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Abstract

Social scientific interest in intergenerational relationships between adults has in-
creased in recent years. However, there is a lack of theoretical work that allows
for the integration of research findings. Further, there has been a tendency to in-
terpret intergenerational relationships within limited frameworks that emphasize
either intergenerational solidarity or conflict. In contrast, we propose that ambiva-
lence is a more useful organizing concept for understanding intergenerational
relations. In this article, we argue that relationships between the generations in
families are structured such that they generate various types of ambivalence. We
then present three propositions regarding ambivalence in intergenerational rela-
tions, with illustrations from several exemplary studies. Implications of this con-
ceptualization of intergenerational relations are discussed.

Zusammenfassung

In den letzten Jahren ist ein wachsendes Interesse an den familidren Genera-
tionenbeziehungen festzustellen. Dabei zeigt sich, dal3 diese Beziehungen
entweder unter dem Gesichtspunkt von Solidaritét oder demjenigen von Konflikt
analysiert werden. Demgegentiber schlagen wir vor, dies unter der allgemeinen
Hypothese von "Ambivalenz" zu tun, und wir erlautern dies anhand einer
Diskussion exemplarischer Studien. (Das Papier ist eine Uberarbeitung und
Weiterfiihrung der im Arbeitspapier Nr. 22 dargestellten Uberlegungen.)



1. Introduction

Interest in intergenerational relations among adults within the family has grown
dramatically over the past three decades, as demonstrated by research reviews
and edited volumes from both sides of the Atlantic, all of which contain extensive
bibliographies of recent publications (Attias-Donfut, 1995; Hareven, 1994,
LUscher & Schultheis, 1993; Suitor, Pillemer, Bohannon, & Robison, 1995). In-
deed, the amount of empirical work on this topic has made it one of the more
vigorous research areas in contemporary sociology and psychology. The deve-
lopment of theory to integrate the host of findings, however, has not kept up with
empirical productivity. Research on aging and the family has tended to respond
to obvious socia problems (such as caregiving for impaired relatives, housing,
grandparents raising grandchildren), rather than considering theoretical issues
(Lye, 1996).

Perhaps the most popular organizing framework for understanding family rela-
tionships in later life is that which highlights intergenerational solidarity. A num-
ber of prominent researchers responded to Talcott Parsons's (1942; 1949) con-
cern about the isolation of the nuclear family by proposing that extensive family
solidarity actually existed (Shanas et al., 1968; Litwak, 1965; Sussman, 1959).
Since the early 1970s, Bengtson and colleagues have continued and expanded
this tradition in an influential series of articles and books (cf., Roberts, Richards,
& Bengtson, 1991; Bengtson & Harootyan, 1994; Treas & Bengtson, 1988). The
solidarity perspective has been taken up by other researchers in the United States
(Rein, 1994; Ross & Rossi, 1990), and is aso a reference point for European
authors, athough not without critical overtones (Attias-Donfut, 1995b; Bawin-
Legros, Gauthier, & Strassen, 1995; Coenen-Huther, Kellerhals, & von Allmen,
1994; Donati, 1995; Finch & Mason, 1993).

Some scholars have criticized the overly positive and consensual bias of the soli-
darity perspective. Research within the solidarity framework typically assumes
that individuals personal feelings - such as affection, attraction, and warmth -
serve to maintain cohesion in the family system (Sprey, 1991). Marshal, Mat-
thews, & Rosenthal (1993) note that even the term "solidarity” indicates an em-
phasis on consensus. European writers have echoed this sentiment, noting the
value-laden origins of the term in proletarian movements and in religious social
doctrine (Kleine, 1992; Lischer, 1997). As Roberts et al. (1991) themselves point



out, solidarity "has been treated as the engine driving the pursuit of the common
good within families® (12). Negative aspects of family life typicaly are inter-
preted in this view as an absence of solidarity. Research in this tradition has
tended to emphasize shared values across generations, normative obligations to
provide help, and enduring ties between parents and children.

However, at the same time scholars in the solidarity tradition have emphasized
mutual support and value consensus, another line of research has focused on iso-
lation, caregiver stress, family problems, conflict, and abuse (Marshall et al.,
1993). The perception of weakened family ties and abandonment of the elderly
also remains strong in popular opinion, and in portrayals of the family in con-
temporary fiction and theater. Thus, some scholars, as well as the general public,
appear to be unwilling to accept that intergenerational relationships are solidary
and characterized by shared values and reciprocal help. As Marshall et al. (1993)
have succinctly put it, "the substantive preoccupations in gerontology over the
past 30 years point to a love-hate relationship with the family” (p. 47).

We will argue in the present article that the study of parent-child relations in later
life must move beyond this "love-hate relationship.” The vacillation between im-
ages of mistreatment and abandonment on the one hand, and comforting images
of solidarity on the other, are not two sides of an academic argument that will
ultimately be resolved in favor of one viewpoint. Rather, we hold that societies,
and the individuals within them, are ambivalent about relationships between par-
ents and children in adulthood.

We therefore propose ambivalence as an alternative to both the solidarity and
conflict perspectives as a model for orienting sociological research on intergen-
erational relations. We can sum up the fundamental point of the present article in
the following axiom: Intergenerational relations generate ambivalences. That is,
the observable forms of intergenerational relations among adults can be socia
scientifically interpreted as the expression of ambivalences, and as efforts to
manage and negotiate these fundamental ambivalences.

The major goal of this article is a straightforward one: We wish to make the case
for ambivalence as a theoretically and empirically useful approach to the study of
intergenerational relations. We should be clear that it is not our intention to pro-
vide a comprehensive theoretical formulation of intergenerational ambivalence;



indeed, such a formulation would not be appropriate at this point, given the state
of knowledge. Instead, following Aldous (1990), we propose ambivalence as a
"general orientation” to the subject of intergenerationa relationships, rather than
as aformal theory. We suggest the types of variables researchers should consider,
and demonstrate the potential insights that result from this more complex view of
parent-child relations.

We begin with a discussion of the concept of intergenerational ambivalence, and
review its theoretical antecedents in several related sociological and psychologi-
cal literatures. Following this discussion of various dimensions of ambivalence,
we propose a working definition of the term. Next, we offer three illustrations,
each of which treats a different aspect of intergenerational ambivalence. In each
of these three cases, we provide a detailed analysis of one or more exemplary
studies from the social sciences, that demonstrate a particular type of ambiva-
lence in parent-child relations. We conclude with suggestions for future work on
this topic.

2. Dimensions of I ntergenerational Ambivalence

The term "ambivalence" is aimost absent in the socia science literature on par-
ent-child relations in later life (for example, a search of the SocioFile and
PsychLit databases uncovered no articles on this topic with the keyword
"ambivalence"). A few scholars, however, have applied the term to other socia
relations. In addition, several theoretical approaches in family studies have em-
ployed closely related concepts. These literatures suggest that there are two di-
mensions of ambivalence that are highly relevant to the study of intergenerational
relations: sociological ambivalence, which is evident in social structura posi-
tions;, and psychologica ambivalence, which is experienced on the individua
level. We believe that both of these dimensions are important to the study of par-
ent-child relations in adulthood.

