trial administration of the interview schedule among 12
seniors selected by means of a sample of convenience. The
author performed the interviews himself and spent additional
time discussing, potential problems with respondents during
and after the completion of the interview schedule,

Special attention was given to the wordings of ques-
tions such that their meaning was clear and uhambiguous to
elderly respondents, %n particular, we were ilnterested in
improving the battery of 18 attitﬁde items. Here, we were
concerned with obtaining an adequate amount of variance on

certain questions, as well as meeting &éslred levels of

clarity. The respondents were asked to comment on the

h ]

interview schedule at any time and were found to-bi/

extremely helpful in that role. // ]
Overall, the pre-test assisted in refining/instgrments
and shortening the interview schedule by the géission of
redundant questions. In addition,- it provi#éd an oppor-
tunity for the author to develop a standard method to

adm}n1§£er_the"schedule, which all of the interviewers were

Finstructed to follow.

3.5 Measurement and Related Issues

This section deals with the measureqent of those

variables included in the hypotheses chosen for analysis.
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3.5.1 Living Arraqgehents
L)

Earlier, we had presented a rationale for dividing the
dependent varlable into three categories based on the. degree
of separatenes elicited by each household grouplng.’ Living
alone was coded as 1, living only with a spouse as 2, and
fiving with any‘other.kin or non-family persons (with or
without spouse present) as 3. Due to the sample size, this
latter group will not be further subdivided, although this
would be useful for future research. This produces, a three

category nominal dependent variable for qur analysis.

3.5.2 Social Norms and Personal Preferences

Three social norms were measured using attitude ques-
tions. The first of these is the social norm depicting the
expected separateness of eldegly persons. The attitude
items measuring this social norm involved the following
statements: .1) older people should live on their own until
they siﬁ%ly can‘f manage it any longer; and 2) in this age
.of pensions and welfare, it isn't necessary for older
persons to,b; taken care of by their adult children. For
all of the ;ttitude items, respondents were asked whether
they strongly agree, agree, don't know or are uncertain,
disagree or strongly disagree. This produced a five polnt-

Likert scale on these items. In addition, all of the ques-

tions in the schedule allowed F&r-a~adoh‘t know" or "no

answer" response. Where applicable, there was also oppor-

.
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'tunify to give a "not applicable" response,

N * =

The second social norm”involves the concept of age
differentiation, also referred to as age segregation. This )
attitude item read: a person's children are apt to be so N
different when they grow up (in income, moral values, |

ss.Tecreational interests and hobbies, etc.) that its hard to

Filos i) R A RN

share day-to-day living with them in the same household.

Finally, the construct representing kinship obligations

and ties included tthqulowing two attitude items: 1)
» ’/ L . . )
older people have earned the right to be taken care of in o

1

1
N
o
3
oy

pes

their later years by their kin; and 2) 1 would say our

family has very étrong commitments towards other family

members.

¢

Preferences involving privdé? and independence were
measured two ways. In the figst} we again used attitude

{
items to tap these dimensions.)wThe concept of privacy

Y

AT VA AN 4 4 A A W AR W gy WA e 7 B [PPPONTPeN

involved the following two a&iitude statements: 1) most

o older people would want,tp\%iye with their sons, daughters,
or other relatives if gouses provided more privacy and
independence (for example, separate bathrooms, kitchen,

* bedroom, etc.); and 2) the hardest tﬁing‘abou;’sharing a
household with other family me&bers is the lack of privacy.
As well, two attitude items attempted té;;eflect
independence. These included: 1) to move into someone

> ™
else's household, even a son or(a@ughter, means losing one's
nm"‘ ’

' independence as an adult; and 2) the most important thing in




life is being independent, being able to do what you like

wé}hout having to answer to someone else,
The second approach involved open-question respon%es,‘
which immediately followed :a structured quesﬁf&ﬁ. Two sets

were used. The first set involved the following structured

a

questionh: most of us have to make certain compromises . . v
P
concerning our living arrangements. However, if you had a

free choice, whom would you want to live with? The open
question asked: could you tell us why you prefer this

arrangement?- Theisécond set began with a five point Likert

scale where respondents were asked to rank how satisfied

c ek A mmbm o am mem s

they were with their present living arrangement. The open

e

s

question following this enquired: \Egain, could you give

reasons for your satisfaction or dissatisfaction? It was

R T

“f”fplt that responses to the two open questions may shed light
_on whether privacy or independence enter into household

decision-making. These same questions also provide informa-

. ~
tion on other factors:to be discussed later.

.
Y

p g
The catégorization of the open questions was based on

A Sl

an ethnographic approach, where the most freqyently used-

A
responses were Used as category labels. It 3¢ happened that - -
. - s, r . * ;
responses involving notions of privacy and in&ependence o 4

tended” to appear together very frequently.” This suggested
that we group the two into one category. \,'g g
We then produced two dichotomous priJacy-indegendéﬁbé

variables by recoding the two open questions, wﬁere those * : ;
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for

A ,
who gave privacy-independence reasons were coded as 1
and’ all others coded as 0. This step allowed -for more
sophisticated statistical analysis by giving an ordinal
. ¥ \

'

naiure to the privacy-independence indicator. \

\
It was argued earlier that on the other side lof the

v

coin from privacy and independence, we have 1nt1ma¥e
companionship and mutual help. The agpve two open\questions
provided an opportunity for these additional preferépces to
appear.

The perception of time horizons was measured by the
attitude item: when you reach my sge, it isn't worth the

trouble to make méjor changes like moving, establishing new

relationships, etc.

Finally, preferences'involviné cohabitation withs
children were measured in the fozlowing.way. Respondents
were asked: overall, how do you feel "about living with
dult children? "Stfuctdred responses ranged from 1) prefer-
ahle to 5) not preferable. Réspondents were then asked to
elyborate on why they prefer or don't prefer 'this living
arrangement using an open question format. This again
. prpvided an opportunity for independence, priv;cy,

--companionship, mutual exchange and kinship factors to

surface. /

A
\

3;?.3 Health and Domestic Competence

\:Ihe selection of a health measure was .based on the

o __\\ S
\ : .
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significance of physical mobility as it relatesg, to daily

«

GR350

‘;5‘ 5, 52,;‘.
RSN

We therefore chose the question specific to

The

coping ability.

mobility rather than a more general health measure.
following health related question was used: would you

describe your physical strength and ability to get around

as: 1) excellent; 2) good; 3) fair; or &) poor?

Closély related to health is domestic competence -- the
ability to handle tasks that are integral for day-to-day
living. A domestic competénce scale was computed using five
dimensions of househ;ld tasks. These include: 1) preparing
meals (purchasing food, cooking, etc.); 2) laundry, ironing,
and sewing; 3) household cleaning; 4) caring f;r self and

others during minor illness; and 5) financial responsibili-

ties (budget, taxes, paying bills). Those who responded

‘ that they could handle a task easily were coded as 1, whilg,
o g \

those who had some problems with a task were coded aé 0.

T AR b R el R v v S M s S St b BT Soe et
e LR M s S O
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This- produced an additive domestic competence scale ranging

from zero to five.

! 3.5.4 Informal Support and Characteristics of the Family

Number of living children was used as a crude indicator

of e's qpbortunity structure for co-residence. Respon-

dents Of both sexes were asked to give Information on their

present number of children., We included adopted children

and stepcgﬁl en since these additional family members

represent additlonal potential co-residents. In general,
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there tends to be a positive relationship between number of
children and size of kin network. - .
Informal support was measured in two ways. Materiai
support was representedéby the number of times per month
that kin members or friends come to help the respondent.
The responses were given for friends, primary family members
(children, grandchildren, siblings, children-in-law), and a
general category for "other" relatives. .This required the
computation of an informal support variable by adding the
responses for the six categories, which represented the
average total amount of help received per monih. The second
variable was computed in a similar fashion giving the
total frequency of seeing kin members or friends per month.
This measure is a more general ind;cator of informal support
and probably includes both material and emotionalisupport.
Information collected on the four most proximate
children to elderly respondents provided us with measures
for variables involving two other family characteristics.
Average number of children borne to an elderly person's
édult of fspring was calculated by averaging the number of
children that these four adult children have. Thils gives a
rough measure of the availability of ph&sical and social

space in adult children's households -- the most likely

-

recipients of elderly co-habitors. Information on the
marital status of the four closest adult children provided

an opportunity to compare living arrangement decisions about

3
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%

cohabiting with elderly parents among married and non-

ﬁarried adult children. _

For descriptfve purposes, we have included additional
information on the domesiic tasks listed earlier, which
involves identification of "helpers". This will give some
indication of the reliance on informal forms of social

support across different living arrangements,

3.5.5 Economic Factors

Total income from all sdurces was used as an 1naicator
for economic resources.  This income méasure included only
the respondent and spouse's (if applicable) income from all
sources, including pensions, bank interests, annuities, any
investments, support from family members, etc. To énsure a
high response- rate for this precarious question, a card was
used with letters assoclated with income categories, such
that respondents would not have to directly reveal this
personal information. The income categories used w;r; as
follows: 1) no income; b) less than $2,000; c¢) $2,000 to
2,999; d) $3,000 to '3,999; e) $4,000 to 5,999; f) $6,000 to
7,99?; 9) $8,000 to $9,999; h) 510,000 to 14,999;. 1) $15,000
to 1;;959; ) 520,000 to 24,999; k) $25,000 to 39,000; and

1) $40,000 or more.

3.5.6 Socio-Demographic Factors

The socio-demographic factors (education, ethnicity,
v
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. "
age, sex, marital status, and cohort life experiences) will

be analyzed with respect to their assoclations with several
of the attitude items measuring social norms and personal

preferquces.

A)  Education

g2

ANLE 4

Edlcational attainment was measured by asking for the

LA

highest level of education reached, equivalent to the

1%

SR

3

Ontario educational system. This produced a range between
grade two and five or m;re years of University or Colleée.
B) Ethniéitx

Respondents were given affiliation to an ethniéugfoup
through their response to the question: .in addition t;

being a Canadian or living iIn Canada, what is your main

S A e e W s

.ancestry or ethnic group? Due to small numbers in many of
the ethnic groups, it was necessary to group several ethnic
categories together; The strategy\for categorization was
based on the review of literature pertaining to household

.- and family research among various ethnic groups. It was
decided that Canadian, American, Jewish, British and

" Northern European ethnic origins would be classified as non-
traditional, since their household and family structures
tend to be of a "modern" variety. Northern European
included: German, Swiss, Dutch and Belgium. Tﬁe remaining
groups were classified as traditional and include: ‘French,
Italian, Ukrainian, Latvian, Hungarian, Czechoslovakian,

Polish, Russian, Arabic, Chinese, Japanes¢ and Filipino.




]
The majority of the traditional category were either French

or Southern European.

C) Age and Sex’

Chronological age was measured using actual age at the

.OC‘} . .

time of the interview. This resulted in an 1ntqrval scale

for age. Gender was coded by the interviewer in order to
shorten the length of the interview.

D) Marital Status

Six marital status categories were used, however, -no
responses were elicited for the common law categofy. The
other five marital statu§ divisions include: 1) single; 2)
married; 3) separated; 4) divorced; and 5) widowed. We also
regroupéq these categories into a dichotomoué married - non-
married variable for further analyses.

