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Data gathered from mothers on parenting and family climate when almost 1,000 children in the Dunedin,
New Zealand, longitudinal study were 3, 5, 7, 9, 13, and 15 years of age were used (o predict
intergenerational relations between young adult children (age 26) and their middle-aged parents.
Analyses focused on distinct developmental epochs revealed greater prediction from the middle-
childhood and early-adolescent periods than from the early-childhood years; most indicated that more
supportive family environments and child-rearing experiences in the family of origin forecasted more
positive and less negative parent—child relationships (in terms of contact, closeness, conflict, reciprocal
assistance) in young adulthood, though associations were modest in magnitude. Some evidence indicated
that (modestly) deleterious effects on intergenerational relations of experiencing relatively unsupportive
child-rearing environments in 1 but not 2 (of 3) developmental periods studied could be offset by
relatively supportive family environments in the remaining developmental periods.

Around the industrialized world, the population of elderly citi-
‘ens is growing. Because of the health care costs of this segment
f the population, it is clear that financial challenges face many
1ations, including the United States. This reality has underscored
he importance of intergenerational relationships, as it is the adult
*hildren of the elderly who will primarily be responsible for their
wupport and care (Rossi, 1989; Whitbeck, Simons, & Conger,
.991). Current theory pertaining to intergenerational relations sug-
sests that it is family solidarity— or the cohesiveness or crescive
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bonds among members of lineage systems (Bengston & Roberts,
1991)—that shapes support and assistance across generations
(Whitbeck, Hoyt, & Huck, 1994). Research indicates that affec-
tional and associational forms of solidarity predispose children to
provide social support to older parents (Silverstein, Parrott, &
Bengston, 1995). Rossi and Rossi (1990) noted that parents and
children who are more emotionally intimate (i.e., who have affec-
tional solidarity) tend to have more contact (i.e., associational
solidarity) and transfers (i.e., functional solidarity) between them.

Given the importance attributed to family solidarity in theory
and research on intergenerational relations in adulthood, it is
surprising that questions of variation in contact between genera-
tions and the provision of support have not emphasized the shared
developmental histories of parents and children before parents are
aged and children are adults. Not only has there been a tendency
to overlook early family relationships in gerontological research
on adult child-parent relationships, caregiving, and exchange
(Whitbeck et al.,, 1994), but most theoretical models of family
solidarity (e.g., Bengston & Roberts, 1991) tend to treat families
ahistorically (Whitbeck et al., 1991, 1994).

Nevertheless, a variety of developmental and theoretical per-
spectives suggest that adult child—parent relationships should be
affected by the quality of these relationships when offspring were
young. More specifically, positive, supportive intergenerational
relations in adulthood are assumed to have their origin in harmo-
nious parent—child relations and positive family climate in child-
hood, including supportive and authoritative rather than authori-
tarian parenting, as well as close and cohesive rather than
conflicted (or detached) family relationships (Caspi & Elder, 1988;
Hagestad, 1981, Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986, Whitbeck et al., 1991).
Indeed, current developmental thinking emphasizes the signifi-
cance of open communication between parent and child (Maccoby
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Martin, 1983), especially mutually positive parent and child
ravior (Kochanska & Aksan, 1995) during the early years, for
tering the development of relationship skills, including emotion
ulation (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1992; Fox, 1994; Thompson,
38). Current theory also underscores the costs—especially,
ugh not exclusively, during the early years—of over-
ttrolling, intrusive parenting that stifles children’s capacity to
ress themselves. In fact, existing research links intrusive, con-
lling parenting to insecure child—parent attachments (see Belsky
Cassidy, 1994, for a review). On the basis of such theory and
dence, there would seem to be grounds for presuming that
ough the fostering of open communication, secure attachment,
! thus trusting relations between parent and child, emotionally
iportive, authoritative parenting during the early childhood
s should lay the foundation for life-long, harmonious parent—
Id relations.

‘ew would expect, however, that such a foundation, by itself,
uld assure such relationships, as contemporary developmental-
appreciate the open-ended nature of psychological, behavioral,
| relationship development. Thus, what transpires during the
idle-childhood years and beyond should also prove influential
h respect to intergenerational relations in adulthood. Discipline
t is particularly harsh and/or inconsistent is known to under-
1e emotion regulation and tends to be the hallmark of coercive

iily processes (Pattersou, Reid, & Distiion, 1992; Snyder &
terson, 1987), conditions that would not be expected to give rise
1larmonious intergenerational relations, either in the short- or the
g-term. Also important js general family climate, as recent
iking highlights the fact that security and trust derive not simply
n dyadic relationships but from the warmth and supportiveness
he broader family context as well (Davies & Cummings, 1994).
1s, when parents are harsh and/or inconsistent in their discipline
the general emotional climate of the family is one of conflict
re than cohesion and harmony, theory and evidence suggest that
ool-age children and particularly adolescents will turn away
n their families toward their peer groups, and often problematic
r groups at that, to seek support from others (Brown, Mounts,
nborn, & Steinberg, 1993; Simons, Chao, Conger, & Elder,
'1). To the extent, then, that children become alienated from
r families in general and their parents in particular during the
ldle-childhood and adolescent years as a result of the emotional
child-rearing dynamics of the family, one would not expect
ie relationships between parents and children as they age to be
order of the day.
seneral support for these arguments about how and why family
parent—child experiences in childhood can shape intergenera-
al relations in adulthood can be found in a handful of studies,
st of which rely upon recollections of family life. In Rossi and
si’s (1990) extensive investigation of exchange patterns among
recalled affective quality of family life during adolescence
itively predicted current assistance patterns between aging par-
i and middle-aged children. In Whitbeck et al.’s (1991, 1994)
:arch on 450 two-parent families living in small, agriculturally
ported communities or on farms in the American Midwest,
dle-aged adults who remembered their aging parents as reject-
—that is, who experienced parental rejection, harsh discipline.
limited parental monitoring—were less likely to report close
tionships with their elderly parents and more likely to experi-
¢ high levels of strain in their relationships with them, both at

the time when child-rearing history was retrospectively assessed,
as well as a year later. Moreover, adults who recalled early
parental rejection expressed less concern about staying in close
touch with their parents and monitoring their parents’ well-being.

" The significance of such effects of early relationship history on
the quality of adult child—parent relationships is evident in other
research showing that intergenerational affection (i.e., affectional
solidarity) and contact (i.e., associational solidarity) were factors
in motivating middle-aged daughters and/or sons to provide sup-
port to their aging parents (Silverstein et al., 1995). Thus. the very
features of the adult child—parent relationship that Rossi and Rossi
(1990) and Whitbeck et al. (1991, 1994) found to be affected by
relationship experiences in childhood (at least as recollected) also
forecast the support given to aging parents.