Sociological ambivalence was given its classic formulation in an article by Mer-
ton & Barber (1963) and in Coser's (1966) expansion of their argument. In Mer-
ton and Barber's view, sociological ambivalence focuses on "incompatible nor-
mative expectations of attitudes, beliefs, and behavior" (pp. 94-95). These in-
compatible expectations may be assigned to or incorporated into a particular
status (or set of statuses) within a society, or even within a single role of asingle



status. In this way, "the core-case of sociological ambivalence puts contradictory
demands upon the occupants of a status in a particular relation” (p. 96). Socio-
logical ambivalence in their perspective refers to "opposing normative tendencies
in the social definition of arole” (p. 99). Thus, sociological ambivalence is "built
into the structure of statuses and roles' (Coser, 1966, p. 175).

Merton and Barber encourage social scientists to examine social roles not only in
terms of their dominant attributes (which, we would note, has been the case in
the study of intergenerational relations), but rather as a dynamic organization of
norms and counter-norms that in combination produce ambivalence. Ambiva-
lence results when these norms require contradictory attitudes and actions. Mer-
ton and Barber use the role of the physician as an example: a doctor is called on
to be both professionally detached as well as compassionate and concerned for
the patient. More recent sociological work has continued to emphasize conflict-
ing commitments within individua’s role-systems, examining contradictions in
the objective demands of roles (O’ Neil & Greenberger, 1994; see also the inter-
change with Marks, 1994).

Two increasingly influential theoretical orientations also have highlighted the
potential for sociological ambivaence (although they do not typically use the
term itself). These are: what has come to be known as "postmodernist” theory,
and feminist theory of the family. Both of these views have influenced our
thinking about intergenerational ambivalence, in that they share a distrust of dual-
istic thinking, and instead deal explicitly with contradiction and paradox in social
relations.

An overarching theme of the postmodern perspective is that in contemporary so-
ciety, fixed relationships have weakened, and societal guidance about how these
relationships should be carried out has nearly disappeared. The condition of
postmodernity is characterized by a dramatically accelerated pace of change, and
the enormous scale on which it occurs. These developments have had a major
impact on human relationships, resulting in a sense of fragmentation and discon-
tinuity, and of confusion and uncertainty regarding how social relations should be
conducted (Denzin, 1991; Gergen, 1991).

This analysis of contemporary social conditions suggests that more complex
theoretical models are needed to understand the family, including intergenera-



tiona relations. In the post-modernist view, family life is now characterized by
pluraity (Baber & Allen, 1992; Gubrium & Holstein, 1994) and by a multiplicity
of forms, as divorce, remarriage, "blended" families, same-sex partnerships, and
other phenomena have become increasingly common. In Stacey’s (1990) explic-
itly postmodernist perspective, "contemporary family relationships are diverse,
fluid, and unresolved" (p. 17). Sociological work is needed that can interpret
"today’s deeply polarized discourse on American family life" (p.19). Thus, the
postmodernist emphasis on heterogeneity and paradox, and its rejection of reduc-
tionistic theories and dualistic thinking, suggest that ambivalence can be a useful
tool to analyze intergenerational relations.

Most relevant to our discussion here is the postmodernist emphasis on the inten-
sification of interna contradictions in society. Indeed, analysts of postmodernity
agree that a hallmark of contemporary socia life is that individuals are con-
fronted with directly countervailing ideas and pressures on a wider scale than
ever before. The work of van der Loo & van Reijen (1992) has dealt most clearly
with this issue, noting that in contemporary society, fundamental contradictions
have appeared between personal autonomy and the demands of community, and
between a desire for freedom of action and a simultaneous desire for support
from institutions. Families are clearly not exempt from such "multiple reality
clams' (Holstein & Gubrium, 1995; see Stacey [1990] for numerous empirical
examples).

The second body of theory isthat developed by feminist scholars to analyze fam-
ily life. Feminist theory challenges the assumption that a harmony of interests
exists among all members of a family. Thus, feminist scholars treatment of a
variety of issues, from reproductive control, to household division of labor, to
parenthood, have aerted us to fundamental (and not entirely resolvable) conflicts
within contemporary families (Thorne, 1992). Ferree (1990) notes that the femi-
nist approach to the family involves a critique of the concept of solidarity, by
which is meant "the conventional conceptualization of ‘the family’ as a unitary
whole" (p. 867). By challenging the notion of an undifferentiated "family inter-
est,” and the conventiona view of family unity, internal contradictions can take
center stage.

For example, evidence of sociological ambivalence comes from the feminist lit-
erature on household labor, or what many have termed the "politics of house-



work." Feminist scholars have identified a contradiction built into women’s fam-
ily roles, in which domestic labor is both exhausting and resented, but also
viewed as an expression of love and caring (Thorne, 1992). As Devault (1991)
has noted, a central characteristic of feminist writing on the family "results from
potentially contradictory insights about family work: family work is burdensome
and oppressive, but also meaningful because it serves as a means for connecting
with others® (p. 232).

Feminist scholars have also highlighted contradictions involved in women's car-
ing activities. In this context, Abel & Nelson (1990) have highlighted the inter-
connected themes of autonomy and nurturance. They note that providing care for
children or for impaired relatives can be seen as leading to maturity and self-
development, and providing a sense of self-integrity and connectedness. Provid-
ing care is humanizing, meaningful, and fulfilling. Simultaneously, however, the
fact that caregiving is part of the structure of women’s rolesis seen as potentially
oppressive. Women can be overwhelmed by caregiving responsibilities, and be-
come isolated from the larger society, including the world of work. The caregiv-
ing role, in this view, forces women into boring and repetitive tasks (Abel & Nel-
son, 1990). Thus, feminist research on the family suggests that sociological am-
bivalence permeates family relations, in particular with regard to women.

Moving from the sociological level, ambivalence aso has been used to describe
the psychological experience of individuas, particularly in the clinical psycho-
logical literature on human development. For Bleuler (1911), who apparently
originated the term, Freud (1913), and later psychoanalysts (see Eidelberg, 1968;
Rycroft, 1973), ambivalence is generally viewed as simultaneous feelings of love
and hate toward the same individual (typicaly a parent). Erikson's (1994) influ-
ential epigenetic theory of psychosocial development also has ambivalence at its
core. Conflicts between two countervailing tendencies (for example, autonomy
versus shame in young children) lead to the next stage of development, and are
shaped by relations between parents and children.

Within recent sociology, ambivalence on the individual level has received some
attention in the literature on the sociology of emotions. A detailed discussion is
offered by Weigert (1991), who expands the definition of the term to "the experi-
ence of contradictory emotions toward the same object” (p. 21). Ambivalence can
also be observed in individual motivations: that is, "simultaneous attraction to



and repulsion from pursuing a particular line of action" (p. 19). In everyday
speech, the term also has this connotation of holding two contradictory emotions,
motivations, or values at the same time. Although empirical examples of psycho-
logical ambivalence are scarce in research on the family, a notable exception is
Dressel & Clark’s (1990) discussion of "emotive dissonance” regarding caring
activities (primarily for children and spouses). Respondents reported mixed emo-
tions regarding care provision, as warmth, tenderness, and delight co-existed with
frustration, disappointment, and resentment.

Based on this review, we have derived a "working definition™ of ambivalence for
the purposes of the discussion that follows. This is a relatively inclusive defini-
tion, that includes both ambivalence at the socia structural level, as well as the
contradictory perceptions and subjective experiences of individuals.

