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ABSTRACT

CONSISTENCY THEORY, ACTIVITY THEORY, AND DISENGAGEMENT

THEORY: PERSONAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL DEMANDS

AS PREDICTORS OF CONTENTMENT IN THE AGING

By

Carole Overmier Bettinghaus

The purpose of this study is to test three sets of hypotheses

representing three theories of successful aging: consistency theory,

activity theory, and disengagement theory. Successful aging may be

defined as growing older while maintaining a relatively high level

of general satisfaction with one's life.

Historically, the two competing theories have been activity

theory and disengagement theory. The former theory states that con-

tinuing middle aged activities is related to high satisfaction for

the aging. The latter theory holds that disengagement amounts to

withdrawal of the aging person and society from each other. In the

course of this withdrawal the aging person accepts and, perhaps,

desires decreased interaction. Disengagement theory claims that

disengagement and satisfaction are positively related. Findings

have been equivocal regarding these two theories.

Recently a third theoretical position has been advanced by

Gubrium, which we have labeled consistency theory. This theory holds

that satisfaction of the elderly person will be high when personal
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resources are consistent with environmental demands, and satisfaction

will be low when personal resources are inconsistent with environ-

mental demands. A

The data for this study were gathered in conjunction with the

experimental evaluation of a health care service provided in private

residences by a team of professionals. All data were obtained from

persons who did not receive the experimental service. Data were

collected in two interviews, separated by approximately six months.

The sample consisted of 280 persons, 45 or older, having

chronic physical impairment of various degrees of severity, who

resided in a private residence at the time of the first and second

interview. Hypotheses of the study were tested on the total sample

and on the sample subdivided into a sample of l55 older persons of

65 or more, and a sample of 125 younger persons of 45 to 64.

For each theory, hypotheses have been formed following four

paradigms of the relationships between the “time" of the independent

variables and the criterion. Between the first and second interview

the sample size decreased considerably, due to experimental mortality

which was largely true mortality. Three of the four paradigms utilize

data from the reduced sample.

To study the hypothesized effects of the theories we used a

scale of contentment as a measure of satisfaction. The independent

variables used were (l) age environment, (2) residential location of

primary care giver, (3) spouse survival, (4) days of bed disability,

(5) independence in activities of daily living, and (6) financial

ability.
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Each of the l2 hypotheses has been evaluated using five dif-

ferent two-by-two fixed factor analyses having unequal cell frequen-

cies. Both analysis of covariance and analysis of variance were

computed using a least squares model. Age of the subject was the

covariate for all four paradigms and prior score on contentment was

the second covariate when the criterion was contentment measured at

the second interview.

Results of the study point to activity theory as the strong

leader among the three theories. Consistency theory is second to

activity theory. We were led to reject disengagement theory. In

discussing these results, problems with choice of variables were

identified which suggest these results may be artifactual. It is

suggested that activity theory is tied to physical health, consis-

tency theory is tied to social health, and disengagement theory is

tied to psychological health.
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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

Introduction
 

In recent years social scientists have focused their attention

on several minorities. Most of these groups have attained prominence

as a result of audible demands either for them or by them, rather than

on the basis of their numerical growth. One minority group, however,

has gained new attention not by speaking louder, but by increasing

its membership. This is the group identified as the elderly.

The increased membership of older persons in today's society

is related to increases in economic surpluses which have made possible

the alleviation of body-breaking toil and physical fatigue through

labor-saving machinery and the 40 hour week, and the virtual elimi-

nation of contagious diseases through the charitable and tax-supported

funding of medical research. As the elderly have become more numer-

ous, they have gained added attention from business, government, edu-

cation, and behavioral science establishments.

The field of gerontology has emerged, and has stimulated con-

troversy over explanations of "successful" aging. The two major
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has been provided under the auspices of a National Institute of Health

Grant #HS-01059-03 administered through the Department of Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare, Public Health Service, Sidney Katz, M.D., princi-
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and facilitated by the cooperation and accommodation of Sr. Mary Honora

Kroger, Ph.D., current project director, and Dr. Margaret Blenkner,

past project director.
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theoretical positions which have been advanced are referred to as

"activity theory" and "disengagement theory." Recent attempts to

resolve the controversy over the usefulness of these two theories

have led to the advancement of a third type of theory, which we have

labeled "consistency theory." Gubrium (1972) has been the major

proponent of a consistency approach to the explanation of successful

aging.

Activity theory is the more familiar of the two major the-

ories. Its popularity may, in part, be a consequence of cultural

values for progress, industry, and achievement. Many similarly

worded cultural expressions provide reinforcement of these values,

and the part played by activity in their achievement. In addition,

there are popular beliefs that "staying active" will overcome most

situations which have negative value in the culture, such as grief,

fear, loneliness, worry, conflict, and frustration. In the early

years of gerontological research, activity theory was an unstated

assumption, and remains pervasive.

Disengagement theory, as stated by Cumming, Dean, and

Newell (1958) and elaborated by Cumming and Henry (1961), has fewer

cultural roots and is less well understood. Disengagement is char-

acterized by withdrawal of the aging person and society from each

other. In the course of this withdrawal the aging person accepts

and, perhaps, desires decreased interaction. Disengagement is classi-

fied as a concomitant to successful aging, by these authors.

In the ensuing eighteen years since this controversy began,

the activity theory has been stated more formally and the two theories



have been discussed by a number of authors (Birren, et al., 1972;

Blenkner, 1958; Bortner, 1966; Brown, 1974; Carp, 1968; Cumming,

Dean, Newell, & McCaffrey, 1960; Cumming, 1963; Havighurst, 1968;

Lemon, et al., 1972; Lipman & Smith, 1968; Lowenthal, 1965;

Lowenthal & Boler, 1965; Maddox, 1963, 1964, 1965; Martin, 1973;

Neugarten, 1972; Prasad, 1964; Rose, 1964; Tallmer & Kutner, 1970;

Tissue, 1968; Youmans, 1969; among others). The consistency position

has been discussed more recently by a smaller group of authors (Loeb,

Pincus & Mueler, 1966; Tissue, 1971; Gubrium, 1972; Martin, 1973).

No one has, as yet, attempted to compare all three theories

of successful aging. The purpose of this study is to test each of

three sets of hypotheses. Each set of hypotheses will be designed

to represent one of the theories: consistency theory, activity theory,

or disengagement theory.

Successful aging which is referenced repeatedly in the disen-

gagement-activity controversy has been operationalized in various

ways. Typically, however, it is defined as the achievement, by an

older person, of a relatively high score on some measure of morale,

satisfaction, or happiness. Thus, the criterion for success in aging

has been hedonistic.

In earlier phases of the activity/disengagement controversy,

other criteria were used. These have been listed by Havighurst (1961)

as:

(1) A way of life thatis socially desirable for this age group

(normatively defined), (2) Maintenance of middle--age activity,

(3) A feeling of satisfaction with one' 5 present status and

activities (nonindependent of disengagement and/or activity),

and (4) A feeling of happiness and satisfaction with one '5

life (in general) (pp. 910).



In the present study, the criterion measure for successful aging is a

five-item scale of "contentment" which was developed by Blenkner,

Bloom, and Weber (1964). It is an instrument for measurement of

general happiness and satisfaction.

This report is organized into four chapters. The first chap-

ter deals with an introduction to the matters and materials of the

study; including sections on: (1) the gerontological theories of

successful aging, (2) empirical findings related to successful aging,

(3) rationale of the study, and (4) hypotheses of the study. The

second chapter treats the methodology and procedures of the study,

including sections on: (1) the context in which the study was con-

ducted, (2) identification of the sample, (3) characteristics of the

sample, (4) operationalizing the variables, (5) research paradigms

for the hypotheses, and (6) analysis of the data.

The third chapter reports the results from (1) the total

sample, (2) the older sample, and (3) the younger sample. For each

sample, a report is made of the frequencies, and means and standard

deviations of the criterion variable, with the results which are

reportable for (1) analysis of covariance and (2) analysis of vari-

ance. The feurth chapter is a discussion generated by the results;

and is subdivided into (1) a discussion of the present study, with a

section for each gerontological theory, and (2) a discussion of a

variety of suggestions for future research aimed at deciphering the

process of successful aging.



The Gerontological Theories
 

The Activity Theory-Disengagement

Theory Controversy

 

Much of the research conducted has been equivocal, and

research purporting to support either activity or disengagement

theories can be questioned on the basis of nonrepresentativeness of

the sample, questionable research methodology or noncomparability of

measures (Birren, et al., 1972; Blenkner, 1958; Bortner, 1966;

Maddox, 1963, 1964, 1965; Rose, 1964; Tallmer & Kutner, 1970;

Tibbitts & Schmelzer, 1965; & Youmans, 1969).

Some authors have ably described activity theory, while others

have covered disengagement theory thoroughly. However, the clearest

contrast between the two theories has been presented by Havighurst,

Neugarten and Tobin (1968), who emphasize that neither theory fully

accounts for all the empirical evidence, although each of the two

older theories can claim some support from findings.

These authors view "activity" as a construct for explaining

the later years of life as a direct extension of the active life style

of middle age. In opposition to this, they view "disengagement" as

a developmental construct for explaining the later years of life as a

life style changed from that of middle age.

They also make the important distinction that activity theory

views the older person as an antagonist to society, struggling to

maintain an activity pattern of a middle aged person, in the face of

the withdrawal of society from contact with the older person. In the

disengagement view they characterize the relationship between the



older person and society as mutual and cooperating, with both the

older person and society working to change the life style of the

elderly person after middle age.

Maddox (1964) emphasizes some assumptions of the disengage-

ment theory which have been neglected by Havighurst and his collab-

orators: "(1) that the process of social and psychological withdrawal

is modal for the aging population, (2) that this process is both

intrinsic and inevitable, and (3) that the disengagement process is

not only a correlate of successful aging but also probably a condition

of it" (p. 80).

Most authors have assumed that support for disengagement is

equivalent to nonsupport for the activity formulation. It is possi-

ble that failure to recognize an area where the two constructs do not

completely overlap has led to some of the inconclusive research

results. The two constructs of activity and disengagement may be

treated as two dimensions. The relationship of the two dimensions

.may be schematized as orthogonal, and each dimension may be simplified

to include only polar values, as in Figure l.

 

 

 

Engagement Dimension

Activity Dimension Disengaged Persons Engaged Persons

Active Active and Active and

Persons Disengaged Persons Engaged Persons

Inactive Inactive and Inactive and

Persons Disengaged Persons Engaged Persons   
Figure 1. Types of older persons defined by activity and engagement.



In her writing Cumming (1963) has called attention to the

existence of persons who although disengaged, remain active, while

doubting that it is possible to be engaged and inactive at the same

time. Maddox (1965), in discussing the problem, identified the group

of persons whose activity may decrease, while they remain engaged, as

one overlooked by researchers. Failure to recognize that some older

persons belong to each of these "mixed" groups, would have led

researchers to treat activity and engagement as a single dimension

because they saw the two constructs as strongly correlated.

Havighurst, Neugarten, and Tobin (1968) point to another dis-

tinction regarding disengagement and activity theory which may be

related to the types of persons defined in Figure 1. They distinguish

between social engagement and psychological engagement, equating

social engagement with easily observed social interaction, activity,

and participation, while equating psychological engagement with sub-

jectively perceived involvement, emotional investment, preoccupation,

and commitment. For this discussion, it is convenient to relabel the

dimensions of Figure 1, as has been done in Figure 2.

 

 

 

 

PsychOIogical Engagement Dimension

Social Engagement Psychologically Psychologically

Dimension Disengaged Persons Engaged Persons

Socially Socially Engaged, Socially and

Engaged Psychologically Psychologically

Persons Disengaged Persons Engaged Persons

Socially Socially and Socially Disengaged,

Disengaged Psychologically Psychologically

Persons Disengaged Persons Engaged Persons  
Figure 2- Types Of older persons defined by social and psychological

engagement.



They go on to indicate that activity theory assumes that

social disengagement can occur without psychological disengagement,

and this is consistent with the stand identified above by Maddox.

They also indicate that it is assumed in disengagement theory the two

types of disengagement accompany each other, or that psychological

disengagement precedes social disengagement. This is based upon the

developmental aspect of disengagement theory. Such assumptions are

consistent with the stand identified above by Cumming.

The activity disengagement controversy has thrived in the

field of gerontology recently. On the one hand the two theories were

defined as opposite in type and in their predictions for the older

person and society. On the other hand the researchers involved over-

looked the existence of older persons who embodied "mixed" levels of

engagement and activity. Both facts led to an antagonistic view and

an antagonistic stance in research strategy. Finally, the theoretical

picture was confused further by a distinction between social and psy-

chological disengagement, with social engagement appearing to be not

greatly different from activity.

Reconciling the Controversy

In discussing his results, Martin (1973) offers what appears

to be the most empirically based discussion of the reconciliation of

the two theories based upon the relation of the two dimensions of

activity and engagement. Martin describes a situation in which a

group of older persons have moved, or plan to move, into a retirement

. community which will separate them from their family relations



(disengagement), and which they all expect will give them a lot of

activities with their age peers (activity). This example seems

equivalent to maintaining a high level of activity in a constricted

number of roles.

Gubrium (1972) proposes a method for resolving the conflict

between the activity and disengagement theoretical positions. His

pr0posal is based partially upon an earlier (1970) study and partially

upon an important underlying assumption:

. . . let us assume that persons feel most satisfied with

themselves and their living conditions when there is con-

gruency between what is expected of them by others of sig-

nificance and what they may expect of themselves. Any

inconsistency between these two bodies of expectations will

be said to lead to life dissatisfaction among the aged

(pp. 282-3).