A major (and well acknowledged) limit of the previously cited
work linking parent-child relations in childhood and/or adoles-
cence with those in adulthood is reliance upon retrospective re-
ports. Not only does much research raise doubts about the validity
of such recollections (Radke-Yarrow, Campbell, & Burton, 1970;
Rutter, Maughan, Pickles, & Simonoff, 1988), but retrospective
data obtained at age 18 from the longitudinal sample whose
intergenerational relations are the subject of this article revealed
very limited concordance between prospectively obtained mea-
sures of the affective quality of early family experience and
pareni—chiild relations and the retrospective measures (Henry,
Moffitt, Caspi, Langley, & Silva, 1994). Thus, only limited con-
fidence can be placed in the aforementioned findings regarding
child-rearing history and intergenerational relations, because no
truly tong-term prospective investigations from early childhood
have been carried out.

Several recent studies have used prospective designs to examine
effects of parent—child relations during adolescence upon inter-
generational relations in young adulthood, however. Drawing on
national survey data collected in the late 1980s and early 1990s,
Aquilino (1997, 1999) found that parental support—closeness and
democratic discipline when children were 12-18 years of age
predicted greater parent—child closeness when children were
18-23 years of age; in contrast, greater restrictiveness and coer-
cive control during adolescence predicted subsequent intergenera-
tional conflict (see also Thomton, Orbuch, & Axinn, 1995). Sim-
ilarly, Tubman and Lemer’s (1994) study of 133 middle-class,
White, and mostly Jewish families revealed that measures of
parent—child relations obtained when children were 18-23 years
old predicted intergenerational relations when children were 25-31
years old better than did related measures obtained when children
were 1617 years old. In the current investigation, we examined
whether, as might be expected, assessments of parenting, parent—
child relationships, and/or family climate assessed closer in time to
the measurement of intergenerational relations in young adulthood
more strongly predict intergenerational relations than assessments
of the child-rearing environment made during early and middle
childhood. Unfortunately, the archival data available to address
this issue do not afford a rigorous comparative test because mea-
sures of the family-rearing environment are not uniform across
early childhood, middle childhood, and early adolescence.

The primary purpose of the research reported herein was to
examine prospective relations between parenting, family climate,
and parent—child relationships in childhood and intergenerational
relations in young adulthood, thereby addressing the empirical
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peratives outlined, using data obtained expressly for this pur-
se as part of the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Devel-
ment Study (DMHDS) being carried out in New Zealand. More
scifically, the current inquiry was designed to (a) examine
ations between parenting, family climate, and/or parent-child
ationships in childhood—beginning during the preschool
ars—and intergenerational relations in early adulthood (age 26)
d, in so doing, (b) set the stage for continued evaluation of
ergenerational relations so that its changing nature can be chron-
ed as adult children and their middle-aged parents grow older.
By relying upon data on parenting, family climate, and/or family
ations obtained when study members were 3, 5,7, 9, 13, and 15
ars of age and data gathered on aduit child—parent relationships
ten study members were 26 years of age, we positioned our-
ves to determine whether the quality of early family life fore-
sts the quality of parent—child relationships in young adulthood.
wring the preschool period, maternal reports of child-rearing
itudes and practices formed the basis of measures of egalitarian
1 authoritarian parenting. We predicted that parent—child rela-
nships during young adulthood would be characterized by
:ater contact, closeness, and reciprocal assistance but by less
aflict when mothers were more egalitarian and less authoritarian
their parenting during early childhood. Lack of support for such
1ypothesis would raise questions about developmental models,
secially of relationships, that emphasize the primacy of early
serience—within, of course, the confines of the measures used
this inquiry.

Measures obtained from mothers during middle childhood
med the basis of scales of problematic discipline (i.e., harsh,
-onsistent) and of the overall emotional climate and relationship
atext of the family (i.e., cohesion, expressiveness, conflict), with
: latter also being available during adolescence. Here we pre-
ted that intergenerational relations would be more positive
en family relationships during the middle-childhood and ado-
cent years were characterized by closeness, expressiveness, and
lited conflict, as well as when harsh and inconsistent discipline
re the exception rather than the rule. Finally, teenagers’ own
orts of their ties to their parents provided a means of assessing
ichment relationships during adolescence and testing the pre-
tion that parent—child relationships in young adulthood would
closer, more mutually helpful, and less conflicted when ado-
cents experienced trust and open communication in their rela-
ns with their parents rather than alienation.

Although basic psychometric considerations lead to the expec-
on that assessments obtained closer in time to the measured
‘come—that is, those secured during adolescence—would prove
st predictive of intergenerational relations in young adulthood,
selopmental perspectives that emphasize the formative role of
ly experiences would seem to suggest otherwise. Obviously,
se viewpoints are not mutually exclusive. In the final analysis,
fact that neither the few relevant prospective studies (Aquilino,
77, 1999; Thornton et al.. 1995) nor the available retrospective
:s (Rossi & Rossi, 1990; Whitbeck et al., 1991, 1994) have
:ured information on family life prior to adolescence for pur-
ses of predicting intergenerational relations in adulthood means
t there is no empirical basis for favoring either the psychometric
the early-experience perspective. It is as a direct result of this
unae that we regard even our limited ability—due to time-
ying measurements—to contrast the power of predictors ob-

tained during early childhood, middle childhood, and adolescence
as advancing understanding of the developmental antecedents of
intergenerational relations.

Method

Participants

The participants in this study were 980 (96%) of the 1,019 surviving
study members of the original DMHDS birth cohort and their parents (905
mothers, 838 fathers). Participating mothers represented 97% of the 932
invited to participate; participating fathers represented 97% of the 867
invited to participate. Formal attrition analyses indicated that there have
been virtually no significant attrition effects in terms of socioeconomic
status (SES), intelligence, family adversity, and various behavioral mea-
sures, including aggressive behavior. At the time when data on intergen-
erational relations in young adulthood were collected from young-adult
children and their parents, mothers and fathers, respectively, averaged 52
and 54 years of age.

The history of the DMHDS cohort has been described by Silva (1990)
and by Silva and Stanton (1996). The study is a longitudinal investigation
of health, development, and behavior of a complete cohort of consecutive
births between April 1, 1972, and March 31, 1973, in Dunedin, an urban
area of approximately 120.000 inhabitants in the South Island of New
Zealand. The 1,037 original study members are representative of the 1,139
children born in Dunedin during the dates indicated in terms of SES and
perinatal complications. With regard to social origins, the children’s fathers
were representative of the social class distribution in the general male
population of similar age in New Zealand. With regard to ethnic distribu-
tion, the sample members are of predominantly European ancestry. Ap-
proximately 7% of the study members now identify themselves as Maori or
Polynesian, which matches the ethnic distribution of New Zealand’s South
Island. (Nearly 90% of the Maori population is concentrated in the North
Istand.)

Data Collection and Désign

Three sets of data need to be distinguished: (a) information on intergen-
erational relations in young adulthood obtained expressly for the purpose
of this particular study from young adults at 26 years of age and from their
mothers and fathers; (b) data on parenting, family climate, and/or parent—
child relationships gathered during the course of the broader, longitudinal
investigation of children at 3, 5, 7, 9, 13, and 15 years of age; and (c)
control variables reflecting parental age, health, and child gender and
parental status (i.e., has own child) at time of interview.

Intergenerational Relations

When young adults visited the Dunedin research unit for an all-day data
collection focused on multiple aspects of their lives and functioning at 26
years of age, 20 min (of purchased research time) was allocated to answer-
ing questions, administered in interview format. about their relationship
with each of their parents. Study members also supplied names and
addresses of their parents, who were then contacted by mail to secure their
responses to a set of questionnaires asking the same questions to which
their children had responded.