As a general concept, the term "intergenerational ambivalence” is used to desig-
nate contradictions in relationships between parents and adult offspring that can-
not be reconciled with one another. The concept has two dimensions: 1) contra-
dictions at the level of social structure, as evidenced in institutional resources and
requirements, such as statuses, roles, and norms; and 2) contradictions at the
subjective level, in terms of cognitions, emotions, and motivations.

This definition distinguishes ambivalence from two other related concepts. First,
we differentiate our approach from the focus on intergenerational conflict. Sim-
ply emphasizing negative perceptions in intergenerational relationships does not
constitute an analysis of ambivalence. Instead, the critical component is the pres-
ence of both positive and negative perceptions by an individual. Thus, an indi-
vidual who experiences the relationship with a parent as incorporating both af-
fection and resentment would be identified as ambivalent. We a so distinguish the
concept of ambivalence from that of ambiguity. This term connotes uncertainty
and unclarity in afamily situation, where the family system is not secure or well-
defined, and in which family members cannot get the facts required to take ap-
propriate action (Boss, 1988). It is possible that ambiguity contributes to ambiva-
lence, but it does not necessarily imply opposed perceptions or emations. Indeed,
in close relationships, it has been argued that it is when a relationship is well-
defined that the coexistence of positive and negative feelings begins to play a
larger role (Thompson & Holmes, 1996).
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To summarize, a variety of theoretical perspectives suggest that ambivalence, as
we have defined it, is a useful concept, and that it is very relevant to an analysis
of family relationships. To date, however, ambivalence has never been proposed
as a general approach to the study of intergenerational relationships. We now
turn to the question: Why focus on ambivalence in the study of parent-child rela-
tions in later life? Ultimately, the question is an empirical one: What does the
research show about the dynamics of actual intergenerational relationships among
adults? Are they essentially positive, supportive, or harmonious, such that soli-
darity can be fundamentally assumed in intergenerationa relations? Or is there
evidence that parent-child relationsin later life are characterized by ambivalence,
and by attempts to manage such ambivalence?

Our reading of the literature on parent-child relations in later life suggests three
aspects of parent-child relations in later life that are especially likely to generate
ambivalence. These are:

1. Ambivalence between dependence and autonomy.

2. Ambivalence resulting from conflicting norms regarding intergenerational re-
lations.

3. Ambivalence resulting from solidarity.

These examples are aimed at clarifying the concept of ambivalence in the context
of intergenerational relations and at making a case for its usefulness for empirical
research. In each of example, we provide a detailed reinterpretation of one em-
pirical study that illustrates the type of ambivalence in question. We would note
that this is not meant to be a comprehensive list of types of intergenerationa
ambivalence; in fact, a high priority for future investigations is the identification
of types of intergenerational ambivalence.

2.1 Dependence Versus Autonomy

There is a sound basis upon which to argue that ambivaence between the two
poles of autonomy and dependence characterizes intergenerational relations in
contemporary society. Indeed, this dilemma appears to be built into the structure
of the paired statuses of parent and adult child. Specifically, in adulthood, am-
bivalence exists between the desire of parents and children for help, support, and
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nurturance; and countervailing pressures for freedom from the parent-child rela-
tionship (cf., Cohler, 1983; Cohler & Altergott, 1995; Moss & Moss, 1992).
Cohler & Grunebaum (1981) describe this ambivalence succinctly:

There is a paradox in contemporary society where, on the one hand, it is believed
that adults will strive to become both psychologically and economically autono-
mous and self-reliant, while, on the other, findings from systematic investigations
of family life show that dependence across the generations is the typical mode of
intergenerational relations, including the interdependence of very old parents on
their middle-aged offspring (p. 10).

An empirical study by Cohler & Grunebaum (1981) has convincingly docu-
mented ambivalence over dependence and autonomy. Cohler and Grunebaum
conducted a detailed, naturalistic study of four Italian-American familiesliving in
an urban area, focusing on the mother-daughter relationship. Adult daughters in
their study desired closeness to their mothers. This lack of separateness was fos-
tered by women's "kin-keeping" functions within families, and by the shared
status of mother by both generations, as daughters looked to mothers for sociali-
zation to the parent role. However, the daughters desire for support and care
from their mothers conflicted with the mothers developmental stage. The older
women were coming to terms with their own aging, and were trying out new
roles as workers or volunteers. They simultaneously wished to help their daugh-
ters, to feel "solidarity” with them, but also greatly resented incursions on their
autonomy.

Thus, there is a fundamental ambivalence in relations between adult daughters
and their mothers. As daughters themselves have children (at least in the urban
settings studied by Cohler & Grunebaum) they come into closer contact with
their mothers, and their bond with mothers deepens. This increased closeness,
however, carries with it the seeds of tension and conflict. Mothers in the study at
times attempted to dominate the daughters' lives, especialy in the realm of child-
rearing. Much more common, however, was the "feeling among members of the
grandparental generation that their young adult offspring expect advice and assis-
tance which they are unwilling to provide and the feeling of young adult off-
spring that their need for help and advice is rebuffed by their parents® (p. 38).



-12 -

One example must suffice here to illustrate the inability of a simple focus on
solidarity to account for family dynamics in this study. Two of the mothers ap-
pear to have very close relationships with their daughters. They live near one
another, they call each other every day, they engage in a wide range of mutual
assistance, and report high emotional closeness and similar values. However, the
relationships are also a source of tremendous stress to both women:

"Mrs. Limpari and Mrs. Giorgio view their daughters' proffered help as a means
by which their daughters can control their mothers' lives. Rather than enjoying
the help and attention their daughters wish to bestow on them, these grandmoth-
ers make considerable effort to avoid such help. It is probable that each of these
grandmothers is aware of the motive underlying this desire to be of greater help,
for each of the two daughters...seeks to have her unfulfilled dependency needs
met through a continuing close relationship with her own mother. Given both the
strength of the daughters needs, and the nature of their own mothers' personali-
ties, disappointment and frustration are likely to be the only result for both gen-
erations’ (p. 197).

It is of interest to observe the contrast between this study and those that have
used solidarity as an general approach. All four of the families in the Cohler &
Grunebaum study would have scored high on most or all of the Bengtson and the
Ross & Ross solidarity measures. However, the relationships were actualy
characterized by conflict and anxiety, as well as solidarity. As opposed to arela-
tionship that is phenomenologically experienced entirely as "solidary,” Cohler &
Grunebaum’'s mothers are caught between daughters needs for closeness and
support, and their own desires for self-fulfillment and independence. Daughters,
in turn, struggle with their ambivalent desires to be "still daughters,” but also to
be independent wives and mothers.

Cohler & Grundebaum's respondents share two specia characteristics: they are
mother-daughter dyads, and they are in very close, regular contact with one an-
other. It is worth noting that Nydegger & Mitteness (1991) found considerable
ambivalence in close father-son relationships in later life. Fathers and sons show
solidarity, but also "inherent, sustained tensions’ (p. 257) as fathers simultane-
ously push sons toward independence, but also resist relinquishing authority.
Further, Eisenhandler (1992) studied parent-child relationships in which the de-
gree of mutual involvement was considerably less intense than those described by
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Cohler & Grunebaum. Nevertheless, in those situations, there was ambivalence
over issues of visiting, advice-giving, and help during crises.