-

E) Cohort Life Experiencés

Past non-family living experiencg%‘were measgged using
two methods., First, the effect of age, after controlling )
for the other variables, representedra crude measuge of
differential experience of hisﬁé}iéal events. Second, the
field notes provided examples of important life events that

appeared to affect key attitudes held by eldeily persons

teg‘rding living arrangement decisions. - &

3.5.7_ Field Notes ' . ;

The measures discussed above will be supplemented

periodically with field notes compiled by the author. These




R T

94

‘ L
were written after the coﬁ;iétion of the..120. interviews that
he qonducted., The notes represent themes that continually
Qfose during the interviews as well as during post-interview
discussions with respondents. Careful study of these field
notes led to the development of a liﬁt of central common
themes that appear to have significance‘for the questions
addressed earlier in the dissertation. These findings will
be used for descriptive and gupplementary analysis purposes

in the following chapter. Furthermore, they have assisted

in the formulation of ideas relating to implications of the

study results.
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CHAPTER IV :

UNIVARIATE AND CROSSTABULAR ANALYSIS

-

The data analysis consists of two chapters: a)
univariate and crosstabular anaiyses of the variables; and
b) discriminant analysis employed to test the hypotheses in
a multivariate analysis. The former of these allows for an
initial exploration of the primary determinants selected for
analysis. The latter sectiog provides a more sophisticated
analysis of fhe data, which gipe; an opportunity to
summarize the major findings and reflect upon the relative
importance of the explanatory variables,

4,1 Living Arrangement: The Dependent Variable

As previously defined, the dependent variable living
arrangement was.divided into three categories. These
inc}yqﬁ;' 1) living alone; 2) living only with spouse; and
3) l£§ing with "others". The latter category may Ifnclude a
spouse Eut always includeg some other kin member, friend or
boarder. Our sample yielded 159 (35%) elderly persons

living alone, 216 (47.6%) living only with their spouse, and

79 (17.4%) _1iving with ‘'others'.
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Past research suggests that only about 7% of the
elderly live with someone other than a spouse (McPherson,
1983). The relatively largeApercentage (17.4%) of elderly
found to be living with 'others' (apart'from a spouse) in
our sample was the result of two %actors. First, we
included those who live with a spouse and other(s) in this
grouping (e.g. kin member, friend or boarder). This boosted
the proportion in the living with 'others' category from
11.2% to 17.4%, Second, it is argued here that the response
rate was higher for those who live with other household
members apart from a ;pouse, and to a lesser degree those
who live alone, since persons in these living arrangements
may have perceived themselves as important components of the
type of study suggested by the introductory letter (seeh
Appendix II). Our uninvariate analysis of the living
arrangement variable supports this view. In summary, our
sample reshlteﬁ in a modest over-representation of these two

living arrangement categories when compared with ogher

studies.

4,2 Social Norms -

The three social norms analyzed include: 1) a social
norm depicting the expected separateness of elderly persons;

fZL,?ge differentiation or age segregation; and 3) kinship
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4.2.1. Expectation of Separatenéss

Two at?itude items were used as measures of social
norms depicting the expected separateness of }he elderly.
Table 4.1 shows the frequency distribution"}or the responses
to these two statements. ~Regarding the first of these, the’
vast majority (86.5%) of thp';ample agree or strongly agree
with the statement that: older people should live on their
own until they simply can't manage it any ionger. This
finding suggests that, in general, the elderly are aware and
in agreement with ran expectation of separateness in their
living arrangements.

The second Ptem also resulted in a maiority of respon-
dents displaying agrqement. About 67% of the sample either
agree or strongly agree with the statgment: in this age of
pensions and welfare, it isn't neéessa?} for older pers&ns
to be taken care of by their adult children: A limitation
with the second attitude item 1is that it not only cagkures a
social norm of ;;pected separateness but also brings to bear
the degree to which today's pensions and welfare benefits
are adequate. Thus, a portion of the 20% who disagree with
this latter attitude item may be volcing disapproval ﬁith
the pension system rather than with an expectation of
separéfeness. However, we are unable tq determine thg’
extent to which disapproval is du; to the latter of these
factors.

When the first attitude item is crosstabulated with
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Table &4.1.

Ve

Frequency Distribution for Social quﬁg of Expected Separateness

-

i’
3
23
W
1
-
A

-1
v

Variable Category ' f % .
Attitude ‘ . !
ITEM 1% (1) Strongly Agree 268 59.0 '
Agree " 134 29.5 :
Don't Know/Uncertain 20 4.4 i
Disagree 24 5.3 %
£
¢
(5) Strongly Disagree 3 1.3 2
Missing 2 0.4 s
454 100.0 .
X =1.6 s = 0.9 P
2
Attitude ;
ITEM 2%+ Strongly Agree 53 1.7 ;
Agree 251 - 55.3 i
Don't Know/Uncertain 54 11.9 {
Disagree 82 18.1. !
. Strongly Disagree T2 2.6 \ d
Missing 2 0.4 .
N 454 100.0
A e |
ke X = 2.4 s = 1.0
* Older people should live on their own until they simply can’t manage
it any longer. i !
*%* In this age of pensions and welfare, it isn't necessary for older H
persons to be taken care of by their adult children. )
:
f = frequency X = mean s = standard deviation
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. living arrangement, we observe a fairly strong relationship,

A

chi square = 35.7, p = .001 (see Table 4.2). “The probabil-
ity of living alone is about 34% for those who strongiy
agree with this attitude item and 30% for those who
disagree. This represents a small perceﬁt;ge difference in
the expected direction. The probability of living only with
a spouse is reduced from 54% to 23% comparing the ;tréngly
agree to the disagree category, while the probability of
living with othér; is increased substantially from about 12%

to almost 47%. Although all relationships are in the

~expected direction, it is weaker than expected for the

+1living alone group. =

Based on the relative probabiiities across living
-arrangements, it appears\that those living with otheré“ﬁo{d
significantly different attitudes concerning the expected
separateness of the elderly than the other two groups,
although those living with a spouse are most likely to,

display this attitude. These .findings give tentative

support to Hypothesis (1)J\Ehat perceived social norms
Involving tée expected separation of the elderly will be
positively associated with separate living. The.greatest
influence of this attitude is on those living with others.
As will be seen in the following analyses, those who live
alone and those who live only with their spouse tend to
display relationships with the independent variables in a

similar direction, while those living with others tend to
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Table 4.2, :;g
. b
Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement .;%
and Social Norms of Expected Separateness* &
i
Attitude Response i
. 3
Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree/ 2
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Strongly Total f
. Disagree 2
Living Aloné 92. - 53 5 . 159
(34.3) (39.6) (25.0) ©+(30.)) (35.2)
Living Only 145 56 7 7 © 215
with Spouse (54.1) (41.8) (35.0) (23.3) (47.5)
Living with 31 .25 .8 14 78 ) E
Others (11.6) (18.7) (40.0) (46.7) (17.3) 5
452 %
’ 3
x2 = 35.7 p = .001 g
— g
Missing = 2 ;
4 : - &
— g
* Attitude Item 1 - Older people should live on their own until they k

"simply can't manage-it .any longer... .
O« " ‘

Disagree and” strongly disagree categories have been grouped due to a
small subgroup size (less than 10).

\

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

x2 = chi square

P lével of significance ' .
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display relationships in the opposite direction. This

L

supports the view that the former two living ‘arrangements

consist of greater separateness than those choosihg;po’live

AN

with others-using a crite;Lpn of separateness and that the
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addition of other peopleﬁin’the household represents a major
- ghange in certain aspecfs of one's ;1ving style. .
Table 4:3 shows the crosstabulation for. the ;écond
- > attitude item measuring the expected sepg;;;eness of elderly

persons. This ngariate relationship displays a chi square

S AT, e

that is not statigtically significant at the .05 level,
. 7 .
Howewer, as argued earlier, this attitude item does not

~h

Ty

represent a clear and unambiguous measure of a social norm

Y

of expected sepag§€éhés$. The.author's extensive interview

R

experience during this study. lends credence to the conten-
oition that some resﬁondénts focused on the adequacy of
pensions and welfare instead of the issue of dependency/

, support involving adult children.

4.2.2 Age Segregation

The second normative structure measured is the social

i e R S B B A R A I T RS

é? norm representing age segregation or differentiation. Table

4,4 shows the frequency distribution fol the attitude item
"' AN

3
E

- measuring this social norm. While about 65% of our sample
were found to be In agreement with this statement (see

footnote to Table 4.4), there was disagreement among almost

1/4 of the respondents. .
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\ AN
v Table 4.3
X Crosstabulation of Living ngemént
S and Social Norms of Expected Se (i:iifss*
e 7 = Sk
\Attitude Response
.Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disaafqe/ . .
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Strongly. Total
Disagree \\\
Living Alone 21 9 19 24 159
(39.6) (37.8) (35.2) (25.5) (35.2)
\ k]
Living Only 26 121 21« 47 215
with Spouse (49.1) (48.2) (38.0) (50.0) (47.5)
Living with 6 35 - 14 23 78
Others (11.3) (13.9) (25.9) (24.5) (17.3)
o
. x2=150 p= .08
X Missing = 2 \ o
\ \ ¢
* Attitude Item 2 - In this age of pensions and welfare, Ethisn'i

necessary for older persons. to be taken care;of by thedr adult

children.

=

- s
Disagree and strongly disagree categories have been grouped due to.

small subgroup size.

Figures In brackets reéresent column percents.

x2 = chi sqgare | - -

p = level ofhsignifyéance
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Table 4.4,

Frequency Distribution for Social Norm Depicting Age Segregation

103

©

Variable X Category f "%
Attitude
ITEM* (1) St}ongly Agree 97 21.4
) Agree .. 205 45,2
Don't Know/Uncertain 45 9.9
) Disagree 82 18.1
(5) Strongly Disagree 23 5.1
- Missing 2 __flft-
- 454 100.0
X = 2.4 s = 1.2 R
* A person's children are apt to be so different when they grow up (in

income, moral values, recreational interests and hobbies, etc.) that
#t is hard to share day-to-day living with them in the same

household.
;£ = frequency
X = mean
s = standard deviation
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-Wheﬁ crosstabulated with living arrangement, our atti-
tude measure of age seg;egation elicits a strong relation-
ship; chi square = 43.1, p =.001 (see Table 4.5). The
probability of living alone is 40% among those who strongly
agree with this statement and 9% Among those who strongly
disagree, representing a 31% difference in the expected
rection. Those living only with their spouse di;play
probabilities of 51.5% and 43.5% going from strongly agree
to strongly disagree categories on the age segregation
attitude item. The probability of living with others is
almost exactly op;;§ite to the living alone group. The
probability of liwing with others increases from 8% to 48%
when moving from t&e strongly agree to strongly disagree
categories, representing a 40% diéference.

This suggests that the way elderly persons perceive age
as a social barrier can play an important role 1& their
living arrangement decisions. Although adult children are’
not the only possibility for co-residence,ﬁtﬂey do represent
the most likely candidates for this option. These déta

produce support for Hypothesis (2) that: perceived social .

norms concerning age differentiation or segregation are
positively associated with separate living, where living
alone or with a“spouse are viewed as more seﬁarate living
arrangements than living with others, based on a criterion
of independence. It 1s the living with others group that

contrasts sharply with those living alone and to a lesser
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Table 4.5,

* Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement

and Social Norm Depicting Age Segregation*

1Y

105

Attitude Response

Living Strongly  Agree Don't Know Disagree Strongly
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Disagree Total
]

Living Alone 39 77 21 20 2 <159

(40.2) (37.6) (46.7) (24.4) (8.7) (35.2)
Al

Living Only 50 104 14 37 10 215

with Spouse (51.5) (50.7) (31.1) (45.1) (43.5) (47.5)

Living with 8 24 10 25 1" 78

Others (8.2) (11.7) (22.2) (30.5) (47.8) (17.3)

. 452

x2 = 43.1 p = .001

Missing = 2

* A person's children are apt to be so different when they grow up (in

income, moral values, recreational interests, and hobbies, etc.) that
it is hard to share day-to-day living with them in the same

household.

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

re

x2 = chi square

p = level of significance

o |
43

e

i

s

i&;if&la;%

R

A

R

Cxman b S s e L AR S et s v L R o N "
AN s Bk S GBS, 25K S RS k“v‘&n«%{h“z:;\:&\a%&mﬁ“t PRI TN . ’r-g. g’:\

’t

o

|
3
2




degree those living only with their spouse. In addition,
gy

age segregation appears to have the greatest impact on those

who live alone and those who live with others.

4.2.3 Kinship Obligations and Ties

The final social norm consists of two attitude items
measuring kinship obligations and tles. Table 4.6 gives the
frequency distributions for the responses to these state-
ments. The first of these states that older people have
earned the right to be taken care of by their kin, while the
seqond refers to perceptions of very strong commitments
within the family.

Crosstabulations of living arrangement and these two
indicators of kinship obligations and ties results in
moderate, statistically significant relationships of about
equal strength (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8). Table 4.7 shows
that the probability of living alone and living only with a
spouse Iincreases about 12 to 15 percent comparing those who
strongly agree and those who/strongly disagree on this
attitude item., - In contrast, the probability of living with
others decreases about 27% moving across the same cate-
gories, from 35% to 9%. This social norm displays a
stronger effect for this latter group &s compared to the
former two. Simllar but weaker associations are found when

inspecting Table 4.8, where the second attitude depicting

kinship obligations and ties 1s crosstabulated with living
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Table 4.6.