Building upon the work of Bengston (Bengston & Harootyan, 1994). we
conceptualized parent—child relations in adulthood in terms of intergen-
erational solidarity (Bengston & Black. 1973) and assessed these relations
by means of Likert-type measurements developed and used by Whitbeck et
al. (1991, 1994), Silverstein et al. (1995), and Lawton, Silverstein, and
Bengston (1994) in their retrospective studies of family-of-origin influ-
ences on intergenerational relations. To tap associational solidarity, ques-
tions focused on the amount of contact between generations; to assess
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fectional solidarity, questions about love/closeness and conflict were
cluded; to assess functional solidarity, instrumental and emotional assis-
nce given and received were measured. Especially important is that the
casurements used in this inquiry (or others quite similar to them) have
en shown to be related to a host of theoretically anticipated antecedents,
cluding the quality of family relationships during childhood (Rossi &
sssi, 1990, Whitbeck et al., 1991), exposure to parental divorce (e.g..
soth & Amato, 2001; Kaufman & Uhlenbergz, 1998; Webster & Herzog,
95; Zill. Morrison, & Coiro, 1993), and growing up with single parents
d step-parents (White, 1994); they have also been found ro generate a
bstantial degree of correspondence between parent and child reporters
quilino, 1999). Such findings highlight the validity and wtility of the
:asures to be described and/or the measurement approach adopted for
sessing intergenerational relations in this inquiry.

Intergenerational cantact was measured with two items answered by
ch respondent regarding the extent to which the respondent was in
‘e-to-face and phone contact with parents over the past year and a third
m regarding whether parent and child got together at Christmas time.
Intergenerational cluseness was measured with seven items answered by
:h respondent regarding the overall quality of the relationship (ranging
m very poor to excellenr) and the extent to which each partner in the
ationship felt loved and appreciated by the other, could depend upon
p from the other were it needed, felt emotionally close to the other, had
>d communication with the other and shared feelings, felt understood by
other, and understood the other.

'ntergenerational conflict was measured by a single item answered by
h respuudent regarding the extent to which there was conflict, tension,
| disagreement in the relationship.

ntergenerational assistance was measured by asking each relationship
ticipant a series of 14 questions about the assistance he or she gave and
sarately) received of the following forms: financial; when sick; with
rel: home maintenance; information and advice concerning marriage,
adship, and close relationships; and emotional support when upset.
Jecause of the reasonably high degree of covariation between parent and
Id reports on each scale (see Table 1) and our desire to reduce the
nber of dependent variables subject to analysis while creating dyadic
1sures of intergenerational relations, the four scores generated for moth-
and the four scores generated for adult children were subject to
wipal-components factor analysis with varimax rotation. The same
t-reduction strategy was used in the case of father—child relations. In the
* of each parent—child dyad, two clear factors emerged (see Table 2),
Vhigh and discriminative loadings for contact and assistance on one and

1 and discriminative loadings for closeness and conflict on the other.
former was labeled Functional-Associational Solidarity, and the latter,
ctional Solidarity. Functional-Associational Solidarity was formed by
dardizing the intergenerational assistance and contact scores and av-
iing them (for mother~child, M = .01, SD = 45; for father—child, M
-.02, §D = .52). Affectional Solidarity was formed by standardizing
averaging the intergenerational closeness and conflict scores (for

le 1

relations Between Parent and Child Reports of
rgenerational Relations

Agreement
Variable Mother—child Father—child
tact LB5H* 65%H*
eness 4GrR* AR
procal assistance RELE preEs
flict 33k ke

n < .001

Table 2

Factor Loadings on Affectional and Functional-Associational
Solidarity and Percent Variance Accounted for by Each
Component

Affectional Functional-Associational
Variable Solidarity Solidarity

Mother—child

Mother contact -.02 .78

Mother closeness 73 .32

Mother conflict —-.74 25

Mother reciprocal -.02 73
Assistance

Child contact 10 .79

Child closeness .66 41

Child conflict —-.71 .09

Child reciprocal .06 73
Assistance eigenvalue 2.04 2.65
% variance 25.49 33.06
Father—child

Father contact —.02 .80

Father closeness —.62 45

Father conflict 1 .26

Father reciprocal .05 71
Assistance

Child contact —.06 .79

Child closeness -.57 .59

Child conflict 72 004

Child reciprocal -.02 76
Assistance eigenvalue 1.75 2.95
% variance 21.83 36.90

mother—child, M = —.02, SD = .73; for father-child, M = —.05, SD =
-75). The internal consistency reliability of the summary scores formed on
the basis of these results were, respectively, .83 and .86 for mother—child
relations and .84 and .87 for father—child relations.

Child-Rearing Antecedents of Intergenerational Relations

Measures of maternal child-rearing practices, parent-child relationships,
and/or family climate were available at multiple ages in the DMHDS
archive—in particular, when children were 3, 5,7,9, 13, and 15 years of
age. Thus, we decided to organize measures in terms of three developmen-
tal periods—early childhood, middle childhood, and adolescence— by
creating composites of measures available at ages 3 and 5 (early child-
hood), 7 and 9 (middle childhood), and 13 and |5 (adolescence). By
adolescence, children also provided information on their relationships with
their parents. The multiple indices of each construct were standardized and
averaged (o create a total of six measures of the child-rearing environment
of the family of origin, as detailed below.

Early childhood. When children were 3 and 5 years of age. mothers
completed an abbreviated version of Schaefer and Bell’s (1958) Parental
Attitude Research Instrument. This 35-item questionnaire yielded six in-
ternally consistent subscales when factored on the Dunedin sample. which
were combined in previous analyses of the DMHDS to form two higher
order constructs (Silva, 1976; Stanton & Silva, 1992). Egalitarian parent-
ing represents the average of the subscales labeled Encouraging Verbal-
ization, Egalitarianism, and Comradeship and Sharing and reflects the
extent to which the mother is open to communications from her child and
views the parent—chiid relationship as a “two-way street” in which influ-
ence not only flows from parent to child but trom child to parent. Aurhor-
iturian parenting represents the average ot the subscales labeled Excluding
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Outside [nfluences, Intrusiveness, and Acceleration of Development and
reflects the extent to which the parent is over-controlling and excessively
demanding of the child, expecting the child to be “well behaved" and
highly obedient. following strictly the unyielding edicts of the parent.

Test-retest reliability assessments revealed these higher order scales to
be highly stable across the 2-year period from ages 3 to 5 (rs > .65) in the
Dunedin sample (Stanton & Silva. 1992). Evidence of the validity of the
scules comes from Stanton and Silva’s DMHDS findings indicating that
mothers from households that received higher scores on a composite index
of family adversity (e.g., low SES, single-parent status. high maternal
neuroticism) scored higher on authoritarian parenting and lower on egali-
tarian parenting. Trained testers who independently (and blindly) evaluated
the mother in the presence of the child rated those who scored high on the
index of family adversity as more rejecting than mothers who scored low
an the scale. Furthermore, Henry, Moffitt, Robins, Earls, and Silva (1993)
“ound that mothers of children who developed antisocial disorder (accord-
ng to the third edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders [DSM~III]; American Psychiatric Association, [980) by age 11
ind who were showing high levels of problem behavior at ages 9 and 13
scored significantly higher on authoritarian parenting when the child was 3
sears of age than did mothers of children who developed other DSM—-III
lisorders or who did not have disorders. The internal consistency reliability
of the six egalitarian-parenting subscales (i.e., three at each age) and of the
iix authoritarian-parenting subscales (i.e., three at each age) were .79 and
83. respectively.