2.2 Conflicting Norms Regarding I nter generational Relationships

Norms entail widely-accepted rules that specify appropriate behavior in particular
circumstances. These rules state how individuals in particular socia positions are
obligated to think or act. Further, normsimply a degree of social consensus about
the content of the norm and the degree of adherenceto it that is required (Rossi &
Rossi, 1990). To the extent that social scientists concerned with intergenerational
relations have examined norms, they have tended to document dominant norma-
tive structures, such as filial responsibility, commitment to assist members of
another generation, or obligation to kin. The intergenerational ambivalence ap-
proach, however, encourages the investigation of conflict among norms, the way
in which such normative conflict is managed, and the effects of resulting ambiva-
lence on individuals. The study of family caregiving we will review here clearly
shows the existence of conflicting norms, as well as the resulting ambivalence on
the part of both parents and children.

George's (1986) analysis is one of the few that explicitly focuses on normative
conflict involved in the provision of care to disabled elderly persons. She focuses
in particular on two conflicting, powerful normative structures: the norm of reci-
procity, which suggests that profit and loss should be equitable between relation-
ship partners; and the norm of solidarity, which implies that individuals should
give close family members whatever help they need, without concern for a
"return on investment." In George's view, "Providing care to a chronicaly ill
older adult...leads to a long-term imbalance in adherence to these norms and cre-
ates personal discomfort and the conclusion that one has behaved badly -- regard-
less of which norm is adhered to most strongly” (p. 68). Because the norms are
incompatible in a long-term caregiving situation to a chronically ill person, the
caregiver islikely to feel inadequate in the performance of one of the two norms.

George's research indicates that although they experience feelings of solidarity,
caregivers become distressed as previously established exchange relationships are
disrupted. However, despite the distress, the caregivers cannot simply give up,
for in so doing, they would violate the norm of solidarity. This dynamic leads to
a classically ambivalent situation. The care recipients are also likely to feel am-
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bivalent; although they have expectations for support from children, based on the
norm of solidarity, they also feel guilt and helplessness about their inability to
reciprocate.

In a study of persons caring for relatives with Alzheimer's disease, George found
much greater normative conflict on the part of adult children than among persons
caring for their spouses. Children were forced into the dilemma of when to stop
providing care, and often longed for the time when rewards were more equally
distributed. They also reported conflicts between loyalty toward the parent, on
the one hand, and to spouse and children on the other. Many felt that there was
no way to resolve the contradiction between the demands of solidarity and the
desire for reciprocity, and were left with profound feelings of guilt. A quote from
one of George's respondents illustrates the resulting ambival ence:

"I want to take care of my dad, but | have my own family too. My husband
doesn't say much, but | know he wonders when it will end. My kids are coming
to hate old people. They don't understand why Grandpa screams and won't call
them by their names. If | put Dad in a nursing home, I'll be miserable. But I'm
miserable now too" (p. 84).

Thus, rather than a smple relationship between the effort of caregiving and dis-
tress, George's study shows a highly complex and ambivalent situation. Indeed,
one can posit conflicting feelings here between: (1) biologically-based factors
(parent-child attachment); (2) socialization factors (the fact that most caregivers
are women who have been socialized into nurturing and supportive roles); (3)
competing roles (daughter versus wife and mother); and (4) countervailing social
norms (solidarity versus reciprocity). It is perhaps no wonder that caregivers ex-
perience elevated rates of psychological distress (Schulz et al., 1990).

George's research provides compelling evidence in support of normative ambiva
lence in intergenerational relations. The question arises, however: is such norma-
tive conflict inherent only in caregiving relationships, or is it also apparent in
parent-child relationships more generally? Farber's (1989) study of conflicting
norms provides an example of a quantitative study that found striking normative
ambivalence in intergenerational relations. Farber did not focus only on parents
and children, but also on other kin; however the findings are quite relevant here.
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Like George, Farber posits the existence of a norm that "one should act in ways
that enhance the welfare of one's family and kin." This rule of "prescriptive altru-
ism" and generosity to kin, which seems to us identical to George's norm of soli-
darity, Farber terms "amity." Farber suggests that this norm is to be found across
societies, and is probably universal.

Two large-scale surveys in the United States and Hungary, however, reveded a
surprising finding. Although a norm of amity was indeed present, it existed inde-
pendently beside a contradictory norm: that of distrust of kin. Factor analyses
demonstrated that amity and distrust of kin are two separate factors, which exist
as aduality in the minds of the respondents. That is, in assessing the items on the
amity scales, Farber suggests that the respondents used two different reference
points, with the norm of amity as one basis for evaluating certain items, but with
the norm of distrust as the basis for evaluating others.

Farber's theoretical explanation for these ambivalent attitudes is relevant to nor-
mative intergenerational ambivalence. He suggests that if people took the axiom
of amity literally, everyone would distribute all of their resources to kin. How-
ever, this would be dysfunctional, since it would exhaust some relatives, and al-
low other kin to contribute nothing and live off the generosity of others. For this
reason, the axiom of distrust serves as a "brake for limiting the extent of redistri-
bution" (p. 320). There is thus a dynamic relationship, in which the axiom of am-
ity generates altruistic acts, while the norm of distrust limits the scope of such
acts.

This generalization helps explain the contradictions caregivers experience. Given
unlimited adherence to solidarity, adult children would exhaust themselves in
care of their parents, and neglect responsibilities to the family of procreation and
to other social roles. It is possible that the competing norms serve a useful func-
tion in routine family interactions, but become problematic in specific situations
that involve chronic stress. That is, the norms of amity and distrust may coexist
in a way that alow for family ties without dangerous over-commitment, but
which lead to distress in situations where an excess of help is demanded. Similar
conclusions can be drawn from the careful reconstruction of the processes of ne-
gotiation by Finch & Mason (1993), who emphasize the relativistic character of
moral obligations.



2.3 Solidarity and Ambivalence

As the Cohler & Grunebaum (1991) and George (1986) studies demonstrated,
those families where solidarity of all kinds (for example, co-residence or close
proximity; extensive mutual dependency for help; very frequent interaction) ex-
ists are especialy likely to contain their opposites: deep dissatisfaction about the
relationship, struggles for independence, and serious conflict. These findings are
supported by the literature on romantic relationships, which suggests that inter-
dependence tends to increase the likelihood of conflict (Braiker & Kelley, 1979).
The gerontological literature, however, typically has not considered this possibil-
ity. Wereview here a set of studies on the abuse of elderly persons that illustrates
this tendency toward conflict resulting from solidarity itself.

The concept of violence against the elderly appears at first consideration to be at
odds with the solidarity perspective. Indeed, physical abuse of the elderly might
be thought to be inversely related to solidarity. It might have more in common
with crime by strangers. a relatively unattached child (who may also be neglect-
ful), who has few scruples in attacking the aged parent. In fact, however, research
on violence against the elderly does not support this view. Studies have shown a
"web of mutual dependency” between parents and children in elder abuse situa-
tions (Wolf & Pillemer, 1989). Most investigations show that parents who expe-
rience violence from their children typically have some degree of physical im-
pairment, and receive at least occasional help from the abusive child.

More striking, however, is the dependence of the violent child on the parent. In
two separate studies, Pillemer conducted case-comparison anayses of elderly
parent-adult child dyads in which violence had and had not occurred (Pillemer,
1985; 1993). In both studies, he found that the abusive children were heavily de-
pendent on the parent they were victimizing. Abusers, in contrast to a non-abuse
comparison group, were found to be substantially more dependent on their par-
ents for housing (most lived as dependents in their parents homes), for financia
assistance, and for help with instrumental activities such as transportation.