YoLge

/
G

A

Frequency Distribution for Social Norms Depicting Kinship Obligations and

313003 0,

: Ties 2y
£
~ Variable Category f % ‘%Z
Attitude K
ITEM 1% (1) Strongly Agree 17 3.7
Agree 83 18.3
Don't Know/Uncertain 53 1.7
Disagree ¢ 205 45,2
(5) Strongly Disagree 9% 20.7
Missing 2 0.4
T 454 100.0
o
X = 3.6 s = 1.1
Attitude
ITEM 2%* Strongly Agree 147 -32.4
Agree ) 213 46,9
Don't Know/Uncertain 25 5.5
Disagree 60 : 13.2 ,
Strongly Disagree 7 1.5
Missing . 2 0.4
454 100.0
x = 2.0 s=1.0
* Older people have earned the right to be taken care of in their later

years by their kin.
o I would say that our family has very strong commitﬁeﬂfE/Qowards other
family ggmbers.

f = frequency:, ’ ‘

X = mean ) .

s = standard deviation
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of in their later yeas by their kin.

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

X2

n

chivsquare

p

level of significance
/
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Table 4.7.
- Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement %%
and Social Norms Depicting Kinship Obligations and Ties* g%
A ;é
Attitude Response 5
. :
Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree Strongly )
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Disagree Total . %
s at g
; Living Alone 4 32 23 67 . 33 159 i
3 . (23.5)  (38.6) (43.4) °  (32.7)  (35.1) (35.2) ;
5 Living, Only “7 28 20 107 53 215 ;
with Spouse (#1.2) (33.7)  (37.7) (52.2) (56.4) (47.5)
- 3
Living with 6 23 10 31 8 . 78
Others (35.3) (27.7) (8.9) (15.1) (8.5) (17.3) ;
' 454 :
' |
x2 = 22.6 = .01 ;
3
Missing = 2 g
. ) R L \5‘? ' - %
‘ * Attitude Item 1 - Older people have earned the right to be tdken care ; ~
i




L PN « o A s ot =

109

2' -
' Table 4.8,
: Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement
¢ and Social Norms Depicting Kinship Obligatiens and.Ties*
Attitude -Response ;}
. Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree/ é
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Strongly Total -
Disagree N
- Living Alone 38 78 16 27 159
(25.9) (36.6) (64.0) (40.3) (35.2) %
Living Only 74 102 3 33 215 %
with Spouse (50.3) (47.9) | (24.0) (49.3) (47.5) &
Living with 35 33 3 7 78 3
Others (23.8) £15.5) (12.0) « (10.4) (17.3) o
. 452 3
* 5
x2 = 19.8 p=.01 - §
Missing:= 2 'g
’ * Attitude Item 2 - I would say that our family has very strong

commitments towards other family members.

Disagree and Strpnély disagree categoriep have been grouped due to

small subgroup size. ,
i . a

- - .~~"—Fjgures in brackets represent column percents.

xz

chi square c .

p level of significance
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arrangement, The exception is the living only with spouse
gfoup, which shows virtually no percentage difference across
this attitude response. Except for this case, the relation-
§h1ps are in the direction expected based on their theoreti-
cal underpinnings. .

These findings lend support to Hypothesis (3), that

Social norms reflecting fqmilial.obligations and family ties
are expected to be positively associated with living with
one or more kin, besides a spouse and negatively associated
with the other two livipg arrangements, which are viewed as
more separate forms.of liv%ng.

Overall, the findings produced by thése data suggest
that social norms involvihg expected separateness, age-
segregation aqd to a lesser extent kinship:obligations and

-

ties, arise as important correlates of living arrangement

choices among the elderly. This supports theoretical
developments inJolving the importance of certain key under-
lying social norms in h;usehold decision-making. The
strength of the bivariate relationships between these

measures of social norms and living arrangement gives reason

for confidence in the salience of these factors as signifi-

cant contributors to living arrangement decislions among the

elderly.

4.3 Personal Preferences .

The four persénal preferences investigated include: 1)

- » &
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privacy preferences; 2) independence preferences; 3) caompan-
ionship preferences; and 4) preferences involving percep- ~‘
tions of time horizons. These have arisen in the literature
as pertinent preferences that underlie living arrangement
decisions. However, as far as we know, this is the first
attempt to direcgly measure and test the causal importance
of these variables for” household decision-making.

-

4.3.1 Pfivagy Preferences

Two attitude items were used to measure a preference

for privacy among the elderly. The first of these presented

a hypothetical situation stating that if houses provided
more privacy and independence (for exam;le, separate bath-
rooms, kitchen, bedrooﬁ, etc.), then most older people would
want to live with their adult children or other kin. The
second item suégests that the hardest thing about sharing a
household with other‘family members is the lack of privacy.
Frequency distributions for these two attitude items are
pFesented in Table 4#.9. Responses to the first statement
were about equélly sblit into agreement and disagreement
categories (see Table 4.9). However, the,vast majority
(76.4%) of the sample were in agreément with the seéond
statement, with only 17%’disagreeing.

The two attitude items measuring Breferences for
privacy were crosstabulated with living arrangement.

Inspection of the bivariate relationships in Tables 4.10 and
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Table 4.9. kS
frequency Distribution for Privacy Preferences f%
Variable Category . - f % }
Z :
Attitude A v
ITEM 1% (1) Strongly Agree 25 5.5 T
Agree 178 39.2 »
Don't Know/Uncertain | 46 10.1
ﬁisagree e 165 36.3
(5) Strongly Disagree 38 8.4
Missing _2 0.4
454 100.0
X = 3.0 s = 1.1
Attitude %
ITEM 2%% Strongly Agree 133 29.3 4
H
Agree : . 214 47.1 K
%
Don't Know/Uncertain 28 6.2 %
3
Disagree . T 69 15.2 3
Strongly Disagree 8 1.8 é
Missing . 2 & 0.4 g
454 100.0 i
| .
X = 2.1 s = 1.0 ;
* Most older people would want to live with their sons, daughters, or '

other relatives if houses- provided more privacy and independence (for
example, separate bathrooms, kitchen, bedroom, etc.).

¥*  The hardest thing about sharimag a household with other family members
is the lack of privacy.

a

f = frequency ~

X = mean
s = standard deviation
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4,11, reveals statistically significant relationships of
moderate and stfong strength, respectively. In the first,
the probability of living alone is not significanély altered
when comparing the extreme categories o% the independent
variable. For those living only with a spouse, the pro-
bability increases from 56% to 68%, representing a 12%

difference, but opposite to what one could expect moving

from the strongly agree to strongly disagree cafegory. The -

probability of living with others changes from 16% to about
5%, representing an 11% difference in the expected
direction.

The latter of the attitudé\items more clearly articu-
lates acipreference for privacy ih the-statemenfﬁ' the lack
of privacy is the hardest thing about co-residence.
Regarding this privacy dimension, the probability of living
alone decreases from 35% to 27%, the probability of living
with a spouse only from 55% to 31%, and the ﬁrobability of
living with others increases substantially from approxima-
tély 11% to 42%, when comparing those who strongly agree
with those who disagree or strongly disagree (see Table
4.11). These relationships are all in the expected direc-
tion and contribute to a large chi square (44.7, p = .001).
Actording to this relationship, a preference for privacy
results in an increaseq likelihood of living alone and
livﬁng only with a spouse but a decrgasga likelihood of

living with others.
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Table 4.10.
Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement \
" and Privacy Preferences*
Attitude Response
Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree Strongly
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Disagree Total
%
Living Alone 7 61 14 67 10 159
(28.Q) (34.3) (30.4) (40.1) (26.3) (35.2)
Living Only 14 82 18 75 26 215
*with Spouse (56.0) (46.1) (39.1)_ (45.5) (68.4) (47.5)
Living with 4 35 14 - 23 2 78
Others (16.0) (19.7) (30.4) (13.9) (5.3) (17.3)
452
x2 = 17.2 p = .05
Missing = 2
* Attitude Item 1 - Most older people would want to live with their

sons, daughters, or other relatives.if houses provided more privacy

arid independence (for example, separate bathrooms, kitchen, bedroomi™

etc.).

Figures in brackets represent column perégnts.

x2 = chi square

,
>
>

p - = level of significance
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Table #.11. . "
Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement o
and Privacy Preferences* ) .
\\\' Attitude Response
Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree/
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Strongly Total -
~ “Disagree e
- i
Living Alone 46 81 11 21 = T 159 ;g
. (34.6) (37.9) . (39.3) (27.3) (35.2) %
Living Only 73 107 11 24 215 & -
with Spouse (54.9) (50.0) (39.3)  (31.2) (47.5) :
" P K‘/“‘
- Living with 14 26 6 32 78 :
“Others _. (10.5) - (12.1) (21.4) (41.5) (17.3) 3
: ' 452 b
w £
X2 = 44,7 p = .001 "’h
Missing = 2 ‘ ° i
'4‘\ Attitude Item 2 - The hardest thing about sharing a household with
; other family members®{s the lack of privacy.
£
R Disagree and Strongly disagree categories have been grouped due to
1 small subgroup size.

Figures in brackets represent column percents

x2 = chi square .

o - ARER RS ER . i

P level of significance
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The inconsistent results of the first privacy prefer-
ence investigated may reflect the inability of this hypothe;
tical statement to capture a preference for privacy. This

attitude item suggests that most people would want to co-

reside with kin given more space instead of tapping the

individual respondent's preference.

Overall, these data support Hypothesis (4). It appears

that a preference for privacy -does enter into living
arrangement decisions with the major difference occurring
between those who live with others and the remaining two

“ 2

groups, based on the direction of the relationships.

[y

4.3.2 Independence Preferences %ﬁﬁg

The second preference investigated invoives a prefer-
gence for independence. Past research has suggested that &
strong preference for independence exists“in our soclety and
affects family and household formation (see for example,
Abu-Laban, 1980). However, review of the literature
indicates that there has been no direct measurement of this
variable and, furthermore, no direct proof of its relevance
for living arrangement decision-making among the elderly.

Two attitude items were selected as measures’ of a
preference for independence. The firgt of theée statements
suggesgs that moving into someone elSe's-househola, even an

adqlt child's, means losing one's independence as an adult.

The second states that the most important thing in life is
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being independent, being able to do what one likes without
having to answer to anyone else. Frequeﬁey distributions
for these two attitude items appear in Table 5.12. About

84% of the respondents were in agreement with each of these

" statements reflecting independence.

\\\ ” ())
Crosstabulations of the two=attitude indicators reflec-

ting levels of independence and living arrangement result in
statistically significant relationships (see Tables 4.13 and
4.14). Regarding the first, the probability of living alone
deg;gases from 37% to 22%, the probability of living only
with a spouse from-49% to 46%, while the probability of
living with others ;ncreases from about 15% to 32%, when
moving from the strongly agree to the disagree/strongly
disagree ;esponse. These relationships are in the expected
direction according to the underlying theoretical work.

, In addition, the ranking by level of independence, as
measured here, reflfcts the categorical divisions selected
for the dependent variable. The three living arrangement
groups were structured according to degree of separateness,
wheré it was arqued that those who &ive alone are most
.Separate in their living style, those who live with others-
least sep#rate, and tho$é who live only with thelr spouse
fdi{%ng somewhere in-between. Thus far in the analysis,
the tendency is for elderly living only with a spouse to be
more similar to those living alone than the alternate as

>
seen In the directionality of the relationships with the

.
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Table 4.12. .
Frequency Distribution for Independence Preferences 3
Variable Category f %
Attitude be
ITEM 1% (1) Strongly Agree 131 28.9 h
=
Agree 205 45,2 ?
Don't Know/Uncertain 25 5.5 ki
Disagree 78 17.2 %ﬁ
. %(5) Strongly Disagree 13 2.9 3
Missing 2 0.4 j;
454 100.0 ¢
X =22 s = 1.1 2
3
Attitude 3
ITEM 2%* Strongly Agree 235 51.8
Agree 148 32.6
Don't.Know/Uncertain 17 3.7
Disagree , 40 8.8
Strongly Disagree 12 2.6
Missing ' 2 0.4
o 454 100.0
x = 1.8 s = 1.0
* To move into someone else's household, even a son or daughter, means

losing one's independence as an adult.