For Gubrium, who the significant others are depends upon

whether or not the person's age environment is concentrated, or non-

concentrated, and what they may expect of themselves is dependent

upon the person's behavior flexibility, measured in terms of health,

solvency, and ongoing social support.

Gubrium essentially discusses a two pronged position: (1)

When the demands of the environment (of an older person) for flexi-

bility of the person, are consistent with the person's ability to be

flexible, morale will be high. (2) When there is inconsistency

between the environment's demands for flexibility and the person's

ability to be flexible, morale will be low.

The underlying assumption indicates that Gubrium has adopted

a consistency position to explain the occurrence of successful aging.

Although he is the first to advance exactly this statement of a
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consistency model for successful aging, other authors have fore-

shadowed his idea. Tissue, (1971) proposed that consistency of life

space and "disengagement potential" influenced morale. Loeb, Pincus,

and Mueller (1966) speak of consistency between living space/social

space and variables such as time perspective, "biography," physiologi-

cal status and psychological disposition. These authors also mention

that any reorganization of these variables occurs gradually for an

individual.

The model which Gubrium (1972) presents indicates a construct

of the elderly person's environment which includes (1) a social con-

text and (2) an individual context. In defining "the social context"

of the elderly person's environment, Gubrium refers to "normative out-

comes of social homogeneity, residential proximity, and local protec-

tiveness" (p. 282). He then outlines the process by which he

theorizes these normative outcomes arise:

. as the local environments of the aged become concen-

trated with old people, it is likely that local activity norms

become age-linked, i.e., persons' expectations on each other's

behavior become rooted in relatively common rather than

diverse experiences. If such age concentrated environments

are proximate as well as age-homogeneous and exhibit relative

continuity as such, then what Rose calls a "sub-culture of

aging" will probably emerge. The behavioral implication of

such a subculture is that the activity that is expected of

persons, sanctioned, or labeled as deviant, is significantly

different from that in age-heterogeneous locales.

. . In highly heterogeneous environments the variety of

situations that persons are likely to encounter are maximal.

This implies that any person must have a sufficient command

of himself to "make out" as Goffman states, from one situation

to the next. The resources he possesses then must be suffi-

ciently endowed so as to allow him to fulfill a variety of

expectations. Now what of homogeneous environments? The

variety of situations with which persons are confronted here

are quite narrow'h1terms of demands on flexibility. Facility

in one situation is likely to mean facility in most (p. 282).
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Gubrium goes on to explain that "the individual context" of

the elderly person's environment refers to "activity resources such

as health, solvency, and social support that influence behavior flexi-

bility."

The Gubrium model will be further specified in the sections

of this chapter which deal with the rationale and research hypotheses

of the present study. Having discussed the theoretical positions

regarding the variables related to successful aging, we now turn our

attention to the reported empirical findings. Many of these findings

have been reported without a theoretical framework.

Correlates of Successful Aging
 

Adams (1971) claims that the concepts of satisfaction, per-

sonal adjustment, positive self-concept, self-esteem, and morale

have been used interchangeably to operationalize successful aging.

Because of this, the range of variables which have been correlated

with successful aging is quite large. A content analysis of eight

articles, completed in conjunction with this study, yielded a set

of 59 variables related to successful aging. Of these, 38 were

listed only once among the eight articles.

Among the 21 variables which were reported in more than one

of the eight articles there was poor agreement between authors regard-

ing the type of classification to be assigned to each variable

(Adams, 1971; Bortner & Hultsch, 1970; Edward & Klemmack, 1973;

Lawton, 1972; Maddox, 1963; Palmore & Luikhart, 1972; Spreitzer &

Snyder, 1974; Tobin & Neugarten, 1961).
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In 1971, Adams prepared a review article of the "Correlates

of Satisfaction Among the Elderly." Figure 3 is reproduced from that

article. It summarizes the complexity of reported findings as a

simple + or - sign, indicating the direction of the relationship

established by earlier research, between specific variables and the

variable of satisfaction. In such a summary approach, some important

details are lost, such as the type of statistical test used, the

strength of the relation, the type of measurement used for the varia-

bles and the number of replications represented.

Table l is an update of the review done by Adams, adding

data from six additional studies which he had not included in his

review (Bortner & Hultsch, 1970; Edwards & Klemmack, 1973; Goodman,

Dye, Harel & Bley, 1971; Maddox, 1963; Palmore & Luikhart, 1972;

Spreitzer & Snyder, 1974). In Table 1, column A indicates the number

of replications of positive (+) or negative (-) findings reported

in the Adams review article. Each of the six additional columns

report the value of findings reported in one of the six additional

studies. The total column represents the sum of replicated positive

findings for each variable. A positive finding is a positive rela-

tion (not necessarily a correlation) between successful aging and

the variable of interest. All the variables from the Adams study for

which findings were replicated have been included in Table 1, along

with a few selected additional variables.

This data on replication of findings gives us an understanding

of how confident we may be in each variable as a reliable "correlate"
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Selected Correlates of Satisfaction, Personal

Adjustment, Positive Self-Concept, Self-

Esteem, "Morale," or Other Indicators

of Psychological Well-Being

 

Biological Correlates:

(+) good health (Jeffers & Nichols, 1961; Loeb et al., 1963;

Marshall & Eteng, 1970)

I-I physical disability (Lowenthal & Boler, 1965)

- advancing age (Kutner et al., 1956)

(O) advancing age (Maddox & Eisdorfer, 1962; Pihlblad &

McNamara, 1965)

(-) to age 75 or 80 (O or +) thereafter (Loeb et al., 1963)

Psychological Correlates:

+) perception of health as "good" (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962)

(-) perception of age as "old" (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962;

Phillips, 1961)

(-) perception of life space as contracting (Lipman, 1961;

Tobin & Neugarten, 1961)

(-) perception of relative deprivation (Phillips, 1961)

(-) feeling of inadequacy by males or of rejection by females

(Lieberman, 1960)

(+) "vocabulary of motives" to justify low status

(Gillespie, 1968)

(+) favorable pre-retirement attitude (Thompson, 1958)

(+) accurate pre-conception of retirement (Thompson, 1958)

(+) belief in afterlife (Jeffers & Nichols, 1961)

Sociological Correlates: Personal Characteristics

(0) rural-urban residence (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962)

(+) high socio-economic status (Kutner et al., 1956)

(+) high)education (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962; Marshall & Eteng,

1970

(+) high income (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962; Marshall & Eteng,

1970; Thompson, Streib, & Kosa, 1963)

(+) income maintenance (Lloyd, 1955; Loeb et al., 1963)

(+) income adequacy (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962; Thompson, 1958)

(+) home ownership (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962)

+) supported independence from family (Townsend, 1963)

(+) living alone, but not isolated (Loeb et al., 1963)

Figure 3. Direction of several variables related to satisfaction

reported by Adams. (From "Correlates of Satisfaction

Among the Elderly" by D. L. Adams, The Gerontologist,

1971, 11, 66.)
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'Sociological Correlates: Roles and Role Changes

(+)

(+

(+)

(+)

+
+

+
+
+

+
I
l
o
+
+

A
A
A
A
A
A

A
A
A

A
A
A
A

continuity of life styles (Williams & Wirths, 1965)

) retaining pastpatterns of living (Zborowski & Eyde, 1962)

higher role counts (Lipman & Smith, 1968; Tobin & Neugarten,

1961

large social life space (Lipman, 1961; Tobin & Neugarten,

1961

being married (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962; Kutner et al., 1956)

widowhood (Lopata, 1968; Lowenthal, 1965)

being employed (Hansen & Yoshioka, 1962; Kutner et al., 1956)

retirement (Kutner et al., 1956; Lipman, 1961; Loeb et al.,

1963; Lowenthal, 1965; Thompson, 1958)

retirement for females (Loeb et al., 1963)

retirement for non-whites (Lloyd, 1955)

length of retirement to 3-7 years (-), thereafter (Marshall &

Eteng, 1970)

if made preparations for retirement (Marshall & Eteng, 1970)

if retirement is voluntary (Thompson et al., 1963)

if retirement is voluntary (Lowenthal, 1965)

if reluctant to retire (Thompson, 1958)

if retired because of "poor health" (Marshall & Eteng, 1970)

if household tasks are assumed, by males, after retirement ‘

(Lipman, 1961)

Sociological Correlates: Social Relations and Activities

(+) high level of interaction (Anderson, 1967b; Lipman, 1961;

Tobin, 1961)

high level of engagement (Lipman, 1961)

high level of activity (Maddox & Eisdorfer, 1962)

high level of social relations (Davis, 1962; Rosow, 1967)

high age density of neighborhood (Rosow, 1967)

if member of a reference group (Phillips, 1961)

if in a "useful contribution climate" (Filer & O'Connell, 1962)

high friendship association (Lemon et al., 1969; Lloyd, 1955)

loss of friends (Lopata, 1968)

inability to make new friends (Lopata, 1968)

if satisfied with amount of contact with friends and relatives

(Loeb et al., 1963)

high interpersonal relations with children, relatives and

friends (Kutner et al., 1956)

if member of family group (Townsend, 1963)

level of association with relatives, neighbors, or formal

or solitary activities (Lemon et al., 1969)

 

Figure 3. (Cont'd).
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TABLE 1: Replicated Relationships Between Several Variables and

Satisfaction.

A B E G L M P 5' Total

Demographic Variables

Employed/Retired +7 0 +1 +1 0 +9

Income Level +3 0 +1 0 0 +4

Marital Status +4 0 0 0 +4

Educational Level +2 0 +1 0 +3

Occupation Type 0 +1 +1

Socio-Economic Level +1 +1

Church Attendance +1 +1

Age -2 O O O -1 O -3

Sex (of Self) O O O -l O -1

Family Size -1 O -1

Rural/Urban O O 0

Race (of Self) O 0

Health Variables

Actual Health +3 +1 +4

Physical Disability -1 -1 +1 -2+1

Self-Perception Variables

Perception of

Financial Adequacy +4 +1 +1 +6

Self-Perceived Health +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +5

Self-Perceived Age +2 +2

Self-Feelings +1 +1

Self-Perceived Activity +1 +1

Psychological Variables

Feelings of Usefulness +1 +1

Absence of Clinical

Depression +1 +1

Belief in Internal Control +1 +1

Social Variables

Interaction Index +3 +3

Friendship Association +2 +1 +3

Activity' +1 +1 +1 +3

Role Count +2 +2

Life Space +2 0 0 +2

Interpersonal Relations +1 +1

Organizational Activity +1 +1

Contact with Others 0 O

 

Note.

A=Adams, 1971

B=Bortner & Hultsch, 1970

E=Edwards & Klemmack, 1973

G=Goodman, Dye, Harel, 81 Bley, 1971

L=Lawton, 1966

M=Maddox, 1963

P=Palmore & Luikhart, 1972

S=Spreitzer & Snyder, 1974
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of successful aging. We can have some confidence in the reliability

of: (1) employment status, (2) self-perceived health, (3) self-

perception of financial adequacy, (4) actual income level, and (5)

marital status as correlates of satisfaction, since each of these

has been supported in four or more pieces of independent research.

Rationale of the Study

Consistency Theory
 

This study proposes to approach the study of successful aging

by testing the consistency model suggested by Gubrium (1972), against

the disengagement and activity theories of aging which were previously

summarized. Gubrium's model suggests four postulates, although he

does not state them explicitly. In these postulates age environment

is one factor, the second factor is activity resources and satisfac-

tion/morale is the criterion.

1. Elderly persons in nonconcentrated, demanding age

environments with high activity resources will

exhibit high satisfaction/morale (consistent situa-

tion).

2. Elderly persons in concentrated, nondemanding age

environments with low activity resources will exhibit

high satisfaction/morale (consistent situation).

3. Elderly persons in nonconcentrated, demanding age

environments with low activity resources will exhibit

low satisfaction/morale (inconsistent situation).

4. Elderly persons in concentrated, nondemanding age

environments with high activity resources will

exhibit low satisfaction/morale (inconsistent

situation). ‘

He reasons that inconsistency is related to low satisfaction/

morale in the situation found in postulate three because the older

person is unable to perform as a "typical member" of the age
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subculture. He describes persons referred to in postulate four as

"bitter and humiliated."

It appears that Gubrium has been strongly influenced by the

theoretical position of symbolic interaction espoused by Arnold Rose

(1964). His proposed consistency model and attendant postulates are

based upon the symbolic interaction of an aging person with his/her

environment. Another indication of the influence of a symbolic inter-

actionist framework is his warning that under the condition in which

interaction is inoperative, consistency may also be inoperative. In

reference to his basic assumption, which was stated earlier, he says:

It is safe to make such an assumption provided that the situa-

tion of self-regard is the same as the situation in which

persons experience the expectations of others referring to

self. If these situations arerurt the same, then the costs

to self-conception of any changes in others' definitions of

self may easily be nil. For an old person, what this infers

is that if he commits his behavior and orients his mind to

others in his locale, then how they conceive of him will

influence his action. But, on the other hand, if "he's in

it but not with it,"'UHy1thenechanism of congruency may be

inoperative (p. 283).

In addition to the general theory of symbolic interaction, sup-

port for the proposed consistency model Could also be interpreted as

giving support to the general behavioral theory of relative deprivation.

Sherwood and Nadelson (1968), in testing such a theory as predictive

of "despair" in the elderly, found it to be more predictive of despair

than a developmental theory. Despair may be conceived of as a polar

opposite to contentment. They pointed to three postulates of relative

deprivation theory:

The basic postulate of relative deprivation theory is that

the greater the perceived differences between current cir-

cumstances and more favorable circumstances of peers in one's

reference group, the greater the feelings of deprivation

lead1ng to despair, low morale and misery. . . . The theory
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of relative deprivation . . . postulates the importance of

introspection at almost every point in a person's life . . .

it is possible to postualte feelings of relative deprivation

. in terms of the perceived difference between one's own

present unfavorable circumstances and previous success . . .