Extensive qualitative data were collected in both studies, which were consistent
with the quantitative findings. In the majority of cases, the data showed that mu-
tual dependency of the adult child and the parent was a key dynamic in the abuse
situation, with the victims heavily supporting children who maltreated them. The
children often were individuals who had difficulty separating from their parents
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and establishing an independent life. Indeed, Pillemer (1985; 1993) found that the
physical abuse stemmed directly from the sense of dependency and powerless-
ness experienced by the abuser.

Parents were caught up in ambivalence as they tried to resolve the situation. Most
of the parents felt trapped by a sense of family obligation, and therefore did not
leave the situation or gect the abuser. Some parents stressed the formal relation-
ship, justifying exposing themselves to the risk of abuse because of normative
obligations to help their children. Equally common were fedlings of love and &f-
fection for the child, despite the abuse. Many parents explicitly referred to feel-
ing "torn,” or "of two minds," regarding the intensely positive and negative as-
pects of the relationship with the child.

We have selected these research findings, which have been confirmed in Euro-
pean studies (cf., Ogg, 1993) to highlight the limitations of the solidarity model
in representing the actual experience of families. Asin the Cohler & Grunebaum
study, many of the abusive families would have scored high on the measures of
solidarity (as indeed they did on comparable measures that were used in the
study). However, these were in fact fundamentally ambivalent family situations,
which contained a complex mix of elements of solidarity, serious conflict over
power and resources, and violence.

3. Future Prospects for the Study of I ntergenerational Ambivalence

We began this article by pointing out that the study of intergenerational relations
has been dominated by a paradigm that emphasizes intergenerational solidarity,
and a less well articulated focus that highlights conflict and abandonment. We
proposed ambivalence as an alternative general approach to understanding inter-
generational relations among adults. We provided evidence for the value of this
approach, both from theoretical work in the social sciences, as well asin detailed
examples from research on contemporary society that point to ambivalent, rather
than solidary, relationships between the generations. These studies provide a
clear argument against the dualistic solidarity-versus-conflict view, demonstrat-
ing instead that countervailing positive and negative forces characterize intergen-
erational relationships, and that the focal point of interest is the way in which
such ambivalence is mediated and managed.
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The guestion then arises: What type of research should be conducted to explore
intergenerational ambivalence? While a detailed answer to this question is be-
yond the scope of the present article, the ambivalence approach suggests a num-
ber of important steps for future researchers.

3.1 Measurement

The ambivalence perspective raises the need for new and more sensitive meas-
ures of intergenerational relations. Specifically, the types of measures employed
by researchers in the solidarity tradition are not adequate to address the more
complex nature of the questions raised by intergenerational ambivalence. The
most commonly used measures in such studies make it impossible to explore
contradictory feelings within the same relationship. In the research by Bengtson
and colleagues, for example, "affectua solidarity” is measured by scales of "the
type and degree of positive sentiments held about family members' (Roberts,
Richards, & Bengtson, 1991). In a recent study, Bengtson & Harootyan (1994)
took an even more minimalist approach, operationalizing affectual solidarity us-
ing the single measure "In general, how close do you feel to your [relative]?,"
with three response categories ("very close,” somewhat close,” and "not at all
close")." Such measures are not likely to reflect the range of members' contradic-
tory feelings about one another.

Similarly, Rossi & Ross (1990) employ a scale to measure affectual solidarity
that asks respondents to rate relationships on a 1-7 scale. The low end of the
scal e represents relationships that are "tense and strained,” and the high end those
that are "close and intimate." This measure, of course, does not allow the study to
capture those persons who feel both ways (Marshall, et al., 1993). As Mangen
(1995) notes, the positive bias in measures like these cannot account for families
who score high on both positive and negative dimensions. To address such short-
comings, researchers should begin to include measures of conflicting attitudes,
motivations, or emotions. The Farber study described earlier is a good example:
rather than measuring only solidarity, items regarding distrust of kin were also
included. Similarly, George obtained information about competing normative
structures, rather than only one. Analytic strategies can then employ such meas-
ures to examine dilemmas and conflicting factors.
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In the early stages of studying intergenerational ambivalence, triangulation of
various methods appears to be a sound strategy. For example, the Cohler &
Grunebaum study used methods which could be applied to the study of ambiva
lence: repeated in-depth interviews over time, semi-structured questionnaires,
observation of parents and children, and clinical techniques such as projective
tests. The four families were purposively selected from a larger survey, which
allowed for comparisons between the case studies and a more representative
group. The families were also selected according to theoretically-defined criteria:
joint versus separate living arrangements, and high or low scores on a measure of
the appropriateness of the mother's attitude toward closeness to the adult child.
This type of approach is likely to show the complexity of family life implied by
the intergenerational ambivalence perspective.

Specific quantitative measures of intergenerational ambivalence should also be
developed, and possible adaptation of existing measures explored. One of the few
direct measures of ambivalence in close relationships was developed by Braiker
& Kelley (1979). They asked respondents involved in romantic relationships gen-
eral guestions such as "How confused were you about your feelings toward [the
other person]?' and "How ambivalent or unsure were you about continuing the
relationship with [the other person]?' As a first step, such general questions
could be used to describe the parameters of intergenerational ambivalence. How-
ever, this type of approach may not be meaningful to some respondents, in that it
requires them to be consciously aware of the ambivalence.

An improvement on this method has been developed by Thompson & Holmes
(1996), using measures developed in the study of ambivalent attitudes
(Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin, 1995). To study ambivalence in romantic relation-
ships, they ask respondents to carry out separate assessments of positive and
negative components of attitudes toward the partner. Respondents are asked first
to focus only on the positive aspects of an attribute of the partner, and to rate it
on ascale from "not at all" to "extremely positive." They then ask the respondent
to focus only on the negative aspects of the same attribute, and rate the degree of
negativity.

To provide a single example, using the Thompson et a. method, one could ask of
an adult child: "Focus only on the best aspects of helping your mother. To what
extent do you believe helping her is beneficial to your relationship?' The paired
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negative question would substitute "harmful” for "beneficial.” It is then possible
to compare the degree to which the situation is seen as both positive and nega-
tive, using one of several computational formulae (see Thompson et al., 1995, for
a review of estimation methods). Whether or not this approach is effective in
studying intergenerational ambivalence remains to be tested; most important is
that such a precedent exists in the close relationships literature, which can point
the way toward measurement strategies.

3.2 Ambivalence as Dependent or Independent Variable

In the studies we reviewed, ambivalence was fruitfully investigated as both an
independent and a dependent variable. Cohler & Grunebaum's work focused on
ambivalence as a dependent variable, examining such factors as family history
and shared living arrangements as sources of ambivalence. George treated nor-
mative ambivalence as an independent variable, and explored the role of ambiva-
lence as a source of negative affect among caregivers. Similarly, Pillemer & Wolf
identified ambivalence over dependency as a predictor of elder abuse.

In considering intergenerational ambivalence as a dependent variable, researchers
can explore its antecedents in earlier phases of the relationship. For example,
some investigators have linked ambivalence in close relationships to early pat-
terns of parent-child attachment (cf., Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Further, it would
be useful to determine the degree to which subgroups of the population are dif-
ferentially likely to experience ambivalence. As a beginning step, studies of
variations in ambivalence according to gender, race, and socioeconomic status
should be conducted.