*¥% The most important thing in life is being independent, being able to
do what you like without having to answer to someone else.

P

*f = frequency

X = mean S
s = standard deviation
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Table 4.13. %%

&

Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement P

and Independence Preferences* =

5

Attitude Response ;{(}

3

Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree/ %
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Strongly Total 4
- Disagree %

:

Living Alone 48 75 16 20, 159 :
- (36.6) (36.6) (64.0) (22.0) (35.2) §
Living Only 64 103 6 42 215 3
with Spouse (48.9) ° (50.2) (24.0) (46.2) (47.5) 3
- i ;
Living with 19 27 3 29 78 ,
Others (14.5) (13.2) (12.0) (31.8) (17.3) :
452 3

x2 = 30.3 p = .001
Missing = 2
* Attitude Item 1 - To move into someone else's household, even a son
or daughter, means losing one's Ilndependence as an adult. é
Disagree and Strongly disagree categories have been grouped due to a :
small subgroup size. ¥

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

2

X chi square

level of significance , j?

P
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Table 4.14, %
Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement . éi;
and Independence Preferences* ¥
. S == —z= .. ,w
Attitude Response ?
. i
Living Strongly Agree Don't Know Disagree/ ﬁ%
Arrangement Agree Uncertain Strongly Total %
Disagree B
Living Alone 94 49 3 13 159 f%
(40.0) (33.1) (17.6) (25.0) (35.2) 5%
Living Only 108 75 7 - 25 215 &
with Spouse (46.0) (50.7) (41.2) (48.1) (47.5) a
- .:‘:9
Living with 33 24 - 7 14 78 :
Others -~ (14.0) (16.2) (41.2) (27.0) (17.3) 2
552 %
x2 = 16.6 p = .05
Missing = 2

+
Attitude Item 2 - The most important’ thing in life is being
independent, being able to do what you like without having to answer

to someone else.

Disagree and Strongly disagree categories have been grouped due to
small subgroup size.

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

XZ

chi square

level of significance

p

e
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independent variables. Based on our original rationale for
these categorical divisions, these findings appear to make
intuitive sense. Whether someone lives alone or only with a
spouse seems to be a less significant distinction than the
addition of one or more dther kin or non-family members

(i.e. living with others). \

~

Similar findings are uncovered for the crosstabulation
of the second independence indicator and living arrangement,
although the relationship is only‘half as strong (chi square
- 16.6, p = .01). 1Inspection of this table indicates that
a preference for independence has_the greatest effect on
those who live alone and'those who live with others. These
data in conjunction with the previous findings strongly

support Hypothesis (4), that personal preferences involving

privacy and independence are associated with living arrange-

ment choices., .

To further test Hypothesis (4), an analysis was under-

taken using open ended responses to a question tapping
living arrangement preferences. Table'AL?B shows the
frequency distribution for the question inquiring whom the
respondent would live with given a free choice. Given their
choice, respondents were then asked the main reason fér
their selec%ion using an open question format. The fre-
quency distribution %or these responses is presented in
Table 4.16. sThe most commoh reasons include: 1)

compatible/content (31.§%);-2) independence (25.3%); 3)

-
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Table 4.15. : .

Frequency Distribution for (Unstructured) Living Arrangement

S P S B T A oo P R B SBT3 P e N TR TS IAR it L gm0

e N e M et e — e

Preference

Variable éategory - f % .

. Free Choice Only with Spouse 208 5.8 -

Preferences* \ -
Alone 152 33.5

. Daughter - family 28 i. _

“ N x>

Spouse and other kin 17 3.7 ‘

, Friend/companion 12 i.6 ‘
° Sibling/Sibling-in-law 8 1.8
Son - family . 8 1.8
Daughter-in-%gw . 2 0.4
¢ Mgrry/remarfy 2 0.4
Live-in nurse 1 0.2
' ) ‘ Spouse and non-kin 1 0.2
- Grandchildren ‘1 0.2
dgher relative 1 0.2
Missing 13 2.8
N 454 100.0
v - ° o
* Most of-us have to make certain compromises concerning our living
arrangements. However, if you had a free choice, whom would you want
to live with? - _
0D R frequehcy‘ 4 .
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} ,companioﬁshib (5.5%); &) knows person well (5.1%); 5) like
to have ; family atmosphere (4.4%) and 6) enjoy being by
' myself (4.0%). All other responses represented less than 4%
- \ of the sample. Respondents giving a reason suggesting

O compatibility or contentment were a}mo;% exclusively (95%)

i livi;g only with their spouse. This finding 1s what one
would expect %rom married elderly. Intimate companionship
as a key preference factor will be analyzed=in the following
section.

\ ¢ . It is interesting to note that the wesponse: "so I can

do what I want to do," categorized as independence, was
givén as a reason among one quarter of the sample. This

adds further %upport to.the contention that independence is
[ ¥
perceived by many elderly as a significant preference factor

~

' in household decision-making.
. )

In order to invegtigate the distribution of the
unstructured privacy and independence indicators across the
three living arrangemé;t‘categories, we calculated a dichox
tomous privacy/independengg Yariable. Privacy and indepen-
denée responses were grouped together in this _instance,
since éhey Le}e both given frequently as responses by the

’ same respondent suggesting a fair degree of overlap. Table

2 4,17 présents tpe'crosstabulation of the dichotomized

privacy/independence variable by living arrargement.

%

Since these reasons are responses to the previous

~mqu&suﬁonmaék&ng~whom~one~wishestoyliye withugivenwa‘ﬁnee;—
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L Table 4.16. %
. : 3
Frequency Distribution for Main Free Choice Preference 45
b 1
3
, ]
Variable - Category f ’ % K
Reason for Free Compatible, content 142 31.3 %
Choice Preference* Independence** ' 115 25.3 i
' Companionship 25 5.5 3T
Knows person well e, 23 5.1 ‘ ;
Like to have family atmosphere . 20 4.4 3
Enjoy being by myself 18 4.0 2
Receive daily Kelp 15 3.3 .
Don't want to be burden 13 2.9 §
Too old to compremise 13 2.9 )
; No reason for change 12 2.6 i
Privacy . _ 10 2.2 i
Mutual exchange 10 2.2 ;
No options viewed 9 2.0 i
Keeps them busy 3 0.7 \
Lonely 2 0.4 {
Enjoy young people 2 0.4 p
Tired living with others 2 0.4 !
Afraid to live alone 2 0.4 » i
P Afraid of nursing’homes 1 0.2 :
Marital problems 1 0.2
Enjoy living alone 1 0.2 f
Missing 15 3.2 §
454 100.0 :
/
* Operationalization - could you tell us why you prefer this living i
arrangement? !
- {
¥ "Can do what I want to do" responses were categorized as_
independence. .

f =. frequency
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‘ ‘ 9 Table 4.17. ,

Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement
and Dichotomized Privacy/Independence Preference* ,

Reason for Free Choice Preference

Living Remaining Privacy/

Arrangement Reasons Independence Total

Living Alone 60 " - 131
(21.3) (65.1) (33.5)

Living Only 163 35 198
with Spouse (57.8) (32.1) ' (50.6)

Living with 59 ’ 3 62
Others (20.9) (2.8) (15.9)

391

= 71.7 p = .001 -
Missing = 63**
* Based on the main reason for their free choice preference; privacy or

independence reasons were coded as 1, all others were coded as O.

** Includes respondents whose free choice préference differed from
present living arrangement. .

¢

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

x2 = chi square

level of-significance H
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choice, it was necesSary to eliminate those who preferred a
different living arrangemeht than the one they presently are
in. In this way, it is possible to link the preferences to
our living arrangement variable. This resulted in 63
missing cases for Table 4.17.

The crosstabulation between the dichotomous privacy/
independence variable and living arrangement results in a
strong relationship betwéen these variables (chi square =
71.7, p'= .001). The probability of 11ving alone increases
threefold from 21% to 65% movlng from the remaining £easons
to the privacy/independence catégories (see Table 4.17).
ﬁ;ke probability of living only with a spouse decreases from
58% to 32% and the probability of living with others
decreases from 21% to ahout 3%, when making the same
comparisons across the independence indicator. Those- living
alone and those living with others display strong
relatidnships in the hypothesized direction. However, those
living only with their spouse are more likely to do so when
adhering to one of the remaining reasons than when a
pr;vacylindependence reason is given. Perhaps this can be
accounted for by the fact that the primary reason stated by
this group for their free choice preference (i.e. living
only with-their spouse) involves being happy and content
with their spouse and that this preference outweighs the

effect of a privacy/independence preference in their 11vfng

arrangement decision.
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These data lend support to Hypothesis (4), with the ) gé
eﬁgppt@on previously discussed, and furthermore, display the
strongest assoclation with living arrangement investigated
thus far. The majority of elderly who live alone (65%) view
privacy/independence as thi main reason -for their preference\

to live alone. About 32% of those who live only with their

spouse and less than 3%.of those living with others do so.

These potent personal preferences appear to be central
components of household decision-making among the elderly.

:“‘ They seem to represent goods that are differentially valued

N
e 3R PR o AN

by elderly in different living arramgements. These results
are consistent with our theoretical foundations discussed in

Chapter 2 invoiving the?influence of normative and prefer-

‘Vi‘.~

ence structures underlying living arrangement choices.

so g5l

In addition, these initial results indicate that the
elderly tend to purport reasons for their living arrangement

preferences that involve independence more often than

L . s
s o S S S

privacy, even though there is a tendency for them to appear
together. Independence and to a lesser degree privacy, as 'g
. assoclated with living arrangement selection, are perceived
as relevant goods for those selecting separate living
styles.
. An additional analxsis was undertaken to investigate

one other open-ended question involving reasons given for

- 4
living arrangement satisfaction scores. It was felt that g

this quéstion provided an opportunity to verify earlier

[ — — PR TS
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findings. Table 4.18 displays the proportions of fhe sample

in the various satisfaction categories. It is -worth noting
that almost 90% of the respondents were either satisfied or
very satisfied with their present living arrangement.

Following the satisfaction index, respondents were
asked to'give the main reason for their living arrangement
satisfaction or dissatisfaction.' The frequency distribution
for this question is shown in Table 4.19, where we observe
that 4.2% of the respondents stated that privacy 1is the main
reason for'éheir level of satisfaction and 19.8% said that
it is related to independence. These results parallel those
obtained from the free preference open-ended question.

It was decided that a further test of the importance of
privacy/ingependéﬁfg/preference factors would be to calcu-
late a trichotomous privacy/independence variable using both
open-ended questions. Thus, those who gave privacy or
independence responses to both open questions were coded as
2, those who gave a privacy or independence*response to
either the free preference or satisfaction open question
received a 1, while all other reasons weré coded as O.

Those coded as 2 were viewed as high in their preference for
privacy/indépendence, those coded'as 1 were categorized as
medium, and thg remaining were labelled as low.

The trichotomized privacy/independence variable is
crosstabulated with living aErangement in Table 4.20. This

7

produces a very strong bivariate relationsﬁip (chi square =

%
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" Table 4.18.

¢
'f?e\ Frequency Distribution for Living Arrangement Satisfaction

-

»

o Variable Category f % e ‘ 2
; Living Arrangement %
3 Satisfaction S
(1) Very satisfied 233 51.3 3
Satisfied 173 ° 38.1 1
§ Neutral 19 Y %
* Dissatisfied 22 4.8 i
(5) Very Dissatisfied 5 1.1 §
o6 . :
Missing 2 0.4
. 454 100.0
X = 1.7 s = .86
f = frequency
X = mean
i S = stand{rd deviation %
1_‘ 51
~ =




PR
-~ g v
Gt T T g s - . 5
w an, ./g:y' . Ay sz % B Nty Sa iy
. - %

. 130

Table 4.19.

iy Frequency Distribution for Reason for Living Arrangeﬁenﬁ Satisfaction

- —p——

. ‘. o ., N L. N
) «%M&&#&%.;MQ\MH VR R 53,:/';%2:%95 rod

g e L

R A R = oML U P

L aMNE a7 e

A\ Variable Category . f %
Reason for Living Lonély ¢ 31 6.8
% Arrangement Like to have family atmosphere 10 2.2
. Satisfaction Compatible 58 12.8
1 Privacy 19 4,2
Independence* 90 19.8
Duty/responsibility 3 0.7
Companionship 18 . 4,0
: Financial reasons 2 0.4
Lived together a long time 30 6.6
- Happy, content 82 18.1 =~
Receives daily help . 6- 1.3
Peace and quiet 13 2.9
No one bothers them 10 2.2
Health of spouse 1 0.2
2 Lived alone a long time 18 4.0
: Afraid tolive alone 3 0.7
Enjoy being by myself & 30 6.6
U Keeps them busy 5 1.1
g Enjoy young people 1- 0.2
' Handicapped child is a problem o 0.2
% Mutual exchange- 1 2.4
¥ Able to compromise 2 0.4
: v 5T Desires reconciliation with spouse 1 0.2
i L - Views no options 5 1.1
¥ s Marital problems 1 0.2
g Poor relationship with in-law 1 0.2
& Enough room 1 0.2
Missing 15 3.2
: 454 100.0
P %
. f = frequency
£
4
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80.3, p = .001). The rcsults previously discussed are
replicated using this indicator, however, the relationships
are slightly stronger.