(and) the greater the disparity between anticipated degree

of loss and actual perceived loss, the greater the impact on

feelings of deprivation and resultant despair (pp. 414-416).

Should the present test of a consistency model for the pre-

diction of level of satisfaction/morale prove successful, it will

remain impossible to decipher whether the outcome is related to

external pressures for consistency such as are treated in symbolic

and social interaction, or internal pressure for consistency such

as are treated in perception, cognition, and introspection about

relative deprivation. In all likelihood, both internal and external

processes are necessary to obtain a consistent outcome for an indi-

vidual. This study will undertake to compare the applicability of

consistency, disengagement, and activity theories of successful aging.

To do so, each theory will be tested for ability to predict degree of

successful aging, measured as contentment.

The Criterion Measure "Contentment"
 

Havighurst (1961) has identified at least four different

typologies of criteria of "successful aging." It is the criterion

of "a feeling of (general) happiness and satisfaction with one's

life" (p. 10) which has become the standard utilitarian criterion for

successful aging in the majority of studies. However, adoption of a

standard concept of satisfaction/morale as a criterion for successful

aging is only the first step toward clarification. No standard data

collection instrument for assessment of general satisfaction has been
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widely accepted. Adams (1971) summarized the confusion about the

operational definition of general satisfaction:

. . the difficulty of trying to assess "individual well-

being" has resulted in a variety of concepts, definitions,

and measurements, most of which are related either semantid

cally or empirically, but some of which are culturally or

subculturally biased. Among these are the concepts of sat-

isfaction, happiness, morale, successful aging, adjustment,

adaptation and positive self-image. The measurements have

ranged from observation of overt behavior to self-reporting

indices to thematic apperception interpretations (p. 64).

In this study, we have adopted a five item measure of satis-

faction/morale, the contentment scale developed by Blenkner, Bloom,

and Weber (1964). For a discussion of the many other measures cur-

rently in use for measurement of satisfaction/morale, see Appendix A.

Blenkner and her collaborators (1964) obtained a concurrent

validity of .69 for the contentment scale in relation to a five place

observer's rating scale using independent raters. This scale is~

reported by Bloom (1975) to have a correlation of .29 with Powell

Lawton's (1972) morale scale.

The scale's developers found a reliability of .88 (KR formula

#21) for an earlier 19 item version of the contentment scale. Use of

the Spearman Brown Prophecy Formula reveals that the expected relia-

bility for the five item version of the contentment scale would be

.65. In the hypotheses which follow, "contentment" will be operation-

alized uSing this scale.

The First Factor--Age Environment

In this study data on age environment was available only for

the residential environment. Two qualities of each person's age
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environment are the structure and the process which are involved.

Structure of the age environment is classified as "concentrated" if

all the persons in the age environment are of an age similar to the

subject, and classified as "nonconcentrated" if any of the persons in

the age environment are of a dissimilar age. Process in the age

environment is classified as "demanding" if living in such an environ-

ment demands many responsibilities or duties of the subject, and

classified as "nondemanding" if living in such an environment demands

few responsibilities and duties of the subject.

The combination of structure and process creates four poten-

tial cross-classifications: (l) concentrated and demanding, (2) con-

centrated and nondemanding, (3) nonconcentrated and demanding, and

(4) nonconcentrated and nondemanding. We have predicted that there

will be a strong negative correlation between structure and process,

with an increase in the similarity of age related to a decrease in

demands, and a decrease in the similarity of age related to an

increase in demands. For that reason, we have combined the first and

second cross-classification into a classification of concentrated and

nondemanding, and we have combined the third and fourth cross-

classification into a classification of nonconcentrated and demanding.

Coding into these two classifications is done on the basis of the age

structure within the subject's residence, and the process or demand

characteristic is assumed to ride on the coat tails of the age struc-

ture.
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The Second Factor-~Ability Resources

We have followed Gubrium's suggestion that health, solvency,

and social support are the three types of variables which may be

considered as ability resources. It was necessary that we work with

available measures from an existing data set. Within that data set,

two measures have been identified as measures of physical health. One

of these measures iS'UKznumber of days within the past two weeks that

the subject has spent all or most of the day in bed. This is akin to

a measure of "sick days" and few such days should indicate a high

level of health, while more such days should indicate a low level of

health.

The other of these measures is the number of activities of

daily living the subject needs the aid of another person to accomplish.

The six activities of daily living are bathing, dressing, transferring

from bed to chair or from chair to standing, self-care in toileting,

continence of bowel and bladder, and self-care in eating. To the

extent that the subject needs the aid of another, this is a measure

of disability. To the extent that help is not needed, this may be

perceived as a measure of health or physical well-being.

Within the data set two measures have been identified as

measures of social support. Both measures are natural dichotomies.

The first of these fiswhether or not the subject has a living spouse.

Such a resource is perceived as a physical, psychological, and finan-

cial support as well as a social support. The second of these is

whether the person who serves as primary care giver to the subject

lives in the same building, or in a different building. A primary
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care giver was defined as the relative or friend giving the most

direct help to the subject with matters of personal care and household

tasks. This constitutes a measure of how readily accessible the PCG

is to the subject. It is believed that a readily accessible PCG gives

a greater degree of physical, psychological, and social support to the

subject than is the case if the PCG is not readily accessible.

Finally, two measures of solvency or financial support were

identified in the data set. One was the annual family income for the

subject's residential family. The other was an index of economic

dependence, which is a composite of three dichotomous items, employment

or unemployment, home ownership or no home ownership, and receipt of

public aid or no receipt of public aid. The poles of this latter

measure must be reversed to use it as a measure of solvency, with

low financial dependence indicating high financial support and high

financial dependence indicating low financial support. Further

details regarding these measures will be found in Chapter 2.

Chronological Relationships

of Hypotheses--Paradjgms
 

For each of the three theories of successful aging four dif-

ferent forms of hypotheses will be developed. Each of the four forms

of hypotheses will reflect a different time relationship of the

criterion and independent variables. The two times referred to in

the hypotheses are time #1, the first wave of data collection, and

time #2, the second wave of data collection, approximately six months

after time #1. Each form amounts to a pattern of relationship of the
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independent variables and criterion which will be repeated, with

slight alteration, to fit each theory. The forms or patterns will be

referred to as “paradigms."

In the first paradigm, which we will label "cross-sectional,"

both the independent variables and the criterion are measured at time

#1. This amounts to a fairly straightforward procedure, and is

essentially the basic hypothesis and least complex of the four para-

digms.

In the second paradigm, which we will label ”delayed cross-

sectional," both the independent variables and the criterion are

measured at time #2. Although this may appear to be a simple repli-

cation of the first paradigm on the same sample at a later time, it

really amounts to the same basic hypothesis applied to a decreased

sample and altered set of data. In the first place, we expect the

size of the study sample left alive at time #2 to be noticeably

smaller. The selective loss of persons due to death is also expected

to change the group values of all the independent variables in a

biased manner.

While the sampling and selection procedures will be detailed

in Chapter II, it is important to know that the sample at time #1

will have been selected for the study through an acute care hospitali-

zation, or an outpatient visit. Because of this, it will represent a

type of extreme group. We expect the survivors of such an extreme

group to change or regress toward the means of the independent and

criterion variables by time #2. While the effect of regression to

the mean should depress the ability to support the hypothesis, the



24

selective loss due to death may enhance the ability to support the

hypothesis. Since it is not entirely clear what effect the two

processes will have in combination, the test of the "delayed cross-

sectional" paradigm of the basic hypothesis is important.

The third paradigm will be labeled "chronological lag." In

this pattern, the independent variables are from time #1, and the

dependent or criterion variable is from time #2. Many balance theor-

ists have remarked upon the gradualness of cognitive reorganization

or restructuring. Recognition that such a gradual change may be in

effect under the circumstances which we are concerned with has led

us to test a hypothesis that the state of independent variables at

an earlier time may relate to the state of a dependent variable at a

later time. This paradigm can make use of only the sample which sur-

vives at the later time.

The fourth paradigm also must be tested on the sample sur-

viving at the later time. It will be labeled "chronological antici-

pation." In this pattern, the independent variables are from time #2,

and the dependent or criterion variable is from time #1.

Normal humans have the ability to bind time, predict future

states of independent variables from their present store of knowledge,

and make preparation for the future based on those predictions. Cog-

nitive activity preparing for the future may cause real changes in

cognitive structure, if an individual strives to maintain a balanced

cognitive state. Through such changes in cognitive structure,

related to preparation for predicted changes, it can happen that a
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dependent variable will assume a changed state prior to the accom-

plishment of the predicted change in independent variables.

Such changes in person's states, which cannot be attributed

to present circumstance, but can be attributed to reliably predicted

future circumstance, are frequently labeled as ”anticipation." The

runner who "jumps the gun" and the "sour grapes" behavior of the

person who predicts future self-failure are both types of anticipation.

Through testing this fourth paradigm we will test the criterion at an

earlier time, in association with the actual occurrence of a change in

the independent variables at a later time.

We did not have measures available of the subject's predic-

tions of future levels of the independent variables. If such meas-

ures had been available, the anticipatory effect could be tested with

a paradigm which used the criterion from time #1 and the predicted

level of the independent variables, which had been measured at time #1.

In that situation, the sample for testing the hypothesis would be

larger, consisting of all persons in the sample at time #1.

The fourth paradigm, which we have used to test for anticipa-

tion effect, calls for a test which is imperfect, since it does not

include a test of the anticipation experienced by nonsurvivors, and

infers the prediction, at an earlier time, of a change in independent

variables from evidence that a change has occurred in the independent

variables at a later time. The data representing independent variables

in this fourth paradigm will be inaccurate if the change observed has

not been predicted or ifaapredicted change does not occur.
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The four paradigms will be discussed further in the next chap-

ter. All paradigms and theoretical alterations for the three theor-

ies of successful aging will be given as 12 separate hypotheses at the

end of this chapter. The number (1-4) in the notation of each of the

hypotheses indicates the paradigm number.

The Research Hypotheses
 

The Consistency Hypotheses
 

The major purpose of the present paper is to test Gubrium's

underlying assumption by testing the four postulates which were

formulated from the Gubrium position against hypotheses derived from

disengagement and activity theory. Inspection of the language of the

four consistency postulates reveals a pattern which is reducible to a

single summarizing statement of Gubrium's consistency position:

Contentment, among the elderly, is dependent upon an

interaction between activity resources and age environ-

ment. The form of the interaction is such that con-

tentment will be high when either of the following

situations exists:

A. Activity resources of the individual are

high, and age environment is nonconcen-

trated and demanding.

B. Activity resources of the individual are low

and age environment is concentrated and non-

demanding.

The first two research hypotheses are related to direct test

of Gubrium's assumption and its attendant postulates, at two differ-

ent times. The two times referred to in the hypotheses are time #1,
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first wave of data collection, and time #2, second wave of data

collection, approximately six months after time #1. For each of the

four consistency hypotheses (denoted by the "C" in the notation) the

form of the interaction is defined as in the summarizing statement,

above.

HolC: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #1

is dependent upon an interaction between activity

resources measured at time #1 and age environment.

M929: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #2

is dependent upon an interaction between activity

resources measured at time #2 and age environment.

In addition, it may be that the effect of an interaction

between the two variables will not be immediately measurable.

Although Gubrium makes no mention of such a possibility, Loeb,

Pincus, and Mueller (1966) mention as one of the three characteris-

tics of a "congruent reorganization" that: "any contraction occurs

gradually, i.e., there is no sudden collapse of any dimension." To

test for such a time lag in the hypothesized interaction effect, a

third hypothesis is needed.

5939: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #2

is dependent upon an interaction between activity

resources measured at time #1 and age environment.

Finally, it may be that the effect of an interaction between

the two factors will be noticable prior to the actual occurrence of

the interaction, as though anticipation were at work. That leads to

the fourth in this set of consistency hypotheses.

uggg; Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #1

is dependent upon an interaction between activity

resources measured at time #2 and age environment.
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The Activity Hypotheses
 

In opposition to the four interaction hypotheses based upon

Gubrium's consistency approach to successful aging, are several main

effect hypotheses which are related to disengagement and activity

theories of successful aging. These hypotheses are designed specific

to certain factors and directions of the main effects.

The following is a summary statement of activity theory

assumptions in regard to the types of variables available in this

study.

Contentment, among the elderly, is dependent upon main

effects for

A. Independence in activities of daily living

(independence associated with higher content-

ment, dependence associated with lower con-

tentment).

Days of bed disability (no days associated with

higher contentment, 1-14 days associated with

lower contentment).

Other main effects which may be indirectly related to activity theory

are:

Non-concentrated, demanding (vs. concentrated,

nondemanding) age environment, which would be

expected to demand more kinds and amounts of

activity from the older person;

Spouse survival (vs. spouse non-survival), which

is expected to demand more task-oriented activity

and allow more leisure activity;
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3. Primary care giver residing in a different building

(vs. the same building), which is expected to place

some burden on the older person to manage self-care

matters personally;

4. High financial ability (vs. low financial ability),

which is expected to make available the opportunity

for more leisure and elective activities, such as

travel, education, shopping, etc.

The first two research hypotheses in regard to activity theory

are related to HolC and H02C. All activity theory hypotheses will be

denoted by the appearance of "A" in the notation. The direction of

all hypothesized main effects for activity theory will be as defined

earlier, in the summary statement.