The effects of intergenerational ambivalence should also be investigated. It might
be assumed that ambivalence is invariably a negative experience, leading to psy-
chological distress. However, Thompson & Holmes (1996), in an analysis of ro-
mantic relationships, suggest that having both positive and negative attitudes to-
ward another person may not always indicate persona desturbance. Instead, they
suggest, "a moderate level of ambivalence may be indicative of a balanced, real-
istic assessment of a partner” (p. 502). Such a view is consistent with Farber’s
study, discussed earlier: up to a certain point, a degree of ambivalence may serve
a protective function. The impact of ambivalence both on psychologica well-
being and on behavior would be afruitful areafor study.
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It is too early in our understanding of intergenerational ambivalence to attempt a
formal conceptual model of its causes and consequences. However, Figure 1 pre-
sents a simple illustrative model. As Figure 1 indicates, conflicts within norms or
within positions in social structure are seen as resulting in feelings of ambiva-
lence, which in turn have an impact on psychological well-being, as well as on
decisions made to relieve the ambivalence. Further, the arrows between the first
two domains indicate that conflicts may occur between norms and socia struc-
tural positions.

FIGURE 1: ILLUSTRATIVE MODEL FOR RESEARCH ON AMBIVALENCE

Conflicting Normative

Structures Psychological Outcomes

A

Ambivalence

. 7
' .

Conflicting Social Structural

-~ Decisions
Paositions

To provide a smple example, consider a researcher who is interested in the im-
pact of late-life divorce on intergenerational relationships. The researcher could
hypothesize that elderly women who remarry will be likely to experience a con-
flict between the social positions of parent and that of new wife. Children may
feel it is inappropriate for their mother to remarry, may worry that they will lose
her attention, and may be concerned about the safety of their inheritance. The
new husband, on the other hand, may make traditional demands on his wife's at-
tention, and expect her to separate from her adult children. The resulting ambiva-
lence might lead to psychological distress, and to a decision to reduce contact
with children.



3.3 Mechanisms

Mechanisms for managing intergenerational ambivalence merit attention. One
possible mechanism identified in the historical literature is separation: divided
spheres of life are allowed to develop between old and young, reinforced by resi-
dential segregation (see for example Graff, 1995; Stearns, 1986). When segmen-
tation by place and time is impossible, Coser (1966) and others (Boehm, 1989;
Foner, 1984; Marshall et a., 1993) point to the importance of ritual and etiquette
as tension-reducing mechanisms. In contemporary society, the absence of some
of the segregating and insulating mechanisms, as well as the rites of passage, of
traditional societies may serve to increase ambivalence (Coser, 1966; see also
Baumann, 1995).

3.4 Life Course Approach

The study of intergenerational ambivalence requires a dynamic, life-course focus.
Coser (1966) proposes that ambivalence will be particularly strong during status
transitions, because in "changing from one status position to another, conformity
with the requirements of one of these positions implies non-conformity with the
requirements of another" (p. 144). The close relationships literature supports this
view; for example, research indicates that ambivalence may characterize the early
stages of a romantic relationship, but then subside later on (Braiker & Kelley,
1979). Boss (1998) notes that major family transitions over the life course have
an ambivalent quality, in that they typically involve losses and gains; for exam-
ple, when a child is launched from the parental home, " the family loses a de-
pendent child, but gains an independent young adult" (p. 79).

Therefore, we would predict heightened ambivalence around the time of status
transitions (for example, retirement or widowhood), and lower levels in periods
of stability. Studies of the relationships between mid-life women who returned to
college and their mothers (Suitor, 1987), and of adult children shortly after they
became family caregivers (Pillemer & Suitor, 1996), provide evidence to support
this view. Status transitions provide perhaps the best laboratory for the study of
intergenerational ambivalence.

In this article, we have attempted to establish ambivalence as a theoretically and
empirically useful approach to the study of intergenerational relations. Based on
three examples, we elaborated on dimensions of the concept using examples from
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available studies. Developing innovative qualitative and quantitative strategies for
understanding the causes and consequences of ambivalence will prove an excit-
ing challenge for future researchers. As methods and measures are developed and
refined, ambivalence is likely to become an even more powerful general approach
to research on parent-child relationsin later life.



=24 -

Refer ences

Abel, E. K., & Nelson, M. K. (1990). Circles of Care: Work and Identity in
Women’'s Lives. New York: State University of New Y ork Press.

Aldous, J. (1990). Family Development and the Life Course: Two Perspectives
on Family Change. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 571-583.

Attias-Donfut, C. (1995). Le Double Circuit des Transmissions. In: C. Attias-
Donfut, (Ed.), Les Solidarites Entre Generations (pp. 41-81). Paris: Na-
than.

Baber, K. M., & Allen, K. R. (1992). Women and Families: Feminist Recon-
structions. New Y ork: Guilford Press.

Baumann, Z. (1991). Modernity and Ambivaence. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer-
Sity Press.

Bawin-Legros, B., Gauthier, A., & Strassen, J.-F. (1995). Les Limites de L'en-
treaide Intergénérationelle. In: C. Attias-Donfut, (Ed.), Les Solidarites
Entre Generations (pp. 117-130). Paris: Nathan.

Bengtson, V. L., & Harootyan, R. A. (1994). Intergenerational Linkages: Hidden
Connections in American Society. New Y ork: Springer.

Bleuler, E. (1911). Dementia Praecox oder Gruppe der Schizophrenien. Leipzig:
Franz Deuticke.

Boehm, C. (1989). Ambivalence and Compromise in Human Nature. American
Anthropologist 91, 921-939.

Boss, P. (1988). Family Stress Management. California: Sage Publications, Inc.

Braiker, H. B., & Kelley, H. H. (1979). Conflict in the Development of Close
Relationships. In R. L. Burgess and T. L. Huston (Eds.), Socia Ex-
change in Developing Relationships (pp. 135-168). New York: Aca
demic Press.

Coenen-Huther, J., Kdllerhds, J., & von Allmen, M. (1994). Les Réseaux de
Solidarité Dans la Famille. Lausanne: Réalités Sociales.

Cohler, B. (1983). Autonomy and Interdependence in the Family of Adulthood.
The Gerontologist, 23, 33-39.

Cohler, B., & Altergott, K. (1995). The Family of the Second Half of Life: Con-
necting Theories and Findings. In R. Blieszner & V. Hilkevitch (Eds.),



-25-

Handbook of Aging and the Family (pp. 59-94). Westport, Connecticuit:
Greenwood Press.

Cohler, B. J. & Grunebaum, H. (1981). Mothers, Grandmothers, and Daughters.
Personality and Childcare in Three-Generation Families. New York:
John Wiley & Sons.

Coser, R. L. (1966). Role Distance, Sociological Ambivalence, and Transitional
Status Systems. American Journal of Sociology, 72, 173-187.

Denzin, N. (1991). Images of Postmodern Society. London: Sage.

DeVault, M. L. (1991). Feeding the Family. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.

Donati, P. (1995). Quarto Rapporto Sulla Famiglia in Italia. Cinisello Balsamo:
Edizione San Paolo.

Dressdl, P. L., & Clark, A. (1990). A Critical Look at Family Care. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 5,769-782.

Eidelberg, L. (1968). Encyclopedia of Psychoanalysis. New Y ork: Free Press.

Eisenhandler, S. (1992). Lifelong Roles and Cameo Appearances. Elderly Parents
and Relationships with Adult Children. Journal of Aging Studies, 6, 243-
257.