Middle childhood. When children were 7 and 9 years of age, mothers
vere interviewed about the discipline practices they used on the day prior
o the interview, about their own and their husband/partner’s consistency in
lisciplining the child, and about their consistency as a couple in disciplin-
ng the child; mothers also completed the 3-subscale Family Relations
ndex of the Family Environment Scales (FES: Moos & Moos, 1981), a
videly used self-report questionnaire that assesses the family atmosphere
vith 90 true—false items that form 10 subscales. The median Kuder-
lichardson internal consistency for the scales was .75, with median
-month and 12-month stabilities of .77 and .74, respectively (Moos &
Aoos, 1981). In the DMHDS sample, stability coefficients on all 3 sub-
cales of the Family Relations Index were in excess of .50 between ages 7
nd 9 (Parnicky, Williams, & Silva, 1985).

From these sets of measurements, two composites were generated for
urposes of this inquiry, one reflecting family climate and the other
>flecting negative discipline. Family climate was constructed by summing
1e Cohesion and Expressiveness subscales of the FES at ages 7 and 9 and
ubtracting from them the Contlict subscale scores at these two ages (a =
39). Henry et al. (1993) and Williams, Anderson. McGee. and Silva (1990)
bund that this measure at ages 7 and 9 predicted antisocial disorder at
ges 11 and [3.

The negative discipline composite was created by combining four scores
btained at 7 and 9 years of age (a = .61): the mother's rating of (a) her
onsistency in disciplining the child (i.e.. changeable vs. always the same),
») her husband/partner’s consistency in disciplining the child, (c) their
onsistency as a couple in disciplining the child. and (d) the number of
egative discipline behaviors used on the day prior to the interviews of the
- and 9-year-old children (the list included smacking the child with
>mething, threatening to send the child away, shouting at the child, and
tling the child he or she was not loved). Henry et al, (1993) reported that
egative and inconsistent discipline in middle childhood discriminated
aildren with and without an antisocial disorder (according to criteria of the
ISM-IIT).

Adolescence.  Two sets of measurements obtained when children
ere 13 and/or 15 years of age were used to generate a measure of family
imate and of the quality of the child’s relationship with his or her parents.
/hen children were 13 and 15 years of age. mothers again completed the
iree-subscale Family Relations Index of the FES. As before. these scales
ere composited to generate an index of family climate (¢ = .73). In

addition, when children were 13 and 15 years old. they reported on their
attachment to parents by using a 24-item shortened version of Armsden and
Greenberg’s (1987) 53-item Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment.
which assesses the extent to which adolescents feel that they have a
relationship with their parents that is (a) trusting. (b) communicatively
open, and (c) nonalienated. Nada Raja. McGee. and Stanton (1992) found
that the brief version of the Attachment-to-Parents subscale was internally
consistent (a = ,78) with the Dunedin sample and that children scoring low
on the scale scored significantly worse on multiple measures of mental
health, including anxiety. depression. inattention. and conduct problems.
These findings replicute results from a smaller U.S. sample reported by
Armsden and Greenberg.

Control Variables

In light of evidence showing that parental health, parental age. and child
gender all affect intergenerational relations (e.g.. Rossi & Rossi. 1990:
Whitbeck et al., 1991), these variables/constructs were measured to serve
as covariates in the hierarchical regression analyses. Young-adult chil-
dren’s own status as parents (yes vs. no) was also included as a covariate.
To assess parental health. we asked each parent to complete the MOS
36-ltem Short-Form Health Survey (McHormey. Ware. Lu. & Sherbourne.
1994; McHorney, Ware, & Raczek. 1993: Ware & Sherbourne. 1992). The
instrument is designed for use with young and old individuals, as well as
with those who are sick and healthy. Evidence of reliability comes from
work on 3,445 patients, which showed that all scales passed tests of
item-internal consistency and item-discriminant validity (McHorney et al..
1994). Evidence of validity comes from work showing that the scales
primarily measuring physical health best distinguish groups differing in the
presence and severity of chronic medical conditions, whereas the scales
primarily measuring mental health best distinguish groups differing in the
presence and severity of psychiatric disorders (McHomey et al., 1993). For
the purposes of this report, six items rated on 5-point scales were compos-
ited to create a general health index, as described in the scoring manual.
One item required the respondent to rate his or her general health, and the
other items addressed whether the respondent got sick more easily than
other people, was as healthy as anybody she or he knew. was not in
particularly good health and expected to get worse, or felt that his or her
health was excellent. The internal consistency of this general-health com-
posite was .84,

Results

Three primary sets of analyses are presented. The first concerns
the intercorrelation of the measures of family environment (i.e.,
parenting, family climate, relationship quality) from the three
developmental periods and the measures of intergenerational rela-
tions in young adulthood. The second concerns the multivariate
prediction ot intergenerational relations using the family-
environment measures across all three developmental periods,
after controlling for the covariates. The third concerns the cumu-
lative effects of family environment across the three developmen-
tal periods.

Intercorrelation of Childhood Familxy-Environment
Measures and Intergenerational Relations

The intercorrelation of the measures of family environment
from the three developmental periods and the measures of inter-
generational relations in young adulthood are presented in Table 3.
Noteworthy is the fact that measures of the family environment in
early childhood. middle childhood, and adolescence were signifi-
cantly, though modestly, related to each other. suggesting some
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ible 3

orrelations Among the Childhood Parenting, Family Climate, and Relationship Quality Variables

d Parent—Child Relationship Quality in Adulthood

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 b
EC egalitarianism —
EC authoritarianism — 1G*** —
MC family climate O R — g —
MC negative discipline  —03 00 —32%%* —_
EA family climate 14%%* —07* SP¥** — 8 —
EA parent—hild RQ 07* -07* [ 5¥k* —]5%** B0iFEE —
Affectional Solidarity” 05/02 —05/01 10%*/04 — 1 2%*k/—QB*  20HFH/4Rxx 24x¥* [ JER% —
F-A Solidarity* 05/06 02/03 03/03 01/00 05/08* 08¥/13*¥* QR[S HHAK -

ste. Decimal points are omitted. EC = early childhood; MC = middle childhood; EA = early adolescence; RQ = relationship quality; F-A =

inctional-Associational.