HolA: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #1

is dependent upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living

measured at time #1.

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #1.

HoZA: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #2

is dependent upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living measured

at time #2.

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #2.

The next two hypotheses for activity theory are related to

Ho3C and Ho4C in a parallel fashion.

H03A: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #2

is dependent upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living measured

at time #1.

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #1.
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Ho4A: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #1

is dependent upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living

measured at time #2.

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #2.

The Disengagement Hypotheses
 

The following is a summary statement of disengagement theory

assumptions which are available for testing in this study:

Contentment, among the elderly, is dependent upon a main

effect for age environment. (Concentrated, nondemanding

associated with higher contentment, non-concentrated,

demanding associated with lower contentment.)

Other main effects which may be indirectly related to dis-

engagement theory are:

1. Dependence (vs. independence) in activities of daily

living, which is expected to allow the person to

disengage from responsibility for performance of AOL;

2. Some days (vs. no days) of bed disability, which is

expected to allow the person to disengage from inter-

action outside a single room;

3. Spouse non-survival (vs. spouse survival), which is

expected to demand that there be disengagement from

the spouse, and allow disengagement from married-set

friends;

4. Primary care giver residing at the same building (vs. a

different building), which is expected to allow the

disengagement from persons and places outside of the

residential building;

5. Low financial ability (vs. high financial ability),

which is expected to demand disengagement from an

expensive life style, and activities of a middle aged

person.
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The disengagement theory hypotheses for this study will all

be notated with a "D" and the four disengagement hypotheses are

related to the four consistency hypotheses, HolC to H040, stated

earlier. The direction of the main effect for each hypothesis is as

defined earlier, in the summary statement.

HolD: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #1

1s dependent upon a main effect for age environment

measured at time #1, when crossed with factors meas-

ured at time #1.

H020: Contentment, among theelderly, measured at time #2

1s dependent upon a main effect for age environment

measured at time #1, when crossed with factors meas-

ured at time #2.

H030: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #2

is dependent upon a main effect for age environment

measured at time #1, when crossed with factors meas-

ured at time #1.

H040: Contentment, among the elderly, measured at time #1

is dependent upon a main effect for age environment

measured at time #1, when crossed with factors meas-

ured at time #2.

Although the main effects referred to in the first and fourth

disengagement hypotheses and in the second and third disengagement

hypotheses are essentially the same main effects, we have stated four

hypotheses, rather than two, to continue the parallelism between dis-

engagement hypotheses and the four hypotheses of the other two

theories. However, we may expect slightly different results for the

main effects in the first and fourth hypotheses, due to the difference

in the sample sizes on which the analyses will be performed. Such a

difference in results is not expected between the main effect results

for the second and third hypotheses, since they are tested on rela-

tively equal samples.
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In Chapter II the differences in these samples will be

described. That chapter also contains a description of the operation-

alization of the variables, diagrams of paradigms for each hypotheses,

and the details of the analyses used to test the hypotheses.



CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

Context of This Study

This study has been conducted in conjunction with research

evaluating a demonstration of home health care service. The demon-

stration project was implemented at two urban and three rural sites

in the state of Michigan between August, 1973, and June, 1976, by

staff of the Office of Health Services, Education and Research,

College of Human Medicine, Michigan State University. The home care

service being demonstrated and field-tested consisted of the care of

chronically impaired individuals in their residences, rather than in

an institutional setting. This service was rendered by teams consist-

ing of: (1) a part-time physician, (2) a half-time supervising

nurse or social worker, and (3) two fall-time health assistants. The

services provided to patients included health assessment, health edu-

cation, therapy, social, psychological, and financial counseling of

patient and family, referral to other agencies, transportation,

limited homemaking, and limited nursing services.

In the demonstration project, data was gathered from a group

of subjects who served to pretest the evaluation procedures, and who

were not included in the evaluation of the demonstrated service.

This pretest group of subjects was chosen by the same criteria and

from the same screening sources as the subjects who participated in

33
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the evaluation. The criteria for choosing the subjects were that

they be: (1) 45 years of age or older, (2) chronically impaired,

(3) in need of the types of services which could be provided by the

home care service, and (4) not in need of 24-hour supervision or

skilled nursing care.

Subjects were screened for these entry criteria either while

they were inpatients about to be discharged from a hospital, or as

outpatients in ambulatory health care clinics. Those subjects who

were judged eligible to be included in the evaluation study were

randomly assigned into two approximately equal-sized groups. The

experimental group was offered the demonstration home care service.

The control group was not offered the demonstration service, but was

not restrained from access to any of the health care services normally

available to such persons in each community.

Informed consent was obtained from each subject before any

interviews were conducted. The interviewers were trained research

workers, not involved in any way in the provision of the demonstrated

home health care service. Subjects in the experimental group and

control group were interviewed three times. Approximately six months

separated succeeding interviews. These interviews will be referred

to as time #1, time #2, and time #3. Subjects in the pretest group

were interviewed at time #1 and time #2 only. Further interviews

were not necessary in order to pretest the procedures for the follow-

up interviews.
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Identification of the Sample
 

Since the sample for the present study was chosen from among

the subjects in the home health care demonstration described above,

it consists basically of persons 45 or older, who have been identi-

fied as having chronic physical impairment of various degrees of

severity. For purposes of this study two added restrictions were

employed, that each subject have at least one cohabitant and that

the subjects be living in a residential setting at the time of all

the interviews utilized in the study. In an attempt to obtain nearly

equal numbers of subjects from rural and urban settings, the sample

was restricted to one of the urban sites and two of the rural sites.

At those three sites, the sample was further restricted to include

only persons in the pretest group and the control group, none of whom

were offered any of the experimental home health care service.

The study sample identified in this manner included 280 sub-

jects. At time #1 this sample was decreased, due to 20 interviews

with missing data, to a size of 260. At time #2 the sample was

decreased still more, due to experimental and/or actual mortality

of 79 subjects during the six-month interval and 12 interviews with

missing data, to a size of 189. No data was reported for time #3,

since the pretest group included in the sample for this study was

not interviewed at time #3.

The sample identified in this manner was not intended to be

representative of the entire population of elderly persons. There was

no intention to estimate population parameters from the results of

this study. Neither should this sample be mistaken for a sample
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representative of all elderly persons who are "sick." This sample

was deficient as a representative sample of the sick and elderly for

the following reasons: (1) it included pre-elderly persons (45 to

less than 65), (2) it did not include the institutionalized elderly,

(3) it did not include the elderly in need of skilled nursing care

and/or 24-hour-a-day supervision, (4) it excluded the sick elderly

newly hospitalized for an episode of acute illness, (5) it excluded

the sick elderly not availing themselves of health care facilities,

and (6) it included those persons recently discharged from a hospital

who may have been in a state of relatively good health.

Although the basic characteristics of this sample were

tailored for use in the home health care demonstration project, the

sample also had characteristics which satisfied several important

needs in testing the hypotheses of this study.

Limitation of the sample to persons who were judged to be

chronically impaired was expected to have the effect of providing

more nearly equal groups of subjects with high and low activity

resources than if the sample had been chosen as representative of

the general population. In the general population, we would expect

to obtain a much larger frequency of subjects in the high group than

in the low group. This is an important consideration for data

analysis used to test the study's hypotheses.

A second consideration in choosing a sample limited in this

manner was that the resource abilities of such a sample were char-

acterized as dynamic, subject to fairly rapid shifts through a

relatively wide range of levels. This allowed one to expect changes
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in activity resources large enough to be observable, and observable

during relatively short time periods.

The major focus of the four hypotheses was the effect of

certain variables as they operate for the elderly. However, persons

in their late middle years (over 45 and under 65 years of age) were

included in the sample so that the effects could be compared at ages

defined as elderly and middle aged.

Characteristics of the Sample
 

Table 2 presents the data obtained for type of site, age,

sex, ethic group, marital status, highest occupation and educational

attainment.1 The data are tabled by frequency and percentage for

the 280 subjects in the total sample at time #1 and for the 201 sub-

jects in the total sample at time #2. All the subjects described

for time #2 were included in the description for time #1. The third

column of the table accounts for the group of 79 subjects lost between

time #1 and time #2. For a few of the characteristics, there are

small amounts of missing data. Data is complete for all samples for

the characteristics of type of site, age, and sex. The characteris-

tic of highest occupation has the most missing data, with eight

missing cases at time #1 and five missing cases at time #2.

The age reported in this table is the age of the participant

at the time of screening for the study. The differential percent-

ages by sex reported for this sample are not extraordinary, since

 

1See Appendix B for items and code book.
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Table 2: Characteristics of Subjects in Total Sample at Time #1 and #2.

 

Sample Lost

(at Time .2)

Due to Experi-

 

 

Time 41 Time #2
mental and/or

Sample Sample Actual Mortality

(N 8 280) (N = 201) (N = 79)

Characteristics of Subjects N z N t N :

Type of Urban 136 48.6 96 47.3 40 50.6

Site Rural 144 51.4 105 52.2 39 49.4

it 66.5 66.2 Ma

Age 45 to <65 125 44.6 92 45.8 33 41.8

265 155 55.4 109 54.2 46 58.2

Sex Male 119 42.5 86 42.8 33 41.8

Female 161 57.5 115 57.2 46 58.2

Ethnic White 240 86.0 172 86.0 68 86.0

Group Black 39 14.0 28 14.0 11 14.0

Marital Married 186 66.4 138 68.7 48 60.8

Status Divorced/Separated 22 7.9 15 7.5 7 8.9

Widowed 65 23.2 44 21.9 21 26.6

Never Married 7 2.5 4 2.0 3 3.8

Highest Higher Executives and

Occupation Higher Professionals 2 .7 1 .5 l 1.3

Business Managers and

Lesser Professionals 9 3.2 8 4.1 l 1.3

Administrative

Personnel 36 13.2 24 12.2 12 15.8

Clerical, Sales

and Technical 49 18.0 36 18.4 13 17.1

Skilled Manual

Labor 42 15.4 31 15.8 11 14.5

Semi-Skilled Manual

Labor 66 24.3 47 24.0 19 25.0

Unskilled Manual

Labor 53 19.5 36 18.4 17 22.4

Housewife 15 5.5 13 6.6 2 2.6

Educational Graduate Degree 2 .7 2 2.6

Attainment Bachelor's Degree 6 2.2 4 2.0 2 2.6

Some College 19 6.9 16 8.1 3 3.8

High School Grad. 31 11.2 24 12.1 7 9.0

10th-11th Grade 45 16.3 29 14.6 16 20.5

7th-9th Grade _ 118 42.8 85 42.9 33 42.3

Less than 7th Grade 55 19.9 40 20.2 15 19.2

 

 

Note. N and t of all non-missing data has been reported for each characteristic.

Small amounts of missing data reduce the sample size for some variables.

.NA = datum not available.
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females survive longer than males1 and are known to utilize health

care facilities in larger numbers than males.2

Table 3 presents the data for the characteristics of the

primary care giver (PCG) as to: (1) sex of the subject and sex

 

1"The mortality sex ration (age-specific death rate for the

specified year for the male population divided by the corresponding

age-specific death rate for the female population), for the (United

States) population as a whole, did not change appreciably over the

study years: for 1950, 1960, and 1969 the death rates for the male

population were, respectively, 1.34, 1.36, and 1.35 times the corre-

sponding rates for the female population." Furthermore, the mortality

sex ratio was greater than unity for each 5-year age-specific sub-

population during these three report years.

In summary, more males die than females, at all ages, in

recent U. S. population history; and over all ages, death rates are

at a ratio of approximately four (for males) to three (for females).

From: U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Mortality Trends: ,Age, Color, and Sex, United States-~1950-69.

Vital and Health Statistics Data from the National Vital Statistics

System, Series 20--Number 15, DHEW Publication No. (HRA) 74-1852.

Public Health Service, Health Resources Administration, Rockville,

Maryland, 1973, pp. 20 and 30.

2The numbers of discharges from short-stay hospitals for the

United States population over 45, in 1972, was: 6,480,000 for males

and 7,619,000 for females.

From: U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Utilization of Short-Stangospitals: Summary of Nonmedical Sta-

tistics: United States--1972, Vital and Health Statistics Data

from the National HeaTth Survey, Series l3--Number l9, DHEW Publi-

cation No. (HRA) 75-1770. Public Health Service, Health Resources

Administration, Rockville, Maryland, 1975, p. 3.

The numbersrfiiphysician visits for the United States popu-

lation over 45, in 1969, was: 123,489,000 for males and 181,748,000

for females. For persons 45 to 64 years of age, males made an aver-

age of 4.1 physician visits per year, and females made an average of

5.2 such visits per year. For persons 65 years of age and older,

males made an average of 5.5 physician visits per year, and females

made an average of 6.6 such visits per year.