Erikson, E. H. (1994). The Life Cycle Completed. New Y ork: Norton.

Farber, B. (1989). Limiting Reciprocity among Relatives. Theoretical Implica-
tions of a Serendipitous Finding. Sociological Perspectives, 32, 307-330.

Ferree, M .M. (1990). Beyond Separate Spheres. Feminism and Family Research.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 866-884.

Finch, J. & Mason, J. (1993). Negotiating Family Responsibilities. London: Ta-
vistock/Routledge.

Foner, N. (1984). Agesin Conflict. New Y ork: Columbia University Press.
Freud, S. (1913). Totem and Taboo. New Y ork: New Republic.

George, L. K. (1986). Caregiver Burden: Conflict Between Norms of Reciprocity
and Solidarity. In K. Pillemer & R. Wolf (Eds.), Elder Abuse: Conflict
in the Family (pp. 67-92). Dover, MA: Auburn House.

Gergen, K. J. (1991). The Saturated Self. New Y ork: Basic.



-26-

Graff, H. J. 1995. Conflicting Paths: Growing up in America. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard.

Gubrium, J. F., & Holstein, J. A. (1994). Grounding the Postmodern Self. The
Sociological Quarterly, 34, 685-703.

Hareven, T. K. (1994). Aging and Generational Relations: A Historical and Life
Course Perspective. Annual Review of Sociology 1994, 437-461.

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic Love Conceptualized as an Attach-
ment Process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-
524,

Holstein, J. A., & Gubrium, J. F. (1995). Deprivatization and the Construction of
Domestic Life. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57, 894-908.

Kleine, T. (1992). Solidaritét als Prozef3. Tubingen. Fachbereich katholische
Theologie.

Litwak, E. (1965). Extended Kin Relations in a Democratic Industrial Society. In
E. Shanas & G. Streib (Eds.), Socia Structure and the Family (pp. 290-
323). Englewood Cliffs, NJ. Prentice-Hall.

L Uscher, K., (1997). Solidarische Beziehungen: Das "neue" Problem der Genera-
tionen. In: K. Gabriel & A. Herlth et a. Modernitdt und Solidaritét.
Festschrift fur Franz-Xaver Kaufmann. Freiburg: Herder.

Luscher, K., & Schultheis, F. (Hrsg.) (1993). Generationenbeziehungen in
"postmodernen” Gesellschaften. Konstanz: Universitatsverlag.

Lye, D. N. (1996). Adult Child-Parent Relationships. Annual Review of Socio-
logy, 22, 79-102.

Mangen, D. J. (1995). Methods and Analysis of Family Data. In R. Bliezner & V.
H. Bedford (Eds), Handbook of Aging and the Family (pp. 148-177).
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.

Marks, S. R. (1994). What is a Pattern of Commitments? Journal of Marriage and
the Family, 56, 112-115.

Marshall, V. W., Matthews, S. H., & Rosenthal, C. J. (1993). Elusiveness of
Family Life: A Challenge for the Sociology of Aging. In G. L. Maddox
& M. P. Lawton (Eds.), Annual Review of Gerontology and Geriatrics:
Focus on Kinship, Aging, and Social Change. New Y ork: Springer.



-27-

Merton, R. K., & Barber, E. (1963). Sociological Ambivalence. In E. Tiryakian
(Ed.), Sociological Theory: Vaues and Sociocultural Change (pp. 91-
120). New York: Free Press.

Moss, M. S., & Moss, S. Z. (1992). Themes in Parent Child Relationships when
Elderly Parents Move Nearby. Journal of Aging Studies, 6, 259-271.

Nydegger, C. N., & Mitteness, L. S. (1991). Fathers and their Adult Sons and
Daughters. In S. K. Pfeifer & M. B. Sussman (Eds.), Families: Intergen-
erational and Generational Connections (pp. 250-266). Binghamton,
NY: Haworth Press.

0Ogg, J. (1993). Researching Elder Abuse in Britain. Journal of Elder Abuse and
Neglect, 5, 37-54.

O'Neil, R., & Greenberger, E. (1994). Patterns of Commitment to Work and Par-
enting: Implications for Role Strain. Journal of Marriage and the Family
56, 101-118.

Parsons, T. (1942). Age and Sex in the Socia Structure of the United States.
American Sociological Review, 8, 604-616.

Parsons, T. (1949). The Socia Structure of the Family. In R. Anshen (Ed.), The
Family: Its Function and Destiny (pp. 173-201).

Pillemer, K. (1985). The Dangers of Dependency: New Findings on Domestic
Violence Against the Elderly. Social Problems, 33, 146-158.

Pillemer, K. (1993). The Abused Offspring are Dependent. In R. J. Gelles & D.
Loeseke (Eds.), Controversies in Family Violence (pp. 237-249). New-
bury Park, CA: Sage.

Pillemer, K., & Suitor, J. J. (1996). It Takes One to Help One: Effects of Status
Similarity on Well-Being. Journal of Gerontology, 51B, S250-257.

Rein, M. (1994). Solidarity Between Generations. A Five-Country Study of the
Social Process of Aging. Vienna, Austria: Institut fir Hohere Studien;
Reihe Politikwissenschaft 1994.

Roberts, R. E. L., Richards, L. N., & Bengtson, V. L. (1991). Intergenerational
Solidarity in Families: Untangling the Ties that Bind. In S. K. Pfeifer &
M. B. Sussman (Eds.), Families: Intergenerational and Generational
Connections (pp. 11-46). Binghamton, NY: Haworth Press.



-28-

Ross, A., & Rossi, P. (1990). Of Human Bonding: Parent-Child Relationships
Across the Life Course. Hawthorne, NY: Aldine de Gruyter.

Rycroft, C. (1973). A Critical Dictionary of Psychoanalysis. Totowa, New Jer-
sey: Littlefield Adams.

Schulz, R., Williamson, G. M., Morcyz, R., & Biegel, D. E. (1990). Psychiatric
and Physical Morbidity Effects of Caregiving. Journals of Gerontology:
Psychological Sciences, 45, 181-191.

Shanas, E., Townsend, P., Weddeburn, D., FriisH., Milhoj, P., & Stehouwer, J.
(1968). Old People in Three Industrial Societies. New York: Atherton
Press.

Sprey, J. (1991). Studying Adult Children and their Parents. In S. K. Pfeifer & M.
B. Sussman (Eds.), Families: Intergenerational and Generational Con-
nections (pp. 221-235). Binghamton, NY: Haworth Press.

Stacey, J. (1990). Brave New Families. Stories of Domestic Upheaval in late
Twentieth Century America. New Y ork: Basic Books.

Stearns, P. N. (1986). Old Age Family Conflict: The Perspective of the Past. In
K. Pillemer and R. S. Wolf (Eds.), Elder abuse: Conflict in the Family
(pp. 1-24). Dover, MA: Auburn House.

Suitor, J. J. (1987). Mother-Daughter Relations when Married Daughters Return
to School: Effects of Status Similarity. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 49, 435-444.

Suitor, J. J., Pillemer, K., Bohannon, K. S., & Robison, J. (1995) Aged Parents
and Aging Children: Determinants of Relationship Quality. In V. Bed-
ford and R. Blieszner (Eds.), Handbook of Aging and the Family (pp.
223-242). Westport, CN: Greenwood Press.