These findings lend additional support to our previous
conclusions. Privacy and independence preferences appear to
affect the probability of being in different living arrange-

ments. This is particularly appan;nt comparing those who

live alone and those living wigy/others Preference factors

3 A e

appear to be salient variables in household decision-making

among the elderly. Futhermore, independence and privacy to

a lesser degree are highly valued goods especially among

e LY
s RGNy

those living alone,

4,3.3 ~ Preferente For Intimate Companionship

In the theoretical chapter, it was argued that the
evaluation of goods surrounding household status sometimes
involves sacrificing one good for another. The most obvious
example is the balancing of privacy and independence 1;
living style on one hand and intimate companionship on the
other. While privacy and independence are hypothesized as

being associated with separate living, the inverse is true

for intimate companionship. Hypothesis (5) states that,

elderly who prefer intimgie companionship will be more apt
. AN
to live with others rather than separately. We would there-
= fore expect an increased probability of living with others

2]
*- when comparing low awd high companionship, while opposite

U S,
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Table 4.20.
Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement
and Trichotomized Privacy/Independence Preference*
- Privacy/Independence Preference*

Living . B
Arrangement Low Medium High Total ®
Living Alone 51 32 49 132

) (20.0) (45.7) (73.1) (33.7) .

Living Only 146 34 18 198
with Spouse (57.2) (48.6) (26.9) (50.5)
Living with 58 b 0 62

Others (22.7) (5.7) (0.0) (15.8) !

392 3

e l

x2 = 80.3 p = .001 4

Missing = g3** . §

* %

sy

Respondents giving a privacy/independence reason for botﬂ the free
choice preference and the satisfaction for their present living
arrangément questions were coded as 2 (high); those giving a privacy/
independence reason for either of these open questions were coded as
1 (medium); all others were coded 0 (low).

Includes respondents whose free choice preference differed from
present living arrangement.

Figures in brackets represent column percents.
x2 = chi square

level of significance

p
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relationships are expected for those living alone and those
living only with their spouse. Regarding the latter of
these, additional household members would be expected to be

partly the result of a desire for companionship beyond the

w—.wi‘ms:rém;;,y,gmxg&,ﬁjs« N ot % o s o -
¥ e o R

marital relationship.

To test Hypothesis (5), we adopted a similar approach

to the one previously used to analyze privacy and
independence preferences, using the same two open ended
preference questions. These include the free preference and

the satisfaction for present living arrangement open

.
RN ek N 4 B S s RS Rk Ml Mo L

questions. As was previously done, respondents giving a .

companionship Eeason for both the free preference and the
satisfaction for present living arrangement questions were
coded as 2; those stating a companignship reason for either
of these open questions were coded 1; and all others were

coded as 0. These were categorized as high, medium, and

low, respectiveiy. However, due to the low number of

respondents found to be high in companionship, it was ;

Ameds <

necessary to group the medium and high categories. .
The crosstabulation of living arrangement and the

dichotomized companionship preference is presented in Table

4,21. Here we observe a strong bivariate r:TZtiénship, chi

square = 45,3, p = .001. The probability of living alone

decreases slightly (34% to 29%) moving from low to high on

the companionship indicator. The probghility of living

only with a spouse drops from 51% to 16%, while the pro-

E.L
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S » Table 4.21.
e -3
% 157 Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement
ﬁ, and Dichotomized Companionship Preference
§ Companionship Preference*
i Living A ‘
: Arrangement Low Medium/High Total
Living Alone 140 9 149
Living Only - 207 5 212
with Spouse (50.9) (16.1) (48.4)
Living with 60 17 77
Others (14.7) (54.9) (17.-6)
438
x2 = 45,3 ' p = .001
Missing = 16 l
* Respondents giving a companionship reason for either the free

preference or the satisfaction for present living arrangement
question, or both, were coded as 1 (Medium/High); all others were
coded as zero.

-

Figures in brackets represent column percents.
x2 = chi square

p = level of significance . -
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bability of living with others increases from 15% to 55%

when comparing the same categories of the independent

variable.

These findings §§§; thézla preference for cogpanionship
results in a slightly lower likelihood of living alone, a
substantially lower likelihood of living only with a spouse,
and a Considerably greater likelihgod of living with
others. For those,living only with a spouse, a companion-
ship preference was given among less than 2% of thls sub-

grohp, making comparisons across the independent variable

tenuous. The remaining two relationships provide support -

for Hypothesis (5), emphasizing the significance of intimate

companfonship as a preference factor underlying household

decision-making.

4.3.4 Time Horizons and Age ¢

Earlier, the contention was put forth that decisions

made by el&erly pgr§dﬁs inQolving whom they choose to¥livé
with—qexfbe infihenced by perceptions of expected life.
This is particularly relevant fog the "older" elderly, who
may be more likely to view change as more costly than

"younger" elderly. Based on this rationale, Hypothesis (§) *

was introduced .stating that: among the elderly, age will be
positively assoclated with personal preferences -invdlving

the effect of limited time horizons on major changes 1like

moving and establishing new reihtionships.

Y

-
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ot

QP Qa Perceptions of time horizons were measured using the

4 -

RS ﬁr attitude item: when you reach m& age, it isn't worth the
4 : %4 trouble required to make majorschanges 1ike moving, esta- !
; N :

:blishing new relationships, etc. Table 4.22 ' provides the .
) : # :
frequency distribution for this indicator of time horizons. )

Respondents are about equaldy divided in8o agreement and
disaéreement categbries. it
P

° When perceptions of time horizons are crosstabulated

N with' age, a MOdérately strong relationship emerges consis-

. tent with Hypothesis 6. Table 4.23 shows that when age is
:; ’ divided into the following zategories: 64-69, 70-76, 77:94,
(to ensure adequate size); and then crosstabulated with.éﬁe
time horizon mea;ure, we observe a chi square =,22.5, p =.01
J. ' and a Kendall's Tau-B = -.17, p = ,001. The probability of .
) ' ' agreement with the statement reflecting liaited time
horizons increases about 10% when comparing the young-old

. (64-69) 'and -old-old (77-94). The probability of disagreeing
o runs in thé/oppqsfée 91rectio; (see Table 4.23).

l . These findings sgﬁyort the view that as elderly

P .1ndiv1dgals‘§fow older there is a Eendency for them to

X h
° . ot A

perceive limited remaining time, which makes changes in

(O household status-or residence more costly than at other
stagess of the life cycle. In this sense, the old-old appear
to have different time-related preference structures under- .

'& >

Vzlying their howsemold decision-making. While the effect of

X -+ limited time.horlzons Is most pronounced at“the*oider“%ge33~**~d o

~
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¥ Table 4.22. p
: . o § «%
Frequency Distribution for Time Horizon Preference %
&
Variable © Category f % K
P g..
erception of - 3
Time Horizon §
Preference* ¢ . i
(1) Strongly Agree 57 12.6 :
) . i
' «» Agree . 187 41,2
Q 3
Don't Know/Uncertain 21 4.6
Disagree . 138 30.4 .
L _ (5) Strongly Agree 49 10.8
Missing _2 0.4 ;
454 100.0
_ a !
X = 2.8 ®..1.3 . ;
* When you reach y age, it isn't worth the trouble required to make .

major changes Iike moving, establishing new relationships, etc.

¥ f = frequency
X = mean
s = standard deviation
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E Table 4.23.
| Crosstabulation of Perceived Time
’ Horizons and Age
!
Perception of ﬁ
Time Horizon* 64 to 69 70 to 76 77 to 9%  Total §
4 4
(1) Strongly 12 18 27 57
Agree (Low) (8.0) (11.4) (18.6) ,  (12.6)
) Agree T e 66 67 187 s
(36.2) (41.8) (46.2) (81.8) ;
Dén't Know/ 8 7 6 21
Uncertain (5.4) (4.4) (4.1) (4.6) :
‘ * !
‘Disagree 48 52 38 138 i
(32.2) (32.9) (26.2) (30.5) ]
(5) Strongly 27 15 7 49 7
T Disagree (High) (18.1) (9.5) ... (4.8)  ,4%(10.8) :
: 552 I

-

Kendall's Tau B = -.17,

©
I
o
(=]
-
)

i
(=}
—_

x2 = 22.5 p

Missing = 2

* Attitude Item - When you reach my age; it isn't worth the trouble
required to make major changes like moving, establishing new
relationships% etc.

Figures in brackets represent column percenté.

x2 = chi square

p level of significance
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there is still a large portion of elderly (44%) who agree
with the statement in the 64-69 age category. This suggests
a bréader Qi;w, where the elderly as a group appear to
exhibit distinctive decision-making traits. Thg onset of
age; therefore acts as a catylist for certain decision- |
making qualities, such as perceptions of limited time
horizons, R4

Four preferences were investigated based on the review
of literature and theoretical dfvelopment. These include:
1) privacy preferences; 2) independence preferences; 3)
companionship preferences; and &) preferences involving
pé}ceptions of time horizons:’ It appears that the most

influential of these is the ;frong preference for indepen-

" dence. Being able to do what one wants when they want is a

highly valued good for those who live alone. In contrast,
<intimate companionship is a preference that arises for older
persons choosing co-residence. Privacy seems to play a less
important role, but is also correlated with separate living
styles. _ |
Our data suggest that there may be some kind of trade
off between independence and privacy on one hand ‘and
intimate companionship and mutual exchange on the other.
Elderly with a propensity for the former preference struc-

tures tend to live'alone, while those with the latter are

more likely to live with others besides a spousé. Those

!

elderly living only with their spouse overwhe LML!,&Q!EQFG N

P
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preferences involving contentment and compatibility, as

expected. They seem to benefit from both worlds experienc-
ing a degree of privacy and independence as well as intimate
companionship and mutual exchange. Living only with a
spouse is a more private and indepeﬁaent§ﬁiving environment
than the addition of other family or non-family household
members, Furthermore, this liv?ng environmeﬂt provides
opportunity for intimate companionship in addition to a
strong resource for social support.

Finally, it is fairly clear that the decision-making

qualities of the elderly involve the significance of

. perceived time horizons. As they grow older, they display a

proclivity fdr“stabillty over change,‘wﬁich may enter into
evaluations regarding living arrangement changes. Often,
elderly persons, particularly the old-old, will assoclate
higher costs to a potential change in Fesidence or household
status than persons at earlier stages of fhefr life cycle.
Overall, the four preference factors 'Investigated

appear to be salient forces in.hgusehold decisions among the
elderly. The moderate to strong relationships presented in

this section give reason to support the hypotheses 1n§olvipg

A t 2

the preference Structures analyz%d in this stuhy. However,
further sophisticated analyses will be necessary to more
clearly reveal their relative importance in-living arrange-
ment choices, and to identify their rolésin household

decision-making, once the soclal and economic constraints

‘
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These constraints can be seen as modifying the effect of
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4.4 Health and Domestic Competence

Earlier, it was argued that living arrangement deci-
sions are affected by a number of constralnts on choice.

¥
soclial norms and personal preferences underlying choice,
depending on the degree to which they pose limitations on
one's.options.