From: U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Age Patterns in Medical Care, Illness, and Disability: United

States, 1968—1969, Vital and Health Statistica Data from the National

Health Survey, Series lO--Number 70, DHEW Publication No. (HSM)

72-1026. Public Health Service, Health Services and Mental Health

Administration, Rockville, Maryland, 1972, p. 30.
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Table 3: Characteristics of Primary Care Giver and Residence for Total Sample at Time 01

 

 

 

 

 

and 02

Sample Lost

(at Time 42)

Due to Experi-

glgg1zi 52$§152 mental and/or

Actual Mortality

(H I 280) (N a 201) (N = 79)

Characteristics of Primary Care Giver N z N S N 1

Sex Subjectsfemale S PCG=male 83 29.6 63 31.3 20 25.3

Relation Subject=female a PCG=female 78 27.9 52 25.9 26 32.9

Subject=ma1e a PCG=fema1e 115 41.1 82 40.8 33 41.8

Subject=male S PCG=male 4 1.4 4 2.0 -- --

Relation- Spouse 152 54.3 113 56.2 39 49.4

ship Child 68 24.3 50 24.9 18 22.8

Other Relative 37 13.3 23 11.5 14 17.7

Other Nonrelative 23 8.2 15 7.5 8 10.1

Characteristics of Subject's Residence

Length Less than 1 Year 44 15.8 26 13.0 18 23.1

of Time at 1 Year ‘- 5 Years 62 22.3 45 22.5 17 21.8

Residence 5 Years- 10 Years 32 11.5 29 14.5 3 3.8

10 Years or more 140 50.4 100 50.0 40 51.3

Number of One Cohabitant 155 55.8 117 58.5 38 48.7

Cohabitants Two Cohabitants 53 19.1 39 19.5 14 17.9

Three Cohabitants 19 6.8 9 4.5 10 12.8

Four Cohabitants 21 7.6 16 8.0 5 6.4

Five or more Cohabitants 30 10.7 19 9.5 11 14.1

Owner of Landlord 47 17.3 30 15.3 17 22.7

Residence Other Resident 53 19.6 33 16.8 20 26.7

Self or Spouse 171 63.1 133 67.9 38 50.7

Head of Self 130 48.5 96 50.3 34 44.2

Household Spouse 83 31.0 62 32.5 21 27.3

Other Person 55 20.5 33 17.3 22 28.6

 

Note. N and X of all non-missing data has been reported for each characteristic. Small

amounts of missing data reduce the sanple size for some variables.
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of the PCG in combination, and (2) family relationship of the Pop.1

Table 3 also presents residential characteristics for subjects in

the total sample at the two different times and for those subjects

lost from the sample at time #2. These characteristics are: (1)

length of time the subject has lived at the residence, (2) number of

co-habitants of the subject at the residence, (3) type of person who

owns the residence, and (4) type of person who is head of the house-

hold.2

The PCG mentioned in Table 3 was defined as the person

(either relative or friend) who gives the subject the most direct

help with both personal care and household tasks. It is not sur-

prising that 79% of all PCG's are female. The helping role has been

a traditionally female role. This tradition is reflected in this

age-defined sample. Furthermore, more females than males are left

available to act as PCG.

It is noteworthy that only 17% lived in rental housing. In

Table 3 data is complete for all samples for the two characteristics

of the PCG. The characteristic, "head of household" has the most

missing data, with 12 missing cases at time #1 and 10 missing cases

at time #2.

In reading the data in Table 2 and 3, it should be remembered

that all data reported remains constant from time #1 to time #2.

Marital status, for example, may actually change during the six-

month period, but the data reported will not change. The differences

 

1

2

See Appendix 8 for items and codebook.

See Appendix 8 for items and codebook.
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observed at the two times between frequencies for.c1asses of each

characteristic are due only to the 79 cases lost to experimental

and/or actual mortality.

Data from the total sample and from the two age subsamples

will be analyzed to test the hypotheses. In Tables 2 and 3 data

describing the total sample was reported. Tables 4 and 5 report

data for the sample of persons 65 years of age and older (the older

sample). Tables 6 and 7 repeat the descriptive report for the

sample of persons 45 to less than 65 years of age (the younger

sample).

A larger percentage of the older sample was white, located

at a rural site, from the top four occupation classes, and widowed

than the younger sample (see Table 4 and 6). Further comparison of

the data in these two tables indicates that for the older sample,

compared to the younger sample, a smaller proportion was divorced or

separated and was at least a high school graduate. None of these

differences is surprising, given the effects of social history as

well as the effect of the differential placement in the life cycle

of these two cohort groups.

To a great extent the sample lost between time #1 and time #2

was lost due to death, rather than to refusal or inability to locate

the participant at the second interview. For the older sample, this

lost group was more frequently rural, white, and widowed. For the

younger sample, the lost group was more frequently urban, black, and

divorced or separated. The overall effect of this differential loss

to the two age groups,fbr type of site, ethnic group and marital
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Table 4: Characteristics of Subjects in Older Sample at Time #1 and +2.

 

Sample Lost

(at line ''2)

Time p] Time ,2 Due to Experi-

mental and/or

 

 

samp'e samp'e Actual Mortality

(N = 155) (N = 109) . (N = 46)

Characteristics of Subjects N G N i N

Type of Urban 69 44.5 51 46.8 18 39.1

Site Rural 86 55.4 58 53.2 28 60.9

X 75.4 75.2

Age 45 to <65 -- -- -- -- -- ~-

265 155 100.4 109 100.0 46 100.0

Sex Male 65 41.9 46 42.2 19 41.3

Female 90 58.1 63 57.8 27 58.7

Ethnic White 138 89.1 95 87.2 43 93.5

Group Black 17 1049 14 12.8 3 6.5

Marital Married 94 60.6 68 62.4 26 56.5

Status Divorced/Separated 5 3.2 5 4.6 -- —-

Widowed 53 34.2 35 32.1 18 39.1

Never Married 3 1.9 l .9 2 4.3

Highest Higher Executives and

Occupation Higher Professionals 2 3 l 1.0 1 2.3

Business Managers and

Lesser Professionals 8 5.4 7 6.7 1 2.3

Administrative

Personnel 22 14.8 15 14.3 7 15.9

Clerical, Sales and

Technical 30 20 l 21 20.0 9 20.5

Skilled Manual

Labor 23 15 4 17 16.2 6 13.6

Semiskilled

Manual Labor 29 19.5 22 21.0 7 15.9

Unskilled Manual

Labor 24 16.1 13 12.4 11 25.0

Housewife 11 7.4 9 8.6 2 4.5

Educational Graduate Degree 2 1.3 -- -- 2 4.3

Attainment Bachelor's Degree 4 2.6 2 1.9 2 4.3

Some College 9 5.8 7 6.5 2 4.3

High School Grad. 10 6.5 8 7.4 2 4.3

lOth-llth Grade 22 14.3 15 13.9 7 15.2

7th-9th Grade 74 48.1 52 48.1 22 47.8

Less than 7th Grade 33 21.4 24 22.2 9 19.6

 

Note. N and 1 of all non-missing data has been reported for each characteristic. Small

amounts of missing data reduce the sample size for some variables.
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Table 5: Characteristics of Primary Care Giver and Residence for Older Sample at

Time #1 and 02.

 

Sample Lost

(at Time =2)

Due to Experi-

 

 

 

 

 

Time #1 Time #2
mental and/or

Sample Sample Actual Mortality

(N = 155) (N = 109) (N = 46)

Characteristics of Primary Care Giver N t N 1 N 3

Sex Subject=female 5 PCG=male 39 25.2 30 27.5 9 19.6

Relation Subject=female 6 PCG=female 51 32.9 33 30.3 18 39.1

Subject=ma1e 6 PCG=female 62 40.0 43 39.4 19 41.3

Subject=male S PCG=male 3 1.9 3 2.8 -- --

Relation- Spouse 75 48.4 56 51.4 19 41.3

ship Child 42 27.1 31 28.4 11 23.9

Other Relative 26 16.7 13 11.9 13 28.3

Other Nonrelative 12 7.8 9 8.2 3 6.5

Characteristics of Subject's Residence

Length of Less than 1 Year 23 14.9 12 11.1 11 23.9

Time at 1 Year - 5 Years 33 21.4 26 24.1 7 15.2

Residence 5 Years -10 Years 15 9.7 15 13.9 -- --

10 Years or more 83 53.9 55 50.9 28 60.9

Number of One Cohabitant 101 65.6 78 72.2 23 50.0

Cohabi- Two Cohabitants 24 15.6 15 13.9 9 19.6

tants Three Cohabitants 7 4.5 4 3.7 3 6.5

Four Cohabitants 8 5.2 4 3.7 4 8.7

Five or more Cohabitants 14 9.0 7 6.5 7 15.2

Owner of Landlord 17 11.3 13 12.3 4 9.1

Residence Other Resident 40 26.7 22 20.8 18 40.9

Self or Spouse 93 62.0 71 67.0 22 50.0

Head of Self 70 46.7 53 50.5 17 37.8

Household Spouse 41 27.3 31 29.5 10 22.2

Other Person 39 26.0 21 20.0 18 40.0

Note. N and Z of all non-missing data has been reported for each characteristic.

Small amounts of missing data reduce the sample size for sore variables.
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' Table 6: Characteristics of Subjects in Younger Sanple at Time 01 and #2.

Sample Lost

(at Time *2)

. . . Due to Experi-
Time #1 Tine =2

Sanple Sample nental a"°/°F

Actual Mortality

(N = 125) (N = 92) (N = 33)

Characteristics of Subjects N N l N %

Type of Urban 67 53.6 45 48.9 22 66.7

Site Rural 58 46.4 47 51.1 11 33.3

'i 55.5 55.5

Age 45 to <65 125 100.0 92 100.0 33 100.0

265 -- —- -- -- -- --

Sex Male 54 43.2 40 43.5 14 42.4

Female 71 56.8 52 56.5 19 57.6

Ethnic White 102 82.2 77 84.6 25 75.8

Group Black 22 17.7 14 15.4 8 24.2

Marital Married 92 73.6 70 76.1 22 66.7

Status Divorced/Separated 17 13.6 10 10.9 7 21.2

Hidowed 12 9.6 9 9.8 3 9.1

Never Married 4 3.2 3 3.3 1 3.0

Highest Higher Executives and

Occupation Higher Professionals -- -- -- -- -- --

Business Managers and

Lesser Professionals 1 .8 1 1.1 -— —-

Administrative

Personnel 14 11.4 9 9.9 5 15.6

Clerical, Sales

and Technical 19 15.4 15 16.5 4 12.5

Skilled Manual

Labor 19 15.4 14 15.4 5 15.6

Semiskilled

Manual Labor 37 30.1 25 27.5 12 37.5

Unskilled

Manual Labor 29 23.6 23 25.3 6 18.8

Housewife 4 3.3 4 4.3 -- --

Educational Graduate Degree -- -- -- —- -- --

Attainment Bachelor‘s Degree 2 1.6 2 2.2 -— --

Sone College 10 8.2 9 10.0 1 3.1

Hign School Grad. 21 17.2 16 17.8 5 15.6

lOth-llth Grade 23 18.9 14 15.6 9 28.1

7th-9th Grade 44 36.1 33 36.7 11 34.4

Less than 7th Grade 22 18.0 16 17.8 6 18.8

Note. N and Z of all non-missing data has been reported for each characteristic.

Small amounts of missing data reduce the sample size for some variables.
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Table 7: Characteristics of Primary Care Giver and Residence for Younger Sample

at Time #1 and 92.

 

Sample Lost

-(at Time *2)

Due to Experi-

 

 

 

 

Tine a] Time 82

mental and/or

Sample Sample Actual Mortality

(N = 125) (N = 92) (N = 33)

Characteristics of Primary Care Giver N z N % N %

Sex Subject=fema1e & PCG=ma1e 44 35.2 33 35.9 11 33.3

Relation Subject=fenale & PCG=female 27 21.6 19 20.7 8 24.2

Subject=ma1e 8 PCG=female 53 42.4 39 42.4 14 42.4

Subject=male & PCG=male l .8 l 1.1 -- --

Relation- Spouse 77 61.6 57 62.0 20 60.6

ship Child 26 20.8 19 20.7 7 21.2

Other Relative 11 8.8 10 10.9 1 3.0

Other Nonrelative 11 8.8 6 6.6 5 15.2

Characteristics of Subject's Residence

Length of Less than 1 Year 21 16.8 14 15.3 7 21.9

Tine at 1 Year '- 5 Years 29 23.4 19 20.7 10 31.2

Residence 5 Years- 10 Years 17 13.7 14 15.2 3 9.4

10 Years or more 57 46.0 45 48.9 12 37.5

Number of One Cohabitant 54 43.5 39 42.4 15 46.9

Cohabi- Two Cohabitants 29 23.4 24 26.1 5 15.6

tants Three Cohabitants 12 9.7 5 5.4 7 21.9

Four Cohabitants 13 10.5 12 13.0 1 3.1

Five or more Cohabitants 16 12.8 12 13.0 4 12.5

Owner of Landlord 30 24.8 17 18.9 13 41.9

Residence Other Resident 13 10.7 11 12.2 2 6.5

Self or Spouse 78 64.5 62 68.9 16 51.6

Head of Self 60 50.8 43 50.0 17 53.1

Household Spouse 42 35.6 31 36.0 11 34.4

Other Person 16 13.6 12 14.0 4 12.5

 

Note. N and 3 of all non-missing data has been reported for each characteristic.

Small amounts of missing data reduce the sample size for some variables.
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status, was to make the two age group samples more comparable at

time #2 than at time #1.

A similar assessment may be made of the two age samples by

comparing Table 5 with Table 7. In the older sample, compared to

the younger sample, females more frequently had a female PCG, while

all participants more frequently had a child or other relative as a

PCG, lived in their home for 10 years or more, had only one cohabi-

tant, lived where the owner is an “other resident," and where the

head-of-the-household was an "other person." At the same time,

comparison of the two age samples showed that the older sample was

less frequently cared for by a PCG who was a spouse, and was less

frequently a renter.

The heavier loss of persons from the sample who had female

PCGs, noted for the total sample, may be almost entirely accounted

fOr within the older sample. Persons whose PCG was a relative

other than a spouse or child were more frequently lost from the

older sample, and were less frequently lost from the younger sample.

This differential loss from the two age samples affected the sample

pr0portions at time #2, making the two samples more comparable for

this characteristic.