Torrelation between early childhood parenting, family climate, and relationship quality variables and mother—child/father—child relationship quality in
lulthood (e.g., the correlation between early childhood egalitarianism and mother—child affectional solidarity was .05, and the correlation between early

lildhood egalitarianism and father—child affectional solidarity was .02).
p <.05. **p < .0l k**p < 001

ability in the child-rearing environment. Thus, when matemal
iild-rearing was more egalitarian and less authoritarian in early
1ildhood, family climate was more positive in middle childhood
1d early adolescence, and parent—child relationship quality was
ore positive during early adolescence. Similarly, more positive
nmily climate in middle childhood and less negative discipline
aring this period predicted more positive family climate in early
Iolescence and more positive parent—teen relationship quality.
lthough low levels of negative discipline in middle childhood
edicted a more positive family environment in adolescence,
irly-childhood measures of maternal child-rearing practices did
5t predict negative discipline during middle childhood.

The pattern of correlations in the bottom two rows of Table 3 are
nsistent with a psychometric rather than an early-experience
srspective in showing that associations between the antecedent
umily-environment measures and subsequent intergenerational re-
tions decreased in magnitude as the time between predictor and
atcome increased. Thus, measures of family climate during ado-
sscence and parent—teen relationship quality proved to be stronger
redictors of affectional and functional-associational solidarity in
oung adulthood than did middle-childhood measures of family
imate and negative discipline. The latter proved to be better
redictors of intergenerational relations in young adulthood than
id the early-childhood measures of maternal child-rearing prac-
ces. Tests of the significance of differences between these cor-
:lations were not carried out because we did not want to imbue
te differences with more meaning than they merit in light of the
hanging nature of the predictors across developmental periods.

Multivariate Prediction of Intergenerational Relations:
Regression Analyses

We conducted hierarchical ordinary least squares regression
nalyses to determine whether the child-rearing measures, broadly
onceived, in early childhood, middle childhood, and early ado-
:scence predicted intergenerational relations in young adulthood
fter controlling for study member’s parental status and gender and
arent’s age and health. Child-rearing predictors were entered
hronologically, with measures reflecting earlier experiences (i.e.,

early childhood) entered before measures reflecting later experi-
ences (i.e., middle childhood).' Analyses were conducted for each
of the two dependent variables (Affectional and Functional-
Associational Solidarity). Mother—child and father—child relation-
ships were examined separately. No distinction was made between
parent-son and parent-daughter relationships because additional
analyses not reported here found no evidence that child gender
moderated the predictive relations to be reported. In this subsection
we first present the effects of control variables on the measures of
intergenerational relations before moving on to consider the effects
of predictors from each developmental period. Finally, we con-
sider interactions between these latter predictors both within and
across developmental periods before proceeding to the final stage
of analysis, in which we examine the cumulative effects of all
developmental periods.

The predictor variables were entered hierarchically as blocks. F
change comparisons between successive blocks tested the signif-
icance of the variance accounted for by each additional block of
variables. Model 1 tested whether control variables predicted in-
tergenerational relations. Model 2 tested whether the early-
childhood measures predicted intergenerational relationships
above and beyond the control variables included in Model L.
Models 3 and 4 tested, respectively, whether middle-childhood and
adolescent measures accounted for additional variance in young
adults’ relationships with their parents. Presentation is restricted to
analyses of cases that had antecedent data from all three develop-
mental periods. Although this attenuated the sample size some-
what, it had negligible effects on the results that are reported here.
(Tables identical to those presented are available upon request for
parallel analyses camried out with missing data imputed.)

Results of the hierarchical regression analyses are displayed in
Table 4. The variance accounted for by each successive block is
presented, and the asterisks indicate whether a particular block

! Additional analyses revealed that entering the parenting/family climate
variables in reverse order did not affect the results. Regression tables
reflecting reverse order of entry are available from Jay Belsky upon
request.
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Table 4 4
Predicting Parent—Child Intergenerational Relations From Measures of Parenting, Family Climate, !, #
and Relationship Quality in Childhood and Early Adolescence } 5
It i
Mother-child Father—child 1[Iy
L
Functional- Functional- U
Affectional Associational Affectional Associational 1
Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity Solidarity
5
Model and variable AR? B AR? B AR? B AR? B i
t
!
Model 1: Control Q4kek 6% Qg .008 i
Study member is a parent — . 3%*% .09* —.10** .04 ! | by
Parent’s poor health —.[1** .02 =| Jasck —.05 e
Parent’s age .06 -.0l .06 .02 J
Sex (F=0:M = ) —.10%* — 20wk —.09% - .06 {
Model 2: Early childhood 004 .004 005 .005 !
Egalitarianism .06 .06 .04 .07 i
Authoritarianism 05 .02 .06 .04 ik
vlodel 3: Middle childhood 015%* .003 .002 .003 “ {
Family climate .07 .06 0l .05
Negative discipline —.08* 04 —.04 04
viodel 4: Early adolescence 033k .008* Q4xkx .006
Family climate .09 —.01 .04 .02 |
Relationship quality L5k .09* B .08 g
Cotal R 09 0% 09k 02
Vote. Beta coefficients represent the magnitude of the effect at the step at which the variable was entered in the regression analysis. F = female: M = |
nale. I
‘p=.05. *p= 0l *p= 00l i
«dded significantly to the overall variance accounted for in the Effects of Mother’s Parenting During Early Childhood on i
egression analysis. The overall variance accounted for at the final Intergenerational Relations. it
tep in the analysis is presented in the last row of the table. In all ) . o .
:ases except father—child functional-associational solidarity, the The cumulative effect (i.e., chz;ng(.: il &) 85 ma;emal _Chl.l;_i'
inal model accounted for a modest, but highly significant, amount rearing practices in early childhood did not account for a signifi-

if variance in intergenerational relations. In the case of mother—
hild relationships, the total model accounted for 9% of the vari-
nce in affectional solidarity, F(10, 738) = 7.62, p < .001, and 8%
f the variance in functional-associational solidarity, F(10,
38) = 6.21, p < .001. In the case of father—child relationships,
ae total model accounted for 9% of the variance in affectional
olidarity, F(10, 687) = 6.35, p < .001, and 2% of the variance in
unctional-associational solidarity, F(10, 687) = 1.54, ns. The
tandardized beta weights appear next to each predictor. These
eta weights represent the magnitude of the effect of a given
redictor at the step when it was entered in the regression analysis.

dffects of Control Variables on Intergenerational
telations

Study members who were parents themselves experienced less
ffectional solidarity with their parents but more functional-
ssociational solidarity with their mothers. Study members also
xperienced less affectional solidarity with their parents when
arental health was poor. Compared with sons, daughters experi-
nced more affectional solidarity with their parents. Mothers and
aughters experienced more functional-associational solidarity
ompared with mothers and sons.

cant amount of variance in mother-child or father—child relations
in young adulthood.

Effects of Family Climate/Discipline in Middle Childhood
on Intergenerational Relations

Parenting/family climate in middle childhood significantly ac-
counted for additional variance in mother—child affectional soli-
darity in young adulthood. Mother—child relations were character-
ized by more affectional solidarity when there was little use of
negative discipline in middle childhood. However, neither index of
father—child refations in young adulthood could be predicted using
middle-childhood measures of family climate or parental
discipline.