Health status and domestic competence can be viewed as
one group of constraints that may have this type of effect
on household decision-making. aﬁoor health may limit an
individual's asflity to cope with daily living. Similarly,
a certain level of domestic competen;e is also necessary in

3 ‘
order to do the things that are necessary for day to day
living. Since there is a fair amount of overlap between
these variables they will both be discussed in this section
rather than separatelyl‘ However, there are instances when
they may act as constraining forces independent of one
another. Ffor instance, poor domestic compeé?nce among some
men may be due to past sex role behaviour rather than
limited functional ability resulting from health problems.

Health status and domestic competence are seen here as
factors that affect the fegsibil}ty ;f particular living

érrangement options. This is especially true for living

alone, where intense and close tnformal support is often
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difficult to obtain. Those who live with a spouse -and/or o
others have'a gféater likelihood of a puilt—in support ‘base
to assist them with daily living. Thus, health statds is
expected to be higher for those living alone than those
living with others.

Health status is measurea using a question that taps
respondent's perception of their own strength and mobility.
Table 4.24 displays the frequency distribution for the

-
strength and mobility variable. It is interesting to note
that about 62% of the respondents perceived their own
strength and mobility as either good or excellent, and on%y
14% viewed thémselves as poor on this healthiindicator: ‘it
aﬁppars that our sample reflects a fairly healthy population
of senior citizens in non-institutional living arrangements.

The crosstabulation of living arrangement with the
strength and mobility variable resul®s in a chi square =
26.5, statisticé%ly significant at the' p = .001§1evel (see
Table 4.25). Contrary to the theoretical work, the pro-
bability of living alone actually increases 19% comparing
those with excellent and poor égrength and- mobility. The
probability of living only with a spou;e is considerably
higher when health is good, while the probability of living
with others 1s considerably lower under this condition.
‘fhese‘latter-}wo relationships are in the expected direc-

tion. The finding that those who live alone are more likely

to do so when their étrength and mobility iIs poor may

i A %ﬁﬁmﬁ‘; S R R ‘\»';%
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z Table 4.24. -
4
% Frequency Distribution for Strength and Mobility
% "
?‘: A}
¥ " e e
: S Variable ” Category ‘ : f %
Strength and Excellent ¢ . 110 24.2
Mobility
Good 173 38.1
- Fair 107 23.6
Poor ) 63 13.9
Missing 1 0.2 .
. 554 700.0
x = 2.3 s = .98
X = mean
s = standard deviation
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{ Table 4.25.
§ -t I3 o .
h " Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement and Strength and Mobility-
Living Excellent  Good Falx P'oo% Total
- Arrangement }
Living Alone 26 .62 43 27 158
(23.6) ¢ - (35.8) (/40.2) . (42.8)° (34.9)
e
_.Living Only 70 85 T ouy 17 . 216
“ with Spouse (63.6) (49.1) - (41,1) (27.0) (47.7)
Living with 14 . 26 20 - 19 79
Others (12.8) (15.1) .- (18.'97) (30.2) - (17.4)
‘ - o 453
X2 = 26.5 < p = .00 )
- O *
Missing = 1 , "
: o \
Figures in brackets répresent ‘column percents.
X2 = chi square 8
p = level of significance o
T 4 ’
-
M
‘/; Q 0.
i - 7 - -
P2 -
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reflect the availability of support services in London
centering on elderly living alone, which may override the
constraining effect of health limitations.
From a relative ;tandpoint, those living alone t;nd to
have better strength and mobility, than those livlng with
others. Wh?ie this characteristic is expected, a supple-
mentary expfanation is necessary to ﬁake sense of the much
higher proportion of elderly persons living only with a

spouse and exhibiting good or excellent stpength and

mobility.

One interpretation of these results focuses on a life-
cycle perspective (Soldo and Brotman, 1981). The cpmmpﬁ‘.
experlence of most elderly involves first living i@;an‘ ’
intact marital relationship. ¥hen one of the spoqgés is no
longer present in théﬂhousehold, the remaining perzbn must

decide whether to remain alone or co-reside with other kin

or non-relatives.

~

. .
Frequently, the elderly person stays on their own until

they are no longer able to live alone; even with outside ’
assistance in the form of formal and/or informal support.
The above living arrangement decision can be seen as
affected by the constraining effect of hedlth limitations,
as well as resources in the form of formal and/or informal
P support. ﬁ

The life-cycle perspective thus views the effect of

health status as primarily. a functlion of age, which repre-~ ¢




L]

sents a rough proxy for a general life-cycle prooess. This

process is largely the result of morbidity and mortality
experiences associated with growing older. What this
suggests is that if age is cdntrolled for statistically, the
gelationship between living arrangement And health status
should disappear. )

Table 4.26 gives the crosstabulation of living arrange-
ment and the strength/mobility indicator, while cwning
for age. Inspection of this table reveals that once age i;

controlied, the relationship between living arrangement and

health status is considerably weaker and is no longer

statistically significant. This suggests that those living

with a spouse tend to be at an earlier stage of thedir life-
cycle resulting in generally better health. The life-cycle
perspective appears to be able to explain the relatively
better health status experilenced by elderly living in an
intact marital relationship.

Overall, we only find partial support for Hypothesis
_li that: health status is expected to be negatively
associated with living alone and positively associated with
living wiéh othggs; As stated earlier, perhaps the ava?l-
abi{ity of forﬁél car¢/ for the elderly in conjunction with
informal support from family and friends reduces the con-

straining force of health limitations for elderly person¥

living alone. To more clearly understand the relevance of

health status és a determinant of living arrangement cholce
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o > Table 4,26,
Crosstabulatién of Livind Arrangement
and Strength and Mobility, Controlling for Age
Strength
Living and .
Arrangement Mobility 64-69 70-76 77-94 tal
Living Alone Excellent 9 (24.3) 6 (17.6) 11 (12.6)//;; (16.5)
Good = 17 (45.9) 16 (47.1) 29 (33.8) 62 (39.2)
Fair 6 (16.2) 6 (17.6) 31 (35.6) 43 (27.2)
Poor 5 (13.5) 6 (17.6) 16 (18.4) 27 (17.1)
100.0 100.0 100.0 158 100.0
Living Only Excellent 38 (43.2) 21 (29.2) 11 (19.6) 70 (32.4%)
with Spouse Good 30 (34.1) 33 (45.8) 22 (39.3) 85 (39.3)
Fair 14 (15.9) 17 (23.6) 13 (23.2) 44 (20.4)
Poor 6 (6.8) T (1.4) 10 (17.9) 17 (7.8)
100.0 100.0 100.0 216 100.0
Living with Excellent 7 (28.0) 2 (W3) 5 (12.8) 14 (17.7)
Others Good 12 (48.0) 6 (4U.0) 8 (20.5) 26 (32.9)
Fair 3 (12.0) 5 (33.3) 12 (30.8) 20 (25.3)
Poor 3 (12.0) 2 (13.3) 14 (35.9) 19 (24.1)
"o 100.0 100.0 100.0 79 100.0
Missing = 1 X2 = 6.30 X2 =12.3% X2 = 9.89 453
p= .389:'p= .055 p= 129 °

<)

Figures in brackets represent column percents.

X2 = chi square

p = level of significance
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- we turn now to-the analysis of domestic competence.

S
S

st

As with health status, domestic competence or one's

ability to handle tasks necessary for daily living is

Rt

expected to play a constraining role on living arrangement

-

decisions.”“Living alone requirés at least a minimum level
. of domestic competeﬂce, especially since some elderly cannot
:f afford the type of services needed to accomplish these
- tasks. It 1is hypothesized that the likelihood of living
alone or only with a spouse will increase with better
% , domestic competence while the probability of living with

_others will decrease.

Domestic competence was mesured using a scale composed

of five dimensions of household tasks including: 1) prepar-

ing meals; 2) laundry, ironing, and sewing; 3) houéehold

cleaning; 4) caring for oneself and others during minor

illness; and S)Afinanc{al responsibilities. Respondents
were coded as 1 if they could handle a task easily ,and 0 if

they had some problem. This produced a five point domestic

competence scale.

Al

Téblb 4.27 displays the frequency distribution for the
domestic competence scale., Almost 60% of the respondents

had no problems handling these domestic tasks. It is also

-

interesting to note that over 75% of the respondents had
difficulty with only one of the five tasks. It appears that

overall, our sample tends to be quite healthy and competent

in dealing with domestic tasks.

+
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T Table 4,27,

-

N

Frequency Distribution for Domestic Competence

Variable Categofy

° Domestic
Competence

frequency

mean

.
S W

standard deviation
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ke Table 4.28 shows the crosstabulation of our living _

r . ~

-

arrangement variable and domestic competence. Tgis téble

shows that the probability of living aktone and living only

“ ‘n

with a spouse Increases ébout.10% comparing low and high

. L]

gomestic'competencév(28.6 to 38.2). An o6pposite relation-

ship emerges for those living with others, where the likeli-
N i AN\ -
hood of this liv;ng apranbément decreases by about 18%

. B comparing low and high domestic competence (34.3 to 15 7).

The above results are. consistent with Hypothesis (8)

stating ‘that domestié competence is expecfed to be posi-

x>

- e gt o7 9% N
3 WU Ataitecitint O Ddad o0 o b 001 oo
2 .
.
PR
-

tively related to living alone or with a spouse and ¢
negatively related to living‘wifﬁ kin or non-relatives. Our
daﬁg lend support to the contention that elderly who live
alone tend to require better domestic competence than those
who co-reside with othe;s. Living with. other people usually
mg@gs that domestic assistance is more available and neces-

-

sar& to compensate for 1nd1vidual inadequacies. However,'as'

|
]
|
1
3
i
}
|
|
!
{
|
{
i

discussed earlier, the weak relationships found for health
N e g . 4 ! ’ »
status and domestic competence may be due to the network of

! -

formal support- services available in London as well as .
informal SUpport These include such services as meals on

wheels, volunteer groups (1.e. Kiwanis Club), housekeepigg

o
]

services, etcetera. The above forms of subpor§ allow,mény.’fl

+

elderly with limited strength/mobility and low démbﬁfiq

competence to remain Yiving alone in the face bf;thégé

apparently weak constraints. In addit;on,‘pﬁe could pmphéy
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; ‘Table 4.28. .
Crosstabulation of Livihg Arrangement and Domestic Competence
~ -
Living (Low) (High) )
Arrangement 0-1 2 3 4 5 Total
. Living Alone 10 7 16 23 102 158
(28.6) (30.4) (32.6) (29.1) (38.2) (34.9)
Living Only 13 11 22 47 . 123 216
with Spouse (37.1) , (47.8) (44.9) (59.5) (46.1) (47.7)
Living with 12 5 11 ° 9 42 79
Others (34.3) (21.7) (22.5) (11.4) (]5.7) (17.4)
453
X2 = 15.2 p = ,01

é; “ \

L@

Zero and one categories have been grouped due to smdll subgroup size.

Figﬁres in brackets represent column percents.

X2 = ©chi

p

square

level of significance ~
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size the large number of modern conveniences available to
many elderly, which ease the limitations posed by poor
functional ability.

One additional analysis was undertaken to analyze the
effect of domestic competence on liyigfg arrangement
choices. It was argued earlier that domestic competence as
a constraint may be more significant for females than males

since women tend to take\on these responsibilities. How-
ever, when we control f;r sex, the relationship betwesn
living arrangement and domestic competence is éltered. For
malgs, we obserQe‘a chl square of 11,9, not statistically
s;gniffcant. However, for females, the chi square is 18.3,
statistically significaﬁt at the p = .05 level. It seems
that domestic competence as a constraint places EOre
influence on the living arrangement choices of females than
“males. One explqnation for this’is that males receive

- .

e greater assistance from their kin network with dome&tic3
tasks than females, thereby making this a less restrictive
condtraining force. Males also tend £§ have_ higher incomiéf;
and may therefore-purchase neceisar? domestic services.
¥hen living with females in a household, males again tend to

. receive a lot of assistance in domestic tasks regard%@ss of

some changes in sex role behaviour among this populafioﬁ.

4.5 Informal Support and Charactéristics of the Family

A numbér of Factors relating to key ‘individuals Th an  ~ —~ ~

Q L]
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individual's kinship nékwqu were analyzed as determinants

of living arrangement deéisions. These include: 1) the
availability of kin for co-residence; 2) informal support

from fami%y and friends; 3) physical and social space in

adult chil&ren's homes;_and 4) the marital status of adult -
chiidren. Although mobility and physical distance from kin

have been seen as important determinants in the literature,

we were unable to include these variables due to the absence

of adequate measures’.