A similar effect of the loss of subjects from the two samples

may be noted on other variables reported in Tables 5 and 7. The

overall result is to move the two samples to greater comparability

at time #2 on the characteristic of residential tenure of 10 years

or longer, and the type of owner of the residence.
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In general, the bias of sample loss produces greater simi-

larity in the two age samples at time #2 than at time #1. Only three

of the 12 hypotheses are tested on the sample at time #1. Because

of the change in the nature of the age samples from time #1 to

time #2, it is important to note this change in the nature of the

sample when discussing the findings.

Qperationalizing the Variables1
 

Criterion as Contentment
 

In this study the criterion variable of satisfaction/morale

was operationalized using the five-item contentment scale developed

by Blenkner, Bloom, and Weber (1964). This scale has a concurrent

validity of .69 using independent data and a test-retest reliability

of .65. Several of its items appear to have been borrowed from the

Lawton 24-item morale scale. The contentment measure includes items

on: (1) self-perceived health, (2) general satisfaction, (3) satis-

faction with arrangements for housework and maintenance, (4) general

worry, and (5) "things get worse as I get older." Individual items

are dichotomous. This measure has been used as a six-place scale

(R=0-5) with a high score of 5. The score is obtained by aggregating

the number of items which were given "contented" responses by each

subject.

 

1For the form of the items used in interviewing the partici-

pants, the codebook, and method for constructing each of the follow-

ing variables, see Appendix B.
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Social Context as

.Age Environment

 

 

The social context factor was operationalized as cohabitant

age environment. The two levels of cohabitant age environment are:

(l) concentrated, nondemanding cohabitant age environment, and (2)

nonconcentrated, demanding cohabitant age environment. A non-

concentrated age environment was conceived of as one in which the

subject lives with persons of a variety of ages. In such a setting,

it was expected that the subject would be subjected to many demands

regarding the subject's roles relative to each generation, as well

as to heavy demands of the wider range of activities in a household

with a wider age range. These demands take the form of implicit or

explicit requests for accommodation of the subject's activity to the

activities of the cohabitants. 0n the other hand, the concentrated

age environment was conceived of as one in which the subject lives

with persons of nearly the same age or older. In the concentrated

age environment it was expected that the demands described above

would be considerably lessened. Lessened demand on the subject was

labeled "nondemanding."

A concentrated, nondemanding age environment was defined as

one in which the subject lives with others, all of whom are either 45

or older, or younger than 45 but less than 10 years younger than the

subject. A nonconcentrated, demanding age environment was defined

as one in which the subject lives with others, at least one of whom

is younger than 45 and 10 years or more younger than the subject.
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Activity Resource as

Physical Health
 

The three variables which comprised the activity resources

factor are physical health, social support, and financial ability.

The first of these variables, physical health, was operationalized

using two separate measures. The first measure was the number of

days spent in bed for all or most of the day, during the past 14

days. This “h; a measure of morbidity adopted by the National Health

Survey. The NHS definition of "Days of Bed Disability" specifies

that days spent in hospitals, nursing homes, or other health care

institutions be considered as bed disability days, whether the per-

son is in bed most of the day or not. The range of this measure was

originally 0-14 days with a score of 0 days indicating best health.

For purposes of analysis in this study, it was dichotomized into:

(1) zero days of bed disability (favorable), and (2) any number of

days (1-14) of bed disability (unfavorable).

The second measure of physical health which has been used is

Katz's independence of activities of daily living (ADL) (Katz, Ford,

et al., 1963). This scale is formed by a count of the number of

activities of daily living which the person performs independently.‘

The six activities are: (l) bathing, (2) dressing, (3) toileting,

(4) transferring (from bed to chair, etc.), (5) feeding self, and

(6) control of elimination. The range as originally measured was

0-6 with a score of 6 indicating best health. For purposes of

analysis in this study, ADL was dichotomized into: (1) independent

in all six actities (favorable), and (2) dependent in any number

(1-6) of the six activities (unfavorable).
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Activity Resource as

Social Support

 

 

Social support, the second variable in the activity resources

factor, was operationalized using two measures. The first measure

was dichotomous for survival of spouse vs. nonsurvival of spouse.

Persons who were never married were treated as having a nonsurviving

spouse. The second measure was dichotomous for persons having pri-

mary care givers (PCGs) living in the same building vs. living in a

different building. A PCG was defined as the person (either relative

or friend) giving the subject the most direct help with both personal

care and household tasks: things like bathing, dressing, laundry,

cooking, shopping, cleaning, etc. PCG proximity was a two-place

scale; either a PCG was identified who did not live with the subject,

or a PCG was identified who lived in the same building with the sub-

ject.

Activity Resource as

Financial Ability

 

 

The third variable, financial ability, was measured in two

ways, first as a six-place classification of annual family income,

with a high score of 6; and second in terms of the index of economic

dependence (IED), developed by Katz, Ford, et al. (1972). The IE0

is a four-place scale based upon: (1) employment, (2) home ownership,

and (3) independence of assistance from private or public agencies.

A score of 1 indicates greatest solvency or independence.

Because higher levels of missing data were obtained on both

these two measures than on any of the other measures, and because the
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missing data for these two measures was frequently found to be non-

overlapping, a summary index of financial ability was constructed

from a weighted average of these two measures. The weights used in

this data reduction were the correlations of each measure with an

unweighted average of the two measures.

The unweighted measure was obtained after substitution of the

median value for missing data in either measure when valid data was

present for the complement measure. The correlation of the two

measures was computed to confirm the likelihood that they were

measuring the same concept. The correlation obtained for the two

measures was .40 at the initial interview (time #1), .34 at the six-

month interview (time #2), and .37 at the initial interview (time #1)

for subjects having a six-month interview (time #2). This summary

measure of financial ability was the only measure used for testing

hypotheses involving the financial ability aspect of the activities

resources factor. For purposes of analysis, it was dichotomized at:

(1) equal to or greater than its median, and (2) less than its

median.

Paradigms for the Theories and Hypotheses

General Paradigms for

the Three Theories

 

 

The general paradigm for consistency theory used in testing

the four consistency hypotheses is schematized in Figure 4. In this

model the criterion variable of satisfaction/morale, Operationalized

as contentment, is dependent upon an interaction between social con-

text and individual context. The direction of the interaction is
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SOCIAL CONTEXT

INDIVIDUAL CONTEXT Local Environment

Activity Resources Age Environment

Physical Health CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

Social Support NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

F1030C161 Solvency Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH SATSIFACTION/ SATISFACTION/

Activity MORALE 4:

Resources Contentment Contentment

LON SATISFACTION/ L SATISFACTION/

Activity MORALE MORALE

Resources Contentment Contentment     
 

Figure 4. General paradigm for consistency theory.

identified by the signs (> or <). The predictions for this para-

digm were tested by examining the magnitude and direction of the

appropriate interaction term for each of the four consistency hypothe-

ses.

The paradigm for activity theory is shown in Figure 5. The

activity and consistency paradigms differ in two ways. For the activ-

ity paradigm, the variable of individual context includes only the

two measures which comprise the physical health portion of individual

context in the consistency paradigm. Further, in the activity para-

digm individual context is conceived of as "activity," rather than

"activity resources." The direction of the hypothesized main effect

on the variable of individual context is indicated by the signs

(> or <).

Figure 6 shows the general paradigm for disengagement theory

to the extent we were able to operationalize it within this study.
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INDIVIDUAL CONTEXT

 

Individual Activity -
 

Independence of AOL

Days Bed Disability

SOCIAL CONTEXT

 

Local Environment

 

Age Environment

 

CONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING

Age Environment

NONCONCENTRATED,

DEMANDING

Age Environment

 

 

   
 

HIGH SATISFACTION/ SATISFACTION/

Activit MORALE MORALE

y Contentment Contentment

LON SATISFACTION/ SATISFACTION/

A tivit MORALE MORALE

c y Contentment Contentment

Figure 5. General paradigm for activity theory.

 

INDIVIDUAL CONTEXT

 

Activity Resources

 

SOCIAL CONTEXT

 

Local Environment

 

Age Environment

 

 

 

     

Physical Health CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED.

Social Support NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Financial Solvency Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH . SATISFACTION/ SATISFACTION/

Act1v1ty MORALE a MORALE

Resources Contentment Contentment

LON. . SATISFACTION/ ) SATISFACTION/

Act1v1ty MORALE MORALE

Resources Contentment Contentment

Figure 6. General paradigm for disengagement theory.
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It should be recognized that neither activity nor disengagement the-

ories were completely tested in this study. The loss of theoretic

detail is;especially noticeable in disengagement theory. The hypothe-

sized main effect for higher contentment for persons in a concen-

trated, nondemanding (disengaged) age environment is in opposition

to the interaction effect of social and individual context which

marks the consistency theory approach. The hypothesized effect has

been indicated in Figure 6 by the direction of the signs (> or <).

Paradigms for the Four

Specific Hypotheses

 

 

Immediate Cross Sectional Paradigm and Hypotheses. This
 

paradigm (Figure 7-9) utilized cross sectional data from 260 of the

280 initial interviews (time #1) for which complete data were avail-

able. For the analyses of covariance, age of the subject at time of

screening into the study was used as the only covariate.

 

 

 

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED.

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment , . Contentment

Resources At Time #1 4* At Time #1

At Time #1

LOW

Activity Contentment :1 Contentment

Resources At Time #1 At Time #1

At Time #1      
Figure 7. Immediate cross sectional hypothesis-—consistency theory

paradigm.
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Figure 9.

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

Nig?vity Contentment Contentment

At Time #1 At Time #1 At Time #1

Aggivity Contentment Contentment

At Time #1 At Time #1 At Time #1

8. Immediate cross sectional hypothesis--activity theory

paradigm.

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #1 i At Time #1

At Time #1

LOW

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #1 At Time #1

At Time #1

Immediate cross sectional hypothesis--disengagement

theory paradigm.
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Hypotheses for each of the three theories were tested within

this paradigm. The specific paradigm for consistency is shown in

Figure 7, for activity in Figure 8, and for disengagement in Figure 9.

The wording of the three hypotheses is repeated below for convenience.

Within each paradigm the signs (> or <) indicate the direction of

the hypothesized effect.

HolC: (Consistency Theory,see Figure 7.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #1 is dependent

upon an interaction between activity resources

measured at time #1 and age environment.

Hol : (Activity Theory, see Figure 8.) Contentment,

annng the elderly, measured at time #1 is depend-

ent upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living

measured at time #1

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #1.

HolD:. (Disengagement Theory, see Figure 9.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #1 is dependent

upon a main effect for age environment measured at

time #1 when crossed with factors measured at time #1.

Delayed Cross Sectional Paradigm and Hypotheses. This para-

digm (Figure 10-12) utilized cross sectional data from 196 of the

201 six-month interviews (time #2) for which complete data were

available. For the analyses of covariance, the two covariates were:

(1) age of the subject at the time of screening into the study, and

(2) prior score (time #1) of the subject on the criterion variable

contentment. Hypotheses for each of the three theories were tested

within this paradigm. The specific paradigm for consistency is

shown in Figure 10, for activity in Figure 11, and for disengage-

ment in Figure 12. The wording of the hypotheses is given below.



58

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

  
 

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment l Contentment

Resources At Time #2 i» At Time #2

At Time #2

LOW :

Activity Contentment I Contentment

Resources At Time #2 At Time #2

At Time #2

Figure 10. Delayed Cross sectional hypotheses--consistency theory

paradigm.

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

Nig?vity Contentment Contentment

At Time #2 At Time #2 At Time #2

Aggivity Contentment Contentment

At Time #2 At Time #2 At Time #2

Figure 11. Delayed cross sectional hypotheses--activity theory

paradigm.
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CONCENTRATED. NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #2 j, At Time #2

At Time #2

LOW )

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #2 At Time #2

At Time #2      
Figure 12. Delayed cross Sectional hypotheses--disengagement theory

paradigm.

H02C: (Consistency Theory, see Figure 10.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #2, is dependent

upon an interaction between activity resources meas-

ured at time #2 and age environment.

H02A: (Activity Theory, see Figure 11.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #2 is dependent

upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living

measured at time #2

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #2.

H020: (Disengagement Theory, see Figure 12.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #2 is dependent

upon a main effect for age environment measured at

time #1, when crossed with factors measured at

time #2.

Chronological Lag Paradigm and Hypotheses. This paradigm
 

(Figure 13-15) utilizes data from the initial interview (time #1)

and the six-month interview (time #2) in combination. The number

of such cases for which complete data were available was 196.

For the analyses of covariance, the two covariates were:
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CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED.

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #2 k At Time #2

At Time #1

Low, . l.
fict1v1ty Contentment Contentment

esoirces At Time #2 At Time #2
At Time #1     
 

Figure 13. Chronological lag hypothesis--consistency theory paradigm.

 

 

 

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

Nig?vity Contentment Contentment

At Time #1 At Time #2 At Time #2

Aggivity Contentment Contentment

At Time #1 At Time #2 At Time #2     
 

Figure 14. Chronological lag hypothesis--activity theory paradigm.
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CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #2 m At Time #2

At Time #1

LOW >

Activity Contentment l Contentment

Resources At Time #2 At Time #2

At Time #1      
Figure 15. Chronological lag hypothesis--disengagement theory

paradigm.

(1) age of the subject at the time of screening into the study, and

(2) prior score (time #1) of the subject on the criterion variable,

contentment.

Hypotheses for each of the three theories were tested within

this paradigm. The specific paradigm for consistency is shown in

Figure 13, for activity in Figure 14, and for disengagement in

Figure 15. The wording of the three hypotheses is given below.

H03C: (Consistency Theory, see Figure 13.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #2 is dependent

upon an interaction between activity resources

measured at time #1 and age environment.