Effects of Family Climate/Relationship Qualitv in Early
Adolescence on Intergenerational Relations

Family climate during early adolescence and teen-reported
parent—child relationship quality collectively predicted affectional
solidarity in parent—child relations and functional-associational
solidarity in mother—child relations in young adulthood. When
teenage children reported that their relationships with their parents
were characterized by trust, communication, and low alienation
(i.e., positive relationship quality), mother—child relationships in
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ag adulthood were characterized by more affectional and
‘tional-associational solidarity, and father—child relations were
acterized by more affectional solidarity.

loring Within- and Between-Period Interactive Effects

iven that family environment was not a powerful predictor of
‘generational relations in the multivariate analyses, additional
yses were undertaken to determine whether this general find-
night have resulted from considering only the main effects of
ly environment in the original multivariate regression analy-
If the effects of negative features of the family environment
» offset by the presence of positive features within the same
‘lopmental period, or if the enduring impact of one develop-
tal period was dependent upon what transpired during a dif-
1t one, a focus, respectively, upon within- and between-period
actions involving measures of the family environment might
to identify and illuminate such complex family processes.
ard this end, we undertook two additional sets of regression
yses.
the first set of such analyses, interactions between family-
ronment measures within developmental periods were entered
their main effects of these predictors. Of a total of 12
way interaction terms tested (i.e., 3 interactions X 2 parent—
| relationships X 2 dependent variables), 2 proved to be
tically significant. During early childhood, the interaction
een egalitarianism and authoritarianism proved significant in
ediction of functional-associational solidarity in the father
relationship: Fp,..(1, 690) = 4.64, p < .05. During ado-
nce, parent—child relationship quality and family climate in-
ted in the prediction of mother—child affectional solidarity:
e (1, 735) = 441, p < 05.
t illuminate the nature of these interactions, we adjusted the
15 for the dependent variables for the covariates and plotted
aeans as a function of high and low levels of the interacting
ctors (with high and low defined as above and below the
an, respectively). Inspection of Figure 1 reveals that when
tarianism was high in early childhood rather than low, father—

child intergenerational relations were characterized by more
functional-associational solidarity, but only when parenting was
highly authoritarian as well. Inspection of Figure 2 shows that
positive family climate enhanced the effect of positive parent—
child relationship quality and that negative family climate en-
hanced the effect of negative parent—child relationship quality on
mother—child affectional solidarity.

In order to test for interactions between developmental periods,
we reduced the number of family-environment predictor variables
by creating a single composite measure for each age period. In
early childhood, this score was the difference between egalitari-
anism and authoritarianism; in middle childhood, the score was the
difference between positive family climate and negative discipline;
and in early adolescence, the score was the sum of parent—child
relationship quality and positive family climate. With these com-
posite measures in hand, we created three interaction terms (Early
Childhood X Middle Childhood, Early Childhood X Early Ado-
lescence, Middle Childhood X Early Adolescence) and entered
them as a block in regression analyses. More specifically, after the
main effects of the components of the interactions and covariates
were entered, the set of interaction terms was entered. The effects
of the interaction terms were thus tested in four separate equations,
one for each of the two intergenerational-relations dependent vari-
ables for each parent-child relationship. Because only 1 of 12
individual interactions proved significant and the block ot inter-
action terms never contributed significantly to explained variance
over and above the covariates and main effects of the family
environment, these analyses are not discussed further.

Cumulative Effects Analysis

A final set of analyses was carried out in hopes of further
illuminating the cumulative elfects of growing up in a family
environment that appeared to be more rather than less supportive
of intergenerational relations in young adulthood. Toward this end,
we defined a supportive family environment in early childhood as
one in which a family scored above the 50th percentile on egali-
tarianism and below the 50th percentile on authoritarianism. Sup-
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Figure I. Adjusted mean father-child functional-associational (Func./Assoc.) solidarity as a function of low
and high egalitarianism and authoritarianism in early childhood.
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Figure 2. Adjusted mean mother—child affectional solidarity as a function of positive and negative family
climate and more and less positive relationship quality in early adolescence.

tive parenting/family climate in middle childhood was defined
having a score above the 50th percentile on family climate and
ow the 50th percentile on negative discipline. Finally, support-
parent—child relations/family climate in early adolescence was
ined as having scores above the 50th percentile on both family
nate and parent-child relationship quality. With these scores in
id, we classified families in terms of having experienced a
itive family environment 0, 1, 2, or 3 times across the early-
ldhood, middle-childhood, and early-adolescence periods. This
v cumulative family-environment variable was entered in an
lysis of covariance along with the control variables of parental
, health, study member sex, and study member parental status.
’lanned comparisons were conducted to determine whether the
:ct of experiencing positive parenting in zero to three develop-
ntal periods was linear when parental age and health and
ing-adult sex and parental status were controlled. Results re-
led significant linear trends in the case of mother—child and
ter—child affectional solidarity and a significant cubic trend in
case of father-child functional-associational solidarity (see
sle 5). In general, parent—child affectional solidarity increased
1g with the number of periods in which study members had

le 5

experienced positive family environment. Because visual inspec-
tion of the adjusted means further suggested in the case of mother—
child and father—child affectional solidarity that the effect of
having two or three developmental periods that were positive in
nature appeared different than having none or one, a follow-up
comparison was conducted that, for mother—child affectional sol-
idarity only, revealed this to be the case. Effects of exposure to two
as opposed to three periods of a supportive family environment did
not prove significantly different, however, even though consider-
ation of relevant means raised this prospect.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to advance understanding of the
determinants of intergenerational relations by examining linkages
between parenting, parent—child relationships, and family climate
while growing up and parent—child relations during young adult-
hood. In this discussion, we first consider the strengths and limits
of this work, and we then assess the evidence pertaining to the
effects of the covariates on intergenerational relations before turn-
ing our attention to the primary focus of this inquiry—the effect of

an Scores and Standard Deviations, Adjusted for Covariates, on Measures of Intergenerational Relations

1 Function of Cumulative Positive Family Environment

No. of developmental periods in which family environment was positive

Variable 0 (n = 453) I (n =331 2 (n = 189) 3 (n = 50) F linear df
her—hild
ffectional Solidarity —.03 (.03) —.01 (.04) 14 (.05) 27 (.10) 5.18%%* 3. 849
-A Solidarity .03 (.02) —.03 (.03) .06 (.03) .03 (.07) ns
ler~child
tfectional Solidarity 04 (.03) —.02 (.04) .15 (.05) 23 (.10) 3.53* 3,781
-A Solidarity .06 (.03) —.05 (.03) .10 (.04) —.002 (.07) ns

2. Numbers in parentheses (in the body of the table) are standard deviations. Parent—child Affectional Solidarity scores were created by standardizing
averaging parent—child closeness and conflict scores (as these were measured on different scales) and averaging them. Similarly, parent—child
ctional-Associational (F-A) Solidarity scores were created by standardizing and averaging parent—child contact and reciprocal-assistance scores.