4.5.1 Avallability of Kin fior Co-residence

The number of living adult children represents a rough
indicator of an elderly pergbn's.opportunity structure for
co-residence, This is based on the correlation between

number of children born to an individual and the size of the

kinship network. Elderly with a great number of children

ﬁf?are more likely to lkive with others rather than live alone
d

.or only with their spouse, Hypothesis (9).

J Table 4.29 shows the frequency distribution for number

7

of living children. The proportion of elderly in our sample
- haying no children (16.1%) is very close to that of the
Canadian population 17%. This finding gives additional

., reason for confidence in the representativeness of our
&

N \
sample.

. z
The crosstabulation of living arrangement and number of .

- living children displays a strong relationship between these - e

-y
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Table 4.29.

=) ’ Frequency Distribution for Number of Living Children

oo e D e M LA B S Bt ti S 0y AR T rag a e

Variable Category f %

i: I
< - ¥ 12:
Number of 0 73 16.1 4
Living Children é
1 96 21.1 3
F
2 136 30.0 1
3 71 15.6 é
b i 35 7.7 \\\\/\
5+ 43 ] 9.5
454 : 100.0
~ —x- = 2.1 S = 105
: f = frequency
: ; = mean
.- Jd
; s = standard deviation f;‘
{ .
i
H
1
& = "
. F -
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variables (chi square = 37.8, p = .001; ;ee Table 4.;0).
Closer examination of this taple reveals that the probabi-
lity of living alone decreases substantially from 58% to 22%
when contrasting those with no children and those ﬁiﬁh‘four
or more. Conversely, the probability of liyihg with.others
increases from approximately 18% to 26% making the same
comparison, “

These findings lend strong support to the contention
that the greater the number of kin in a kinship network, the
greater the likelihood that an elderly individual will live
with others rather than alone. In this sense, the feasibil-
ity of living with others as an option is constrained by the
opportunity struciure for cé;residence. It appears that
number of living children as an indicator of the availabil-

ity of kin for co-reéﬁdence is a potent constraining factor

in elderly persons living arrangement choices. Hypothesis

9) is therefore accepted -- past fertility is positively

.associated with co-residence, and .conversely, negatively

‘associated with living alone.

One\further analysis was undertaken, where living
arrangement was crosstabulated with number of living child-
ren while controlling for sex. The findings discussed above

were replicated for both males and females.

4,5,2 Informal Support

It has been argued that social and material infdérmal
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Table 4.30.

Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement and Number of Living Children

~

Living (Low)

(High)~
Arrangement 0 1 2 3 4y Total
& . M

Living Alone 42 36 46 18 17’ 159

- (57.5) (37.5) (33.8) (25.3) (21.8) (35.0)
Living Only 18 50 67 40 41 216
With Spouse (24.7) (52.1) (49.3) (56.3) (52.6) (47.6)
Living With 13 10 23 13 20 , 79
Others (17.8) (10.4) (16.9) (18.3) (25.6) (17.4)

o
X2 = 37.8 «p = .001

~ -
\

e,

Figures in brackg‘t%‘” represent column percents.

X2 = chi squ.gu'-'é

p = level “B\f’ significande
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support from kin and to a lesser extent frém friends plays

a significant role in the\lives of today's elderly. There
exists a large body ofuresearch on the importance of

informal support for seniofs (see for example McPherson,

7983)." The relevance of informal support for living

arrangement choices centers around the view that iiving -
alone as an elderly person involves a number o{ difficulties
that can be alleviated by means of support hetworks: Living

with a spouse or other kin usually means that\there is a

built-in support system, assuming there are no\major health -

limitations for the potential helpers., Thus,

(10) states that while informal support is gxbebte to be

fairly substantial for éﬁl groups, it is expectéd to b
higher for those living with their #spouse and/or othgr kin
(or non-family household %embers) than for elderly who live\‘
alone. In this sense, this variable is both a determinant \\
and consequence of living arrangement choices. Potential
support may draw an individual to a pan;icular arrangement
as well as being a natural go;;equence of a particular
living arrangeﬁent, . ‘ ) /
Two measures of informal suppoft'were used in the
analysis. The first of these attempts to capture material
informal support contributed by family or friends and would

include such things as hélping with certain domestic tasks

or other chores, This is accohplished by adding the number

-

of times per month that any help with dail§ living is given

T
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|
to| the respondent by kin members or friends. Table &4.31

gives the frequency distribution for material informal
support. From this table we observe that the majority of
resp Qdents (73.6%) receive no material help from informal

source

(i.e. family or friends). Thus, only a little

N

over 1/4 o€ our respondents accept héip with daily liviég
from these soyrfces.

When matertal informal support is crosstabulated with
liying arrangemenf§ a strong re;;tionship emerges chi square
= 159.2, p = .B01 (see Table 4.‘3"2-).. -The probability of
livingAQ}one increases from 29% to:&Q% comparing those
receivinéhno support with those ;ece};ing ;aterial support
four or more times per month. Thefg}abability of living
%nly with a spouie decreasgs from 60% to 6%, while the
probability of lﬂwang with others increases from 11% to 51%
\comparing across fhe séme categories of the independent
;}riable. The proba?ility of living alone increases with
ere material informal support,vas expécted. The likelihood
of living with others 1s also inflated with greater amounts
of material support aﬁd‘to a greater degree @han for the
living alone\group. This is also what .one would é;pect
based on earlier theoretical discussions. Those living only
with their spouse results in a negative rela;ionéhip.

N

However, since respondents living only with their spouse

ot asked about the amount of help received from their

-
v,

:"resulting in the inclusion of only help from outside

.- B cm e e - B G R .
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Table 4.31. -
Frequency Distribution for Material Informal Support
Variable Category f %
Material None 334 . 73.6 .
Informal Support :
Ly times or 51 11.2
less per month
4,1 to 12 times 36 ‘ 7.9
per month
12.1 or more 33 7.3
times per month .
' 454 100.0
X = .489 s = .92
f = frequency
X = mean
s = standard devdation
- . ~
AN .




- Table 4.32.

Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement and Material Informal Support

R A O R

Living Material Informal Support (per month)
Arrangement ) 0.1-4 4.1+ Total

Living Alone 926
(28.7)

‘Living Only 200
with Spouse " (59.9)

Living with 38
Others (11.4)

X2 = 159.2 p = .001

!

Figures .in brackets represent column percents.

4
A3

X2 = chi square

p = level of significance




’ . PO [ XAl
PRI PR PP O T 1 . . v

oo\

N 161
- > ? J‘
the household, comparisons between this group and the other
q . two is prgcarious. This would explain the finding that

st \d
elderly living only with a spouse receive -so little material

informal support.

While those living alone appear to be recipients of a
fair degree of help, elderly living with others tend to
receive more material assistance including assistanée from

Aﬁside and outside the household. This supports Hypothesis

(10) that seniors living with others reGeive more help than

those living alone because of the built;in support networK
that is present for the former group. Material informal /
support increases the likelihood of living alone and with
others, but has a stronger effect on the latter.

s+ * sThe second indicaﬁop.of informal support involvéz the
frequency of seeing family or frienqi: This represents a
crude indicator of both material and emotional support.

Accor@ing to the theoretical work underlying Hypothesis

(10¥; mbst-co@péct with family and friends should occur -

among‘those who live with others and those living only with
a spouse since these two group; have live-in gJBport.
Again, those living only with a spouse were only qdés-
tioned on the frequency of ?eeing‘family and friends apart '
from one's spouse. [

Table 4.33 shows the frequency -distrijbution for

frequency of seeing family and friends. Here, the sample is

almost equally divided into four categories. The categories
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. Table 4.33.
. v N
” . ’ . Frequency Distribution for Frequency of Seeing Family and
° ( . Friends \ g
'&m . ° v e < ) T
Variable Category f ] %
.‘ ‘ -
Frequency of 0-8.0 115 25.3
- Seeing Family times per-mpnth
or Friends ’
8.1-16.0 times 120 3 26.4
per month v
16.1-30.0 times 96 211
per month -
30.1 or more 123 27.1
( times per month o
) 54 100.0
: ~ . X ="2.5 s = 1.14
§
f = frequency
< X = fnean T, . e e
! s = stipdard deviation i )
- t
2 *
é “a ‘ ) n. .‘i‘;” -
§ - .
@ ¢
- @
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were collagsed in such a way as to reflect the natural cut-

(

off points resulting from }espohdent's tendency- t¢o convert
° o s 8 -

months into weeks, as well as the tendency to round .

PR N

numbers. -It is apparent from this t&ble thag; overall,
' elderly see family and friends considerably more often than -~

they receive help with daily Lévibg.from thisfinformal’

support network. .. .. - ‘ .ot ] ‘

/ -

Living arr%ngement is crosstab;lated with frequency of
seeing family and friends in Table 4 34, Living with others
means greater contact with informad support networks than
living alone, based op contact from inside and outsidevof

. the household. Whire the data for those %;;ing only with.
their spouse represent only "outside" support, they still
exhibit fairly h}gh contact with familyrand friends. The

probability oflliving alone is-onLy slightly ncreased (30% -

~
(3

to 35%) comparing low and high cate@pries of seeing famlly,‘;
and fr{ends. ‘On the other hang, the probability of living.\
with othefs }s sub;téﬁtialiy increased (10% to 42%) when -
comparing thé same caiegories&of the ind;pendent variable.

A A o
This form of support appears to have a greater effect. on

>t

) those ;1ving'with others than those living alone, probably
due to the "bullt-in" support network present in this type
$ . ¢ ; ’ » .

£

of living arrangement. 5 -
The findings surrounéing the two variables measuring

informal social support indicate a number of tentative®

ey ¥ .
conclusions. First, material support is much less frequent

o
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. Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement and Fregueney. of Seeing Family and

% . , . Friends ) _ . ] R
, . '« " Living - ’ ,'/F’requency'“of, Seeing Family or Friends - - .

0-8.0

8.1-16.0 16.1-30.0 30.1+ Total ~

MY

A Arrangement. - ),

SEEES . " - (times’ per month) «

(.. ' -

:n * . . ¢ b . ',\’
S 159

L4 v;ng Alone 35
: (30:4)

Living Only

&
( . 69 -
jf,,',., ) ; with Spouse .*~. (60.0).¢ .

-1
(9.6)

N
v
o

SRR Liviﬁvdth D
~Othegd - ~ ..+ °

43 -
(35.0)
N <

W1 -
(39.2)

34 . : :
(35.4) ' (35.0) ©

28. - 216", -
* (22.8) (47.6) -

. o
(56.2)°
) R
(6.7): - (8.4)

65 .
(54.2)
79

(17.4)
L5G .

. 752
(42.2)

- ’ S “" «
. - g
o - - . .
. X2 = 83,8 - "p=.001 *° . '
7 - A »,
S, 4 - [y . A
kL . . ° ‘ . . - <
- Y 2 1 - . .
ﬁ | EO T ~ e o .
4 <
d ~ L3 L4 - -

SN Fidures in brackets represent cblumn percents. . s
- o ~
N . . N * . s
: ™ X2 chi square® - ’ .
A - - . r -
{8 ' 2 ' ¢ s ¢ L3
- ¢ Y : M -
%‘" % . - p = level of- significance . N . . , .
f n Y - % b - - .
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_the elderly in‘our sample appear to receive less help wifh

_ the higher income enjoyed by London's elderly. Third, it

. betgeen household goods 1nvolv1ng intimate companionship and

mutual exchange and those involving privacy and indepen-
Y

suppo{f associated with particular living arrangements act

asidetefminante of living arrangement choices cannot be

AL e L P RS E R  1H2 "/;ff"";?lﬂ“wv* P S |
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than social contact or visiting. Second, in absolute terms,

daily living than we would expect. Perhaps this is due to
appears that with whom one lives is an important determinant
of 1nformal ﬁuﬁport. Elderly living only with their spouse

) : '
seem to be/@airly self-sufficient. Those living with others”

A . .
are reciplents of much greater informal su%pprt than seniors

living alone. Tiris suggests that compromises must be made

~
. . - , - ' 9
dence.  Howeven, the extent to which potential informal

ARY

re?lected upon here. A longitudinal design is necessary in
order to clarify the sequential ordering of the causal

relationship, which is confounded when u%ing cross-sectional

oé - In addition, due to measurement difficulties, those
i} - 23 et

elderly living only with their spouse could not be compared

I

to the other two groups concerning the 1nfluence of the -

N

1ndependent variable on the’ probability of livlng in the

-

various arrangements.