Sussman, M. B. (1959). The Isolated Nuclear Family: Fact or Fiction. Social
Problems 6, 333-347.

Thompson, M. M., & Holmes, J. G. (1996). Ambivalence in Close Relationships:
Conflicted Cognitions as a Catalyst for Change. In R. M. Sorrentin, &
E.T. Higgins (Eds), Handbook of Motivation and Cognition, VVolume 3:
The Interpersonal Context (pp. 497-530). Houston, Texas. The Guilford
Press.



-29-

Thompson, M., Zanna, M., & Griffin, D. (1995). Let’s Not be Indifferent About
(attitudinal) Ambivalence. In R. E. Petty & A. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude
Strength: Antecedents and Consequences (pp. 361-386). New Jersey:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Thorne, B. (1992). Feminism and the Family: Two Decades of Thought. In: B.
Thorne & M. Yaom (Ed.), Rethinking the Family (pp. 3-30). Boston,
Mass. Northeastern University Press.

Treas, J., & Bengston, V. L. (1988). The Family in Later Years. In M. B. Suss-
man and S. K. Steinmetz (Eds.), Handbook of Marriage and the Family,
(pp. 625-648). New Y ork: Plenum Press.

van der Loo, H., & van Reijen, W. (1992). Modernisierung: Projekt und Paradox.
MUnchen: Universitatsverlag.

Weigert, A. J. (1991). Mixed Emotions. Certain Steps Toward Understanding
Ambivaence. Albany, NY: State University of New Y ork Press.

Wolf, R. S,, & Pillemer, K. (1989). Helping Elderly Victims. The Reality of El-
der Abuse. New Y ork: Columbia University Press.



-30-

University of Konstanz, Research Center " Society and Family"

Director; Prof. Dr. Kurt Lischer

Current activities
1 The"social logic" of intergenerational relations among adults in daily inter-
actions

1.1 Intergenerational relations among adults after divorce (Kurt
L ischer/Brigitte Pajung-Bilger)

1.2 Ambivalence, balancing and differentiating intergenerationa relations
among adults (Cornell/Konstanz: Karl Pillemer/Kurt Lischer)

2  Demography, life-course and intergenerational relations

2.1 Patterns of the extended family in contemporary Germany (Wolfgang
Lauterbach)

2.2 The spatial proximity of family generations in Germany and the USA
(Wolfgang Lauterbach/Karl Pillemer)

3  Theregulation of intergenerational relations in law and social welfare (Hans
Hoch/Frank Ziegler)

3.1 The case of foster children

3.2 Support of parents by adult children

4  Intergenerational relations in public discourses (Andreas Lange/Bettina
Bréuninger/Kurt Lscher)

5  Politics and policies with children and for children (Andreas Lange/Kurt
L ischer/Wolfgang L auterbach)

6  Genera sociology of the family in "postmodern” societies (staff)

Address for further information, working papers and reprints.

Prof. Dr. Kurt Lischer, Universitdét Konstanz, FG Soziologie, Fach D33, D-
78457 Konstanz, Germany, Tel. +49(0)7531-88-2670, Fax: +49(0)7531-88-3038,
E-Mail: Kurt.L uescher@uni-konstanz.de



-31-

Recently published " working papers":

Nr. 10:

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

11.

12:

13:

14:

15:

16:

17:

18:

19:

20:

21.

Wolfgang Lauterbach: Lebenserwartung, Lebensverl&dufe und Genera-
tionenfolgen in Familien. Oktober 1994.

Annette Ringwald: Entmachtung durch Idealisierung. Amerikanische
Familienrhetorik im 19. Jahrhundert. Dezember 1994.

Matthias Moch: Emotional e Beziehungen zwischen geschiedenen V&
tern und ihren erwachsenen Tochtern. November 1994.

Kurt Luscher: ,,Homo interpretans‘. On the Relevance of Perspectives,
Knowledge and Beliefs in the Ecology of Human Devel opement. Ja-
nuar 1995.

Wolfgang Walter: Regulation von Generationenbeziehungen durch
Verfahren. Auslegung des Rechts und Modelle der Generationenbe-
ziehungen in den Bereichen Unterhaltsrecht und Pflegekindschaft. Ja-
nuar 1995.

Jutta Eckert-Schirmer: Das Kindeswohl im Wandel sozialwissen-
schaftlicher Interpretation. Zur Bedeutung psychologischer Konzepte
im Prozel3 der Politikberatung. Mai 1995.

Matthias Moch: "Es liegen noch immer Welten zwischen uns'. Ge-
schiedene Véter und ihre Eltern. Juni 1995.

Wolfgang Lauterbach: Familiengenerationen in modernen Gesell-
schaften oder: Der Rhytmus der Generationen. August 1995.

Wolfgang Lauterbach und Kurt Lischer: Neue und alte Muster des
Erbens gegen Ende des 20. Jahrhunderts. August 1995.

Andreas Lange: Kindheitsrhetorik und die Befunde der empirischen
Forschung. Oktober 1995.

Bettina Brauninger, Andreas Lange und Kurt Lischer: Familienwis-
senschaftliche Rhetorik. Eine explorative Analyse ausgewéhlter Texte.
Juli 1996.

Mathias Moch und Manuela Junker: Allegiance or Alienation. Bezie-
hungen zwischen geschiedenen Vétern und ihren Eltern in den USA.
Juli 1996.



Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

Nr.

22:

23:

24:

25.1:

25.2.

253

26:

-32-

Kurt Luscher und Karl Pillemer: Die Ambivalenz familialer Genera-
tionenbeziehungen. Juli 1996.

Wolfgang Lauterbach und Karl Pillemer: Familien in spéten Le-
bensphasen: Zerrissene Familienbande durch raumliche Trennung?
Januar 1997.

Andreas Lange und Wolfgang Lauterbach: Wie nahe wohnen Enkel
bei ihren GrolReltern? Aspekte der Mehrgenerationenfamilie heute.
Januar 1997.

Jutta Eckert-Schirmer: Einbahnstral3e Pflegefamilie? Zur (Un)Bedeu-
tung fachlicher Konzepte in der Pflegekinderarbeit. Marz 1997.

Frank Ziegler: Jugendamtliche Handlungsmuster und das Zustande-
kommen von Besuchskontakten in Pflegekindschaftsverhaltnissen.
Maérz 1997.

Hans Hoch: Vormundschaftsgericht und Pflegekindschaft (§ 33
KJHG). Die richterliche Regulation von Pflegekindschaftsverhdtnis-
sen und ihre Verknupfung mit dem jugendamtlichen Verfahren. Mérz
1997.

Bettina Brauninger, Andreas Lange und Kurt Lischer: "Krieg zwi-
schen den Generationen™? Die Darstellung von Generationenbezie-
hungen in ausgewahlten Sachbuchtexten. Juli 1997.



	Contents
	-Abstract
	Zusammenfassung
	Introduction
	2. Dimensions of Intergenerational Ambivalence
	2.1 Dependence Versus Autonomy
	2.2 Conflicting Norms Regarding Intergenerational Relationships
	2.3 Solidarity and Ambivalence

	3. Future Prospects for the Study of Intergenerational Ambivalence
	3.1 Measurement
	3.2 Ambivalence as Dependent or Independent Variable
	3.3 Mechanisms
	3.4 Life Course Approach

	FIGURE 1: ILLUSTRATIVE MODEL FOR RESEARCH ON AMBIVALENCE
	-References
	Current activities