= .05 ***p = 001

DRI, Bl A ol s = ot
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amily processes and relationships during early childhood, middie and inconsistent with other findings in the literature. Recall that
hildhood, and adolescence on intergenerational relations in young with the control variable of child sex, mother—daughter and father—
dulthood. daughrter relations evinced greater closeness and less conflict (i.e..
greater affectional solidarity) than intergenerational relations in-
Strengths and Limits of Study volving sons: mother and daughters also had more contact and

more reciprocal assistance (i.e., greater functional-associational
solidarity) than mothers and sons. Such tindings are consistent
with the view that daughters are more likely than sons to be “kin
keepers” within families (Bromberg, 1983; Shanas, 1962; Treas &
Bengston. 1988). However. we did not find that associations
between child-rearing history and intergenerational relations were
weaker for daughters than for sons (i.e.. absence of sex moderation
ot prediction models), which we might have expected had the
kin-keeping proclivity of daughters attenuated the effects ot early
family processes on parent—daughter relations in young adulthood.
Thus, the developmental processes discussed below seem to be
invariant across sons and daughters. at least when children are
young adults in their mid-20s.

The findings regarding parental health appear somewhat at odds
with other research. as poorer parental health in this inquiry
predicted less atfectional solidarity between young adults and both
of their parents. Data from studies of much older parents indicate
that ill health fosters contact and assistance between generations
(Eggebeen. 1992; Ikkink, van Tilburg, & Kaipscheer, 1999: Kaut-
man & Uhlenberg, 1998; Rossi & Rossi, 1990), though this contact
can foster stress, either by virtue of the conflict it spawns between
middle-aged “children” and their aged parents or as a result of role
overload cexpericneed by the younger generation that is often
raising children at the same time as providing support for parents
(Stoller & Pugliesi, 1989; Zarit & Eggebeen, 1995). Exactly why
middle-aged parents’ ill health should be predictive of less closeness
and more conflict in intergenerational relations when children are
young adults is not entirely clear. Perhaps because adults in their
mid-20s can be highly self-focused, factors that pull them toward their
parents, such as a parent’s ill health, may be perceived as burdensome.
thereby fostering less positive relations between generations.

With respect to the final control factor, we found that being a parent
seemed to have a modest negative impact on intergenerational rela-
tions. as there was more conflict and less closeness in mother—child
and father—child relationships (i.e., affectional solidarity) when the
study member had a child of his or her own. This could be explained,
in part, by the related finding that there was more contact and
reciprocal assistance (i.e., functional-associational solidarity) between
mother and daughter when young adults were parents themselves,
Although the former findings are inconsistent with the view that
intergenerational relations benetit when children assume roles similar
to those of their parents (Aquilino, 1997; Bengston & Black, 1973:
Cooney, 1997), they replicate results from American research (Aqui-
lino, 1999: Kaufman & Uhlenberg, 1998). In so doing, they raise the
prospect that disagreements over how best to raise the next genera-
tion—which may be especially likely to arise when contact between
generations is frequent—could be the source of intergenerational
tension when young-adult children are parents themselves.

Whereas most research examining developmental antecedents
'f intergenerational relations has relied upon retrospective reports
btained many years after childhood (e.g.. Rossi & Rossi, 1990:
Vhitbeck et al., 1991) or has had available for analysis only data
n parenting during the adolescent period (Aquilino. 1997; Thorn-
on et al.. 1995; Tubman & Lemer, 1994), investigation of the
Junedin longitudinal cohort afforded the opportunity to address
ssues of child-rearing history prospectively, using data gathered
bout children as young as 3 years of age. Also advantageous was
1e availability of data on parenting, parent—child relationships,
nd/or family climate for almost every other year of the child’s life
wrough age 15, as this made possible the creation of multiage
omposites reflective of distinct developmental periods. The fact
1at reports about the quality of contemporary parent—child rela-
ons were obtained from both the child and the parent when
children™ were 26 years of age represents another strength of this
1quiry, particularly in light of the fact that high levels of coop-
ration from mothers and fathers alike were achieved.

Despite these evident strengths, the research is not without
mits. Most notably, unlike in retrospective studies, in this study
‘e were restricted to measurements of family processes (i.e.,
arenting, family climate, parent—child relationships) within the
ngitudinal data archive. This raises the pussibility that results of
lis investigation may have been stronger had measurements more
entral to contemporary theory and research been available, such
s indices of attachment security and parent—child mutual positiv-
y in early and middle childhood and of parental monitoring
uring adolescence. Another limitation of this work relates to the
svelopmental history of the Dunedin project itself, in that virtu-
ly all measurements of family life were provided by mothers,
ven when they pertained to the entire family, as was the case with
e assessments of family climate.

Cancerns can also be raised about the assessments of dependent.
itergenerational telations, constructs used in this investigation,
specially as they were all self-reports, and only a limited period
I time was devoted to securing them. Ultimately, the fact that
wrent and child reports of intergenerational relations loaded on the
ime factor in this study convinces us that whatever measurement
mits we experienced, his alone does not explain the limited
‘edictive power we detected when it came to linking family
tperiences with intergenerational relations in adulthood. More
kely to account for the limited power to predict intergenerational
lations is the prospective natute of this inquiry. Although some
vestigations of the farmnily origins of intergenerational relations
‘ovide stronger evidence of linkages between past and present
an the current research. these are typically studies that rely upon
trospective reports of family life obtained at the very same point

time as the assessments of intergenerational relations (Rossi &
ossi. 1990: Webster & Herzog. 1995; Whitbeck et al., 1991).

Effects of Parenting/Parent—Child Relationships and

Effect of Covariates on Intergenerational Relations Family Climate on Intergenerational Relations

With respect to the effects on intergenerational relations of the It is likcly that the central findings of this inquiry, namely, those
yvariates included in this inquiry, results proved both cousistent concerning child-rearing history. are among the ones most consis-
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tent with the literature. In the main, this study, like others (Aqui-
lino, 1997; Rossi & Rossi, 1990; Thornton et al., 1995; Tubman &
Lerner, 1994; Whitbeck et al., 1991), indicates that supportive
parenting, positive family climate, and trusting parent—child rela-
tionships (as opposed to harsh, inconsistent discipline, conflictual,
negative family climate, and alienated parent-child relationships)
forecast less conflict and more contact, closeness, and reciprocal
assistance between parents and their young-adult children, espe-
cially in the case of mother—child relationships.

Having made this observation, we would be remiss if we did not
draw attention yet again to the magnitude of the empirical relations
detected. In the main, they were modest at best, if not weak,
accounting for only limited variation in intergenerational relations.
What remains unclear is whether the limited predictive power of
the early-childhood, middle-childhood, and even adolescent mea-
sures of parenting and family climate reflects limits in the predic-
tors themselves or, instead, the dynamic nature of development
over the life course. Perhaps the reason that prediction of parent—
child relations in young adulthood may have proven so modest is
that the mid-20s are a time in the life course when the legacy of
relationships and interpersonal processes in the family of origin are
not particularly pronounced, at least with respect to intergenera-
tional relations. As this is a period in the life course during which
“children” are still exploring adult roles, as well as initiating
occupational careers and forging close, intimate relationships with
age-mates, it may simply be a time when parent-child relation-
ships are not at the forefront of young-adult lives. As a result,
legacies of the past may not emerge to shape intergenerational
relations during this developmental period. This may also turn out
to be the case because the life courses of many parents are
themselves changing. Certainly, some long-standing marriages
dissolve when parents confront the empty nest, and in other fam-
ilies tensions that may have derived from economic pressures on
parents to provide financial support for a household with children
tend to subside. Thus, it seems possible that some parents who
were sensitive to and supportive of their children and adolescents
turn to focus more upon themselves, whereas others who may not
have been particularly available or caring in earlier times may
become more so. Both phenomena could easily generate discon-
tinuities between family relationships in childhood and adoles-
cence and in young adulthood, resulting in the modest relations
detected in this inquiry between family relationships in childhood
and adolescence and intergenerational relations in young
adulthood.