= . 2
\

) ¥ -1 . .-a’" 'I‘("‘*‘J-\ ). )
‘f’} . - - R . '
4.5.3 Physical and Social Space “g j‘:a, "o .

", ‘3,“7" .
The amount oﬁﬂphysicar and°soc1a1 space Ln adult

-

P

children s homes is viewed here as

L:Tfééﬁor enteting into - .’
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elderly persons' decisions to co-peside in  the nome 6f adult

chk&dren. The rationale for centering on adult children and
. ' .
- - their families is based _on the fact that these family‘

L members are the most likely candidates for co-residence. Of
course, focussing on tﬁe amount of physical or soclal space “
in adult children's homes limits the ‘analysis to the supply. .o
of spacedon the children's side. It should be kept in-midd
that it may be the seniors who receive addibional household
members. \

Our indicator of physical and social space in the

‘residences of adult children is the number. of grandchildren. '
born to adult children. It is\well known that while elderly
persons. enjoy having contact with grandéhildreﬁ; they tend’

¢ v

to prefer. daily-living in an atmosphere-of ﬁéace and quite .

=~ - ., (Lawton, 1%§0). Hypothesii (11") states that the, more

o children born to an elderly person's offspring, fhe less ;

- room .there will be for co-residence. Table 4.35 ddsplay;
the frequency distribution for average number of

grandchildren. The mean for this variable is 1. 5

?

& -

grandchildren per adult child.

¢ The -crosstabulation of,living arrangement and average

@

' . ‘nunber of grandéhildren results in a chi square =°28.1, .
Ny statistically sig;ificant at the p = .6bi~level (see‘Table
. @ 4.36). - Inspection 'of this table shows that the probability .ﬂ 3
AT living alone increases from 39% to 55% comparing zero and o~

A

four average number of grandchildren. In contrast, the pro-

E AR Y
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— N Table 4.35. '
Frequency Di’%tribution for Average Number of Grandchildren*
/_O i . .
~ j "
Variable . Category -/,’, f %
. Pt & N
/
‘Average Number 0 131 28.9
of Grandchildren -~ .
1 87 19.2 ‘
2 , 146 32.2
3 70 ) 15.4
4y 20 4.4
b : T - 700.0
X = 1.5 s = 1.3
» el
* Data -for average number of grandchildren were collected only for the
+ four most proximate adult children. )
f = frequency ! N
/X = mean \
s = standard deviation
¥ “;" d
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Table 4.36.

-

Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement and Average Number of

Grandchildren

<

AR —— e
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B Living
Arrangement

Average NumBer of Grandchildren

* _(rounded to nearest whole number)

1 2 3 4

kx4 -

g Living Alone 51
. (38.9)

Living.Only o
with Spouse
v

'
(36.6)

Living with
K Others

32
(24.4)

g A S, 10

. X2 = 28,1 &

20
(23.0)

45
(30.8)

32 11
(#5.7)  (55.0)

47
(54.0)

83
(56.8)

32 6
(45.7)  (30.0)

18 6 3
512.4) . (8.6) (15.0)

20
(23.0)

p = .001

& - x2 = .chi square

-
e AR PP TR IR AR
k=
5 . .

p = level of significance

vy

4

A

XN

Figures In brackets rqpfesent cqfﬁmn percents.,

Data for average number of grandchildren were collected only for the
four most proximate adult children,.
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bability of living with others decreases

e

s e

moving across the same categories. This

Hypothesis (11), that the more children

person's adult offspring, the less room
the older person to be included, making
the elderly person will live separately
reside with such adult children. These
«xpﬁysical and social space are important
living arrangement decfsion-making among

4.5.4 Marital Status of Adult Children

The final characteristic of the fam
analyzed involves the marital status_ of

Hypothesis (12) stateés that, single, sep

® adult children will more likely co-resid

- parents than those currently"married: T
. coqfliqt over authority as well as other
conflict with 1n-1aws: AgaI:, we are ce

T importance of family variables rélating

)S( -
parents. B 3
""\« “‘ . .
: * Table & {43J shows the frequency dist
: A ’x
' < ' of married thildgen. As before, data we

- prrw ;o

g

the four mosé'proximate adult children,

11

h

% - "married adult children for our sample is
1

169

from’Z#% to 15%
lends support to
born to elderly
there will be for
it more likely that
rather than co-
data suggest that
considerations in

the elderly.

ily netwqrk to be
adult ‘cfiildren.
arated and divorced

e w%th elqé;T?“

his }elaﬁes to
forms of- personal

ntering on {he

to adu}t children in

. : the selection of living arrangements made byftheir elderly

[ S
rLbution for number

re dﬁly gdthered for
The mean number of

1.4.

- The‘trusstahulativn~oﬁ‘llvtﬂgAﬂrfangement~ang aumber of
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married children is,statistically'significant (chi square =
24,0, p = .01) and appears in Table 4.38. ?:spection of
this table reveals that the probability of living alone
decreases qomparing zero and four married childgen (from
46.9 to 25.0). The gre;ter the number of married adult
children, the less likely the elderly parent will live
alone. This relationship is in the opposite direction
-expected and may(be confounded by the association that
number of married children has®with number of living child-
ren. The probability of living with a spouse increases two-
fold 9ompari;g low and high categories on the independent
Variabif. Having marr%ed children increases the likelihood
of living only with a spouse, as one would expect due to the
onset of the empty nest stage of the life cycle. The pro-
bability of living with othe;; decreases from 22% to 7% - °
comparing low and high categories of number of married
‘chiidren. égnﬁypothe§ized, theré™ s a greater likelihood of
co-residing Qith non-married addT@ children and conversely a
decreased tébdency for elderly t(‘co-reside with married

adult children. Overall, only tentative support can be

given to Hypothesis (12). . These findings do suggest further

?
&

s?ﬁﬁﬁﬂhpvolving characteristics of the family hefkork as

Y ¥

3

important factors on the supply side of the relationship. '

'
i %
at

~

4.6, Fconomic Factors
%

Pl

4
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¥ Table 4.37.
.’""f -
. Frequency Distribution for Number of Married Children*
g /
Variable Category f % °
Number of 0 113 24,9
Married Children .
. 1 129 28.4
2 131 28.9
3 53 1.7
) 4 28 6.2
454 100.0
x = 1.4 s = 1.16
- A
3 A
* Data for number of married childfen were collécted only for the four

most proximate adult children.

, T = frequency v
X = mean
S = stamiard deviationl

Ao
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Table 4.38.

"3 Crosstabulation of Living Arrangement and Number bf Married

Children*
j\g}ving o " - Average Number of Married Children ke N
Arrangement ) * - (rounded to nearest whole number) .
0 1 oo 3 4 Total
) N ’ \/ . —
Living Alone * 223 35 48 16 7 159
‘ (46.9) (27.1) (36.6)  (30.2) (25.0) (35.0)

. Living Only’ . 35 75 60 27 19 216
with Spouse ‘- (31.0) (58.1) (45.8) (50.9) (67.9) (47.6)
Living with ’ 25 19 23 10 2 79
Others - (22.1) (14.8) ~ (17.6) (18.9) (7.1) (17.4)

- - . 454

v *

X2 =240 p=.01 \

* Data for number of married children were collected only for the four
most proximate adult children.

4
M"figggfs in brackets represent column percents.

X2 = chi square

p= leQel of significance

W
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studying changes i? liviﬁg arrangeménts is income, Acdor-‘

ding to the economic argument, rising real inéomeoover time

'has allowed for the purchase oprrivacy (Michael et al, P

1980). The underlying assumption is that privacy ié

desired, however, our theoretical work‘suggegts that this

' assumption ignores important decisipn-making processes ‘
involving other c;nstraints as well as the weighyng of

! ~household goods, such as intimate companionship‘;nd mutual
help against privacy and independence. Research on the
living arraggements of the elderly in Canada_ has ﬂoqré‘thaé
income is a significant determinant, but not as poten{ as

+ other fachrs, such as pastﬁfgptility, educatign and age

(Wister and Bu;gh, 1983). Income is viewed here as a

constraint affecting the feasibility of separate living.

Thus, Hypothesis (13) states that total incomé from all
c sources will be positively associated with sepagafe living.
: \ &
Living alone rather than with kin requires greater economic

r

PR SN
A

resources., In addition, living with a spouse usually

o involves greafcr economic resources than whén one is single
or previously married, especially when the lone elderly is
female. VWe, would therefore expect‘elderly living with their

spouse to hpvé the highest 1ncome, followed by those living

alone, and finally those .living with others.

-,

Lk

_,};‘fﬁ’aﬂ,;’(& A, *‘:‘;‘7:?}5."'.‘."""- .;‘th G

The frequency distribution for total income from all

L.
rﬁg}“.,

sources is presented in Table 4.39. It is apparent from

s

a
this table that elderly living in London enjoy a relatively

~

7
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v

*

high standard of living. The &ean,income for our sample
falls within the $10,000 to $14,999 range. This is similar
to other studies recently completed in the London area and
s;ightly higher than for the Canadian elderly.population

(see for example Coalition for Seniors Study, 1983).

Unfortunately, the use of set categories of the nature used

~ in thlsgétudy make national comparisgns tenuous. However,

previous studies based on the London¥seniors population

~

' support the view that older persons living in London Eénd to

experience a‘higher relative income than the average

Canadian elderly pefson.

The crosstabulation of living arrangement and total

1ncomg reveal's only partial support\for Hypothesis (13) (see
Table 4.40). .Inspection of this table shows th;t income has
a strong effect onﬁthe probabilities associated with each
living ar;angpment. 'Héwever, the relatipnshiﬁ for the
living alone group 1is 1n{the opposite direction expected,

€ [N v
based on earlier theoretical discussions. The probability

of living alone decreases with higher iIncomes rather than
s

increases, while the other two relapionsh16§ support
Hypothesis (13).
Thisrénomalous finding can be explained by thqigffect

of marital status on income. The income measure intluded

both the respondent's and.spoﬁse's income. VWhen_marital
%
status 1s controlled, comparing those .1iving alone and only

the noqﬁmgrried living with others, the probability of

B i U
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Table 4.39.
Frequency Distribution for Total Income From All Sources
Variable Category f %
- Total Income 1. No income 1 0.2
from all Sources
2. Under $2,000 0 . 0.0
v 3. $2,000-2,999 2 0.4
4, $3,000-3,999 4 0.9
‘ 5. $4,000-5,999 35 7.7
. ’ 5. $6,000-7,999 61 13.4
‘ 7. $8,000-9,999 42 9.3
~ _ ‘ 8. $10,000-14,999 100 - 22.0
9, $15,000-19,999 45 o 9.9
- / v
10. $20,000-24,999 ¥ 50 11.0
" ’ 11, $25,000-39,000 146 ' 10.1
oo
© o — 12, $40,000+ - 20 bt
Missing = * 48 10.5
“':‘ K‘S‘E '0006
‘3: X f = frequency
'y -
¥ = mean
= " = standard deviatioh: )
. SN . °
. \M“‘_—w
T T ) ‘
v
/“ - \ ___:" 2




Table 4.40,

-

Crosstabulétion of Living Arrangement and Total Income From All Sources

~
[

T

Variable . Under " $8,000- $15,000
“  $8,000 514,999 and above

Living Alone 62 ' 45 29 .
(60.2) (31.7) (18.0)

Living Only 9 77 110
with Spouse (8.7) (54.2) (68.3)

~tiving with 2 . 20 22
o Others 31.1)" .~ (14.1) (13.7)
Missing = 48

X2 = 93,8 . p = .001

.

Figures in brackets represent column percents.’
X2 £ chi square”

p = level of significance
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“living alone increases slightly with higher income.
However, while 'this is in the expected diregtion, the
_relationship is not statistically significant (see Table

4.41). Comparing married elderly living with a spouse only

and those living with others, shows refatlopships in fhe
expectededirection buf;again not statisticallyvsignificantp

(see Tbale 4.42). These results cLarifx the eon?oundinﬁ
¥

effect of marital status but do not lend suppor