H03A: (Activity Theory, see Figure 14.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #2 is depend-

ent upon main effects for;

a. Independence in activities of daily living

measured at time #1

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #1.

H030: (Disengagement Theory, see Figure 15.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #2 is dependent

upon a main effect for age environment measured at

time #1, when crossed with factors measured at time #1.
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Chronological Anticipation Paradigm and Hypotheses. This

paradigm (Figure 16-18) utilizes data from the initial interview

(time #1) and the six—month interview (time #2) in combination. The

number of such cases for which complete data were available was 192.

For the analyses of covariance, age of the subject at time of screen-

ing into the study was used as the only covariate.

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

   
 

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

HIGH

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #1 a At Time #1

At Time #2

LOW #

Activity Contentment Contentment

Resources At Time #1 At Time #1

At Time #2

Figure 16. Chronological anticipation hypothesis--consistency theory

paradigm.

CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED.

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

Nig?vity Contentment Contentment

At Time #2 At Time #1 At Time #1

Aggivity Contentment Contentment

At Time #2 At Time #1 At Time #1

Figure 17. Chronological anticipation hypotheses--activity theory

paradigm.
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CONCENTRATED, NONCONCENTRATED,

NONDEMANDING DEMANDING

Age Environment Age Environment

 

HIGH

Acti

Reso

At T

vity Contentment Contentment

urces At Time #1 h At Time #1

ime #2

 

LOW

Acti

Reso

At T 

L

vity Contentment ) Contentment

urces At Time #1 At Time #1

ime #2    
 

Figure 18.

“YD

paradigm.

ure 16, for

ure 18. Th

595g;

Ho4A:

H040:

Chronological anticipation hypotheses-~disengagement

theory paradigm.

otheses for all three theories were tested within this

The specific paradigm for consistency is shown in Fig:

activity in Figure 17, and for disengagement in Fig-

e wording of the hypotheses is given below.

(Consistency Theory, see Figure 16.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #1 is dependent

upon an interaction between activity resources

measured at time #2 and age environment.

(Activity Theory, see Figure 17.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #1 is dependent

upon main effects for:

a. Independence in activities of daily living

measured at time #2

b. Days of bed disability measured at time #2.

(Disengagement Theory, see Figure 18.) Contentment,

among the elderly, measured at time #1 is dependent

upon a main effect for age environment measured at

time #1, when crossed with factors measured at

time #2.
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Analysis of the Data
 

All data analysis reported for this study made use of the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) routines available

on the Control Data Corporation 6500 computer at Michigan State Uni-

versity. For each of the two types of analysis discussed below, a

set of analyses was run. The analysis set consisted of five differ-

ent iterations of each of the four paradigms shown in Figures 7

through 18. The factor "age environment" was used in each of the

five iterations. The second factor was defined by the following

variables, in turn, for the five iterations:

1. Social support - residential location of the primary

care giver (PCG)

Social support - spouse survival

Physical health days of bed disability

Physical health activities of daily living

0
1
-
t
h

Financial ability (score summarized from annual

family income and index of economic dependence).

Since each of the factors in every iteration was dichotomous, the

analyses amounted to two-by-two fixed factor least squares model

analyses with unequal cell sizes. The alternative of a single four-

way analysis was rejected, due to small cell frequencies. The total

analysis set is discussed below. To obtain the overall main effect

for age environment, additional one—way analyses were performed for

each paradigm.

Analysis of Covariance
 

The first level analysis of the data was accomplished using

two-by-two analyses of covariance. All the analyses made use of the
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variable of "age at time of screening into the study“ as a covariate,

in order to control for the negative relation which age of subjects

was expected to have on the dependent variable of contentment. This

relation was reported in Table l as having been replicated in three

studies.

For the analyses for which the criterion variable was "con-

tentment measured at time #2," an additional covariate was intro-

duced. This second covariate, "contentment at prior measurement

(time #1)," was necessary since the level of contentment at prior

measurement was expected to effect the level of the criterion

variable "contentment measured at time #2." Past studies have

obtained a test-retest reliability of .65 for contentment.

Analysis of covariance assumes that there is no interaction

between the covariates and the factors. The test for significant

interactions of this type was run using a regression procedure, and

the level of interaction was nonsignificant in all cases for the

total sample.

Analysis of Variance

The multiple classification analysis (MCA) output produced

in conjunction with the analysis of covariance table indicated that

the effectcfiithe covariates in several of the analyses was so great

that, after adjustment had been made for the covariates, the sign

of the deviations reversed for the two levels of age environment.

Because itseemed likely that the covariate of subject's age is corre-

lated with age environment, a decision was made to run analyses of

variance, in addition to the analyses of covariance.
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Cell Means and Frequencies
 

In order to interpret the analysis of variance and analysis

of covariance tables, the cell means, standard deviations, and number

of cases were produced for each analysis. This data was identical

for the two types of analysis, since the covariates were not involved

in the cross-tabulated data.

Analysis of Data, Controlling

for Age Group,

The above analyses were conducted on the total sample. The

sample included persons nearing the status of elderly (45 to less

than 65) so that we could compare the hypotheses for the late middle

aged as opposed to the elderly. In order to accomplish this compari-

son, the sample was divided into these two age groups (45 to less

than 65, and 65 and over) and all the analyses described above were

run again on each of the two groups. In some cases the division of

the sample into two smaller groups of subjects caused analyses to

be run with such a small frequency (10 or less) in one or more cells

that neither the analysis of variance or covariance was reported.

However, the test results were reported whenever possible.

Altogether, 24 analyses of covariance, 24 analyses of vari-

ance, 20 means, standard deviations, and frequency distributions were

run for each of the three samples:

1. The total sample

2. The sample of older persons (aged 65 and older)

3. The sample of younger persons (aged 45 to less than 65)
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Therefore, the complete data analysis package included 72 analyses of

covariance, 72 analyses of variance, 60 means, standard deviations,

and frequencies, and 18 tests for interaction of the covariates with

the factors (four age covariates and two prior contentment score

covariates for each of the three analysis samples). In some cases,

the interaction of covariate and factor was found to be significant

for the age samples, and, in such a circumstance, the analysis of

covariance was not reported. “The results of the usable analyses will

be reported in the following chapter.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Introduction
 

The results of this study are reported separately for three

discrete samples. The first sample is the total sample. The other

two samples for which results are reported are mutually exclusive and

exhaustive subsamples of this total sample. The two subsamples are:

' (1) all persons in the total sample who are aged 65 or older, and (2)

all persons in the total sample who are aged 45 but less than 65

years of age. The analyses done for the two subsamples explore the

differential applicability of the study's 12 hypotheses to those who

are unquestionably elderly compared to those who are considered

"less" elderly from a comparative viewpoint or "pre-" elderly from a

developmental viewpoint.

For each sample, the results are organized so that first a

report appears of the frequency of cases (subjects) within each cell

of the analysis, along with means and standard deviations of the cri-

terion variable, contentment. Secondly, the results of the analyses

of covariance and variance are presented. All tables are presented

in order of the four paradigms set forth in Chapter I and II.

For each table, the order of presentation will be:

1. Factor A, age enviornment crossed with factor 8,

residential location of primary care giver (PCG),

68
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2. Factor A, age environment crossed with factor C,

spouse survival,

3. Factor A, age environment crossed with factor 0,

days of bed disability,

4. Factor A, age environment crossed with factor E,

independence in activities of daily living (AOL),

and

5. Factor A, age environment, crossed with factor F,

financial ability.

The first two analyses involve crossing age environment with social

support factors, the third and fourth analyses cross age environment

with physical health factors, and the last is an analysis of age

environment by financial ability. All factors were defined in Chap-

ter II. A final table for each sample gives the results of the one-

way analyses for age environment main effect.

Results for the Total Sample
 

Descriptive Data

It is apparent from the cross-tabulated frequencies, the

first number presented in each cell in Table 8 to 11, that the dis-

tribution of subjects over cells presents a difficulty in each analy—

sis in which factor A, age environment, is crossed with factor 8,

residential location of the PCG. It could be argued that analyses

based on distributions with such small cell frequencies are suspect

and should not be considered. Only those analyses having a cell

frequency of 10 or more are reported. When the total sample is

reduced further in size for the two subsamples, it will not be even

minimally tenable to report the results from the analyses of these

two factors.
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Table 8. The j, M, and SD of Contentment at Time #1 for Total Sample--(H01C, A. D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR B--Time #1

Residential Location of

Primaryygare Giver

wfives in Sane 132a .100 232

Building as the 3.053b 3.050 3.052

Participant 1.421c 1.290 1.363

Lives Separate 17 11 28

from the 3.176 2.909 3.071

Participant .809 1.758 1.245

FACTOR C--Time #1

Spouse Survival

Spouse 117 59 176

does 2.906 3.119 2.977

Survive 1.383 1.340 1.369

Spouse 32 52 84

does not 3.656 2.942 3.214

Survive 1.125 1.335 1.299

FACTOR D--Time #1

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 73 56 129

of Bed 3.164 3.339 3.240

Disability 1.385 1.339 1.362

1 to 14 Days 76 55 131

of Bed 2.974 2.727 2.870

Disability 1.346 1.269 1.315

FACTOR E--Time #1

Independence in Activities

of Daily Living

Independent in 46 53 99

all 6 3.413 3.340 3.374

Activities 1.309 1.300 1.298

Dependent in 103 58 161

1 to 6 2.913 2.759 2.857

Activities 1.366 1.315 1.346

TOTALd 149 111 260d

3.067 3.036 3.054

1.364 1.334 1.349

FACTOR F--Time #1

Financial Ability

Above the 95 52 147

Median of 3.053 3.173 3.095

Financial Ability 1.363 1.451 1.391

Below the 49 55 104

Median of 3.143 2.836 2.981

Financial Ability 1.369 1.214 1.292

TOTAL 144 107 251

3.083 3.000 3.048

1.361 1.339 1.350

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.



Table 9: The I, M, and §Q of Contentment at Time #2 for Total Sample--(H02C, A, D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR B--Time #2

Residential Location of

Prima:y_Care Giver

Tfilives in Same 93a 74 167

Building as the 3.462b 3.365 3.419

Participant 1.403c 1.540 1.462

Lives Separate 18 ' 11 29

from the 3.556 2.364 3.103

Participant 1.542 1.433 1.589

FACTOR C--Time #2

5 use Survival

gpouse 86 49 135

does 3.384 3.224 3.326

Survive 1.440 1.571 1.485

Spouse 25 36 61

does not 3.800 3.250 3.475

Survive 1.323 1.556 1.479

FACTOR D--Time #2

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 83 61 144

of Bed 3.687 3.541 3.625

Disability 1.325 1.478 1.389

1 to 14 Days 28 24 52

of Bed 2.857 2.458 2.673

Disability 1.533 1.503 1.517

FACTOR E--Time #2

Independence in Activities

eipfleillLLixjns
Independent in 65 59 124

all 6 3.754 3.610 3.685

Activities 1.323 1.474 1.393

Dependent in 46 26 72

l to 6 3.087 2.385 2.833

Activities 1.473 1.416 1.482

TOTALd 111 as 1964

3.477 3.235 3.372

1.420 1.556 1.481

FACTOR F-—Time #2

Financial Ability

——Above the 43 41 » 84

Median of 3.419 3.439 3.429

Financial Ability 1.484 1.550 1.507

Below the 67 44 111

Median of 3.522 3.045 3.333

Financial Ability 1.397 1.555 1.473

TOTAL 110 85 195

' 3.482 3.235 3.374

1.425 1.556 1.485

 

aFrequency within the cell.

6
Mean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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Table 10: The 1, M, and §Q_of Contentment at Time #2 for Total Sample--(Ho3C. A, D).

 

FACTOR A-—Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR B--Time #1

Residential Location of

Primary Care Giver

'_Lives in Same 97a 77 174

Building as the 3.5st 3.260 3.402

Participant 1.370c 1.542 1.450

Lives Separate 14 B 22

from the 3.214 3.000 3.136

Participant 1.762 1.773 1.726

FACTOR C--Time #1

Spouse Survival

Spouse 87 48 135

does 3.333 3.188 3.281

Survive 1.444 1.566 1.485

Spouse 24 37 61

does not 4.000 3.297 3.574

Survive 1.216 1.561 1.466

FACTOR D--Time #1

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 56 48 104

of Bed 3.554 3.292 3.433

Disability 1.400 1.611 1.499

1 to 14 Days 55 37 92

of Bed 3.400 3.162 3.304

Disability 1.448 1.500 1.466

FACTOR E--Time #1

Independence in Activities

of Daily Living

Independent in 37 46 83

all 6 3.595 3.261 3.410

Activities 1.462 1.612 1.546

Dependent in 74 39 113

1 to 6 3.419 3.205 3.345

Activities 1.405 1.508 1.438

TOTALd 111 as 195‘I

3.477 3.235 3.372

1.420 1.556 1.481

FACTOR F--Time #1

Financial Ability

Above the 62 42 104

Median of 3.484 3.476 3.481

Financial Ability 1.376 1.581 1.455

Below the 49 42 91

Median of 3.469 3.000 3.253

Financial Ability 1.487 1.530 1.517

TOTAL 111 84 195

3.477 3.238 3.374

1.420 1.565 1.485

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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Table 11: The I, M, and S9 of Contentment at Time #1 for Total Sample--(H04C. A, D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR B--Time #2

Residential Location of

Rrimaiy Care Giver a

_“[ives in Same 91b 71 162

Building as the 3.110 3.225 3.160

Participant 1.41:3c 1.301 1.365

Lives Separate 19 11 30

from the 3.316 2.364 2.967

Participant 1.293 1.502 1.426

FACTOR C--Time #2

S use Survival

gpouse 87 46 133

 

 

 

does 2.977 3.065 ' 3.008

Survive 1.414 1.421 1.412

Spouse 23 36 59

does not 3.783 3.167 3.407

Survive 1.126 1.276 1.247

FACTOR D--Time #2

Days of Bed Disability

- N0 Days 83 58 141

of Bed 3.157 3.310 3.220

Disability 1.357 1.353 1.353

1 to 14 Days 27 24 51

of Bed 3.111 2.625 2.882

Disability 1.528 1.245 1.409

FACTOR E--Time #2

Independence in Activities

of Dail Living

Independent in 65 56 121

all 6 3.415 3.339 3.380

Activities 1.211 1.379 1.286

Dependent in 45 26 71

1 to 6’ 2.756 2.615 2.704

Activities 1.554 1.169 1.418

TOTALd 110 82 192d

3.145 3.110 3.130

1.394 1.352 1.372

FACTOR F--Time #2

Financial Ability_

_’Ab0ve the 43 39 82

Median of 3.070 3.359 3.207

Financial Ability 1.438 1.460 1.446

Below the 66 43 109

Median of 3.167 2.884 3.055

Financial Ability 1.365 1.219 1.311

TOTAL 109 82 191

3.128 . 3.110 3.120

1.388 1.352 1.369

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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In Table 8 and Table 11 the criterion variable is contentment

measured at time #1, and in Table 9 and Table 10 the criterion varia-

ble contentment is measured at time #2. Furthermore, the total fre-

quency in Table 8 is considerably greater than in the other three

tables, since this table reports on variables obtained only from

time #1 data before the experimental and actual mortality experi-

enced at time #2 (six months after time #1). Comparison of appro-

priate tables for the same factors or criterion allows one to make an

assessment of changes in these variables from time #1 to time #2.