Furthermore, it may be that past becomes prologue in the case
of intergenerational relations principally when intergenerational
relations are severely challenged—for example, when aging par-
ents need help and assistance. When the young-adult children and
their mostly middle-aged parents in the New Zealand study are
older, this hypothesis can be tested empirically. Because geronto-
logical investigators have not paid sufficient attention to develop-
mental history in the study of intergenerational relations among
aged parents, and because the parents in the current study are only
middle-aged, it is not possible to choose between the alternatives
considered when trying to account for the limited prediction of
intergenerational relations discerned in this study. Obviously, only
future research can further illuminate the issues raised.

Despite the modest effects discerned in the current study, what
is new and perhaps important about the results are that they reflect

prospective developmental processes that extend back at least into
middle childhood. Although early-childhood predictors, as main
effects, failed to forecast intergenerational relations, recall that
family-environment assessments from middle childhood and early
adolescence did predict intergenerational relations, especially in
the case of mother—child relationships. More specifically, harsh
and inconsistent discipline during the middle-childhood years fore-
cast less mother—child affectional solidarity, as did poorer parent-
child relationship quality in adolescence. The latter also forecast
less contact and reciprocal assistance between mothers and their
young-adult children. Only in the case of parent—child relationship
quality during adolescence could father—child intergenerational
relations be predicted. Recall that when relationships between
parents and children were better during early adolescence, greater
closeness and less conflict was evident between fathers and their
young-adult children. In the main, these results accord nicely with
a variety of developmental and theoretical perspectives suggesting
that intergenerational relations should be influenced by the quality
of these relationships when offspring were young and, more spe-
cifically, that positive, supportive relations in adulthood have their
origins in harmonious relations in childhood, whereas problematic
relations in adulthood have their origins in discordant relations in
childhood (Caspi & Elder, 1988; Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986).

The current research may be most novel in examining distinct
developmental periods. The fact that the power of predictors was
greater—however limited—when measured at later periods of
development than at earlier ones is consistent with the psychomet-
ric principle that the magnitude of the association between two
variables increases as the time between their measurement de-
creases. Although the data do not support developmental perspec-
tives that emphasize early experiences over later ones, strong
inferences cannot be drawn about the relative importance of dis-
tinct developmental periods because measurements were not con-
stant over time.

This is not to say that even the earliest measured experiences—
namely, those occurring during the early-childhood years—proved
totally insignificant. Recall that in the analyses of within-period
interactions between indices of the family environment, one of the
two significant interactions showed that the combination of high
egalitarian and high authoritarian parenting was related to high
levels of father—child contact and reciprocal assistance (i.e.,
functional-associational solidarity) in young adulthood (see Figure
1). Although such a finding was certainly not predicted, it does
suggest that it was not entirely the case that the family environ-
ment in early childhood proved unrelated to intergenerational
relations in young adulthood. Nevertheless, we remain at a loss
when it comes to explaining this first interaction, as we certainly
never anticipated that scoring high on a measure that was consid-
ered to positively predict intergenerational relations (i.e., egalitar-
ianism) and high on one expected to negatively predict parent—
child relations in young adulthood (i.e., authoritarianism) would
forecast intergenerational relations between fathers and their chil-
dren that were marked by particularly high levels of contact and
reciprocal assistance. Were the early-childhood predictors based
upon paternal reports of their parenting attitudes and values rather
than maternal reports, we might surmise that high levels of both
kinds of parenting function, over time, as indicators of paternal
investment, thus laying the groundwork for marked functional-
associational solidarity in the father—child relationship in young




812 BELSKY, JAFFEE, HSIEH, AND SILVA

adulthood. But as this was not the case, it might be best to wait for
this unanticipated result to be replicated before breathing too much
meaning into it.

The second significant interaction was certainly more consistent
with expectations, in that it revealed that double doses of support-
ive and unsupportive family experiences had more than just addi-
tive effects. Recall that when positive family climate and positive
parent—child relationship quality co-occurred, mother—child affec-
tional solidarity was disproportionately high; when both of these
predictors highlighted unsupportive family environments, mother—
child affectional solidarity was disproportionately low (see
Figure 2).

Such seemingly interactive effects of features of the family
environment also emerged in the cumulative analysis. Even though
between-period interactions failed to make a significant contribu-
tion to the prediction of intergenerational relations, the cumulative
analysis showed that when more than one developmental period
under investigation could be characterized as supportive of rela-
tionship development, then affectional solidarity was relatively
high in the case of both mother—child and father—child intergen-
erational relations. These cumulative analysis findings, along with
the second interactional finding mentioned above. suggest that
certain aspects of intergenerational relations are prone to the
operation of risk- and protective-factor processes. After all, expo-
sure to a seemungly unsupportive rearing environment during only
one developmental period can be compensated for by experiences
in other developmental periods when it comes to forecasting
contlict and closeness in parent—child relationships in young adult-
hood (i.e., the protective-factor process). The same did not appear
to be the case, however, when unsupportive family environments
characterized more than one developmental period (i.e., the risk-
factor process). Recall in this regard that there was no difference
in parent-child affectional solidarity when either two or three
developmental periods could be characterized as relatively
unsupportive.

Also interesting is that this apparent risk- and protective-factor
process emerged only in the case of affectional solidarity and not
in the case of functinnal-associational solidarity. Even though this
ditferential finding was not anticipated, it suggests that different
aspects of parent—child relations in young adulthood have some-
what ditferent developmental roots or are at least a function of
somewhat different developmental processes. Whereas contact and
assistance seem to reflect the simple additive nature of prior family
history, closeness and conflict seem to reflect a more dynamic
process whereby the impact of what transpires at one developmen-
tal period is partially contingent upon what happens at other
developmental periods. Perhaps more than anything else, what this
finding indicates is that it may be misguided to treat relationships
in all-too-general terms. By at least distinguishing between (wo
central teatures of parent-child relationships in young adulthood,
we were in a position to detect nonidentical developmental pro-
cesses at work.

In sum. the data from this investigation indicated that more
positive and less negative tamily processes during early childhood.
middle childhood. and/or adolescence lay the foundations for less
contlict and more contact. closeness, and reciprocal assistance
between parents and their young-adult children, most notably
between mothers and their children. In the main. these tindings are
consistent with retrospective studies of the determinants of inter-

generational relations (e.g.. Rossi & Rossi, 1990: Whitbeck et al..
1991) as well as with the few prospective studies initiated in
adolescence (Aquilino, 1997; Thornton et al.. 1995; Tubman &
Lerner, 1994). What remains to be seen is whether these predictive
relations strengthen or weaken over time.
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