Further inspection of tables 8 through 11 indicates that

factor 8, residential location of primary care giver, and factor C,

spouse survival, remain fairly stable across the set of four tables,

while factor 0, days of bed disability; factor E, independence in

activities of daily living (AOL); and factor F, financial ability,

fluctuate across the four tables.

Three factors show change from time #1 (in Tables 8 and 10)

to time #2 (in Tables 9 and 11). Some limited conclusions may be

drawn regarding these changes. For factor 0, days of bed disability,

either those who were initially bed-disabled improve, or they are

disproportionately lost to experimental mortality. For factor E,

independence in AOL, either those who were initially dependent improve,

or they are disproportionately lost from the sample. For factor F,

financial ability, either those who were initially above the median of

financial ability have lessened financial ability by time #2, or they

have been disproportionately lost from the sample. In addition, com-

parison of means and standard deviations for contentment in Table 8
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and 11 with statistics in Tables 9 and 10 indicates that the amount of

variation and mean level of contentment increased from time #1 to

time #2.

Comparison of the "high resource" level with the "low

resource" level of factor 8, residential location of PCG; factor C,

spouse survival; factor 0, days of bed disability; factor E, activi-

ties of daily living; and factor F, financial ability; shows that

contentment level is either higher or nearly equal for "high

resource" as compared to "low resource." There is one outstanding

exception to this general observation. In each of the tests of

hypotheses, it is the classification "spouse does not survive" which

has a higher mean value for contentment. Since the spouse's survival

was viewed as an activity resource which could be characterized as a

"high social support resource," this is a surprising finding..

In summary, we have identified factor A, age environment,

related to factor B, residential location of PCG, as an analysis which

has small cell frequencies. Factor B, residential location of PCG,

and factor C, spouse survival, were identified as having marginal

frequencies which remain stable from time #1 to time #2. The marginal

frequencies of factor 0, days of bed disability; factor E, ADL;

factor F, financial ability; and the criterion variable of contentment

fluctuate from time #1 to time #2. Spouse survival is consistently

associated with lower mean contentment level than is spouse non-

survival.
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Analysis of Covariance and Variance
 

For the total sample, it is necessary to forego the reporting

of the analyses of variance and covariance for factor A, age environ-

ment, by factor 8, residential location of PCG, in the testing of

H03, due to small cell frequency. All data from this study not

reported in this chapter may be found in Appendix C.

It is apparent, from the fact that significant f_values were

obtained for the covariates of age and prior (time #1) score in every

analysis of covariance, that the choice of these two covariates was

validated. These E_values are significant at p_< .01. However,

because factor A, age environment, which appears in each analysis,

could be highly correlated with the covariate of age, which was used

in every analysis of covariance, we have also run the corresponding

analyses of variance for all factors and hypotheses.

In Tables 12 to 15, analyses of covariance are reported in

the first column and analyses of variance are reported in the second

column. Thus it is relatively convenient to compare the result of

these two analytic approaches. Of greatest interest in such compari-

sons are situations in which the two analyses produce results which

are significant for one analysis and not significant for the other

analysis. These types of results are observed in the following

analyses:

1. (Table 12, HolA.)--the analysis of factor A, age

environment, by factor 0, days of bed disability.

The significant main effect for factor 0, in ANOVA

is nonsignificant in ANCOVA.
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Table 12: Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Total Sample--(H01C. A. D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Age 1 20.010 11.359“r

A=Age Environment 1 1.954 1.109 1 .060 .033

B=Residentia1 Location

of Primary Care Giver 1 .000 .000 1 .009 .005

A X 8 Interaction 1 .086 .049 1 .418 .227

Residual 255 1.762 256 1.839

Total 259 1.819 259 1.819

Covariate=Age 1 20.010 11.679**

AsAge Environment 1 1.262 .737 1 .570 .320

CBSpouse Survival 1 .246 .144 1 3.703 2.078

A X C Interaction 1 12.154 7_094e* 1 11.301 5.342*

Residual 255 1.713 256 1.782

Total 259 1.819 259 1.819

Covariate=Age 1 20.010 '11 .588“

A=Age Environment 1 1.538 .891 1 .085 .047

D=Days of Bed Disability_ 1 5.303 3.071 1 8.925 4.973*

A X 0 Interaction 1 3.661 2.120 1 2.822 1.573

Residual 255 1.727 256 1.795

Total 259 1.819 259 1.819

Covariate=Age 1 20.010 11.870**

A=Age Environment 1 1.563 .334 1 .917 .517

E=Independence in ACth°

ities of Dailnyiving, 1 19.403 11.510** 1 17.215 9.710**

A X E Interaction 1 .031 .018 1 .096 .054

Residual 255 1.686 256 1.773

Total 259 1.819 259 1.819

Covariate=Age 1 20.627 11.854‘”

A=Age Environment 1 2.192 1.260 1 .255 .139

F=Financia1 Ability 1 3.493 2.007 1 .627 .343

A X F Interaction 1 2.110 1.213 1 2.667 1.458

Residual 246 1.740 247 1.829

Total 250 1.822 250 1.822

*p_< .05

*‘p < .01
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Table 13: Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Total Sample-~(H02C, A. D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 33.506**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 11.728**

A=Age Environment 1 .157 .091 1 3.076 1.422

B=Residentia1 Locati0n

of Primagy Care GivEr 1 1.869 1.090 1 2.716 1.256

A X 8 Interaction 1 3.047 1.778 1 7.015 3.244

Residual 183 1.714 192 2.163

Total 188 2.198 195 2.194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 33.235**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 ll.634**

A=Age Environment 1 .034 .019 1 3.725 1.696

C=Sp0use Survival 1 .283 .164 1 1.840 .838

A X C Interaction 1 2.081 1.204 1 1.530 .697

Residual 183 1.728 192 2.198

Tetal‘ 188 2.198 195 2.194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 35.218**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 12.327**

A=Age Environment 1 .018 .011 1 2.197 1.081

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 20.079 12.311** 1 33.993 16.718**

A’X 0 Interaction 1 .077 .047 1 .605 .298

Residual 183 1.631 192 2.033

Total 188 2.198 195 25194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 35.804**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 12.533**

A=Age Environment . l .308 .192 1 5.460 2.716

E=Independence in Activ- ~

ities of Dolly Living 1 22.344 13.929“r 1 35.713 17.769**

A X E Interaction 1 2.710 1.689 1 3.373 1.678

Residual 183 1.604 192 2.010

Total 188 2.198 195 2.194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 59.068 34.125**

Covariate=Age 1 21.111 12.198**

A=Age Environment 1 .196 .113 1 3.150 1.428

F=Financia1 Abiligy 1 .868 .501 l .670 .304

A X F Interaction l .085 .049 1 2.900 1.315

Residual 182 1.731 191 2.205

Total 187 2.209 194 2.204

*p < .05

“p < .01
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Table 14: Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Total Sample-—(H03C, A. D).

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

B=Residentia1 Location Cell Sizes = 97 77 Cell Sizes = 97 77

of PrimaryyCare Giver 14 8 14 8

A X 8 Interaction

Residual

Total

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 33.312“r

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 11.660**

A=Age Environment 1 .122 .071 1 4.776 2.203

CESpQuse_Surxixal_ 1 .005 .003 1 5.543 2.556

A x c Interaction 1 3.085 1.789 1 3.070 1 415

Residual 183 1.724 192 2.169

Total 188 2.198 195 2.194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 33.042**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 11.566**

A=Age Environment 1 .109 .063 1 3.017 1 366

1 1

1

 

 

 

 

D=Days of Bed Disability .407 .234 .998 .452

A X 0 Interaction .103 .059 l -007 .003

Residual 183 1.738 192 2 208

Total . 188 2.198 195 2 194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.437 33.057**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 11.571**

A=Age Environment 1 .112 .064 1 3.288 1.488

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 .090 .052 1 .663 .300

A X E Interaction l .570 .328 1 .164 .074

Residual 183 1.738 192 2 209

Total 188 2.198 195 2.194

Covariate=Prior Score 1 57.798 33.363**

Covariate=Age 1 19.906 11.49l**

A=Age Environment 1 .020 .012 1 2.451 1.114

F=Financial Ability 1 1.806 1.042 1 2.235 1.016

A X F Interaction 1 1.127 .650 1 2.533 1.151

Residual 182 1.732 191 2.200

Total 187 2.209 194 2.204

 

t

p_< .05

it

p_< .01
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Table 15: Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Total Sample-~(H04C. A, D).

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Age 1 13.780 7.670“ .

A=Age Environnent 1 1.167 .650 1 .088 .047

8=Residentia1 Location

of PrimaryyCare Giver 1 1.476 .822 1 .979 .523

A X 8 Interaction 1 7.265 4.044* 1 6.760 3.611

Residual 187 1.797 188 1.872

Total 191 1.883 191 1.883

Covariate=Age 1 13.780 7.661**

A=Age Environnent l .285 .158 l .813 .440

C=Spouse Survival 1 1.935 1.076 1 7.268 3.930*

A X C Interaction 1 6.408 3.562 1 4.745 2.566

Residual 187 1.799 188 1.849

Total 191 1.883 191 1.883

Covariate=Age 1 13.780 7.644**

A=Age Environment 1 1.474 .818 l .018 .010

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 4.172 2.314 1 4.225 2.259

A X 0 Interaction 1 3.451 1.914 1 3.791 2.027

Residual 187 1.803 188 1.871

Total 191 1.883 191 1.883

Covariate=Age 1 13.780 8.074**

A=Age Environment 1 .761 .446 1 .454 .252

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 25.566 l4.981** 1 20.838 11.563**

A X E Interaction 1 .015 .009 1 .044 .024

Residual 187 1.707 188 1.802

Total 191 1.883 191 1.883

Covariate=Age 1 12.602 6.957**

A=Age Environment 1 1.368 .755 1 .045 .024

F=Financial Ability 1 3.849 2.125 1 1.114 .593

A X F Interaction 1 1.505 .831 1 3.750 1.996

Residual 186 1.811 187 1.879

Total 190 1.875 190 1.875

 

*p < .05

*‘p < .01
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2. (Table 15, H04A)--analysis of factor A, age environment,

by factor C, spouse survival. The nonsignificant main

effect for factor C, spouse survival, in ANCOVA is

significant in ANOVA.

3. (Table 15, H04C.)--analysis of factor A, age environ-

ment, bv factor 8, residential location of PCG. The

significant interaction effect for these two factors

in ANCOVA is nonsignificant in ANOVA.

While there were these important differences in the findings

from the two analyses, four main effects and one interaction effect

were found to be significant, regardless of whether the analysis used

was ANCOVA or ANOVA.

Consistency Hypotheses. Significant interaction effects are
 

the results needed to support the consistency hypotheses (HolC. to

H04C.) of this study. The results for the total sample yield two such

results out of the 20 sets of analyses. We may state these two find-

ings as follows:

1. There is a significant interaction (ANCOVA and ANOVA)

between factor A, age environment, and factor C, spouse

survival at time #1, when the criterion is contentment

at time #1 (see Table 12). Contentment is higher for

persons in nonconcentrated demanding age environment

with a surviving spouse and for persons in a concen-

trated, nondemanding age environment without a surviv-

ing spouse (see Table 8).

2. There is a significant interaction (ANCOVA only) between

factor A, age environment, and factor 8, residential

location of PCG at time #2, when the criterion is

contentment at time #1 (see Table 15). Contentment is

higher for persons in a nonconcentrated, demanding age

environment who have a PCG living in the same building

(at a later time), and for persons in a concentrated,

nondemanding age environment who have a PCG living in

a different building (at a later time) (see Table 11).

Comparison of the results in these two tables (8 and 11) with

the general consistency paradigm (Figure 4) indicates that both
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findings support the consistency hypotheses. No other effects support-

ing the consistency hypotheses were observed in these analyses.

Disengagement Hypotheses. The obtained significant main

effects for the total sample have been summarized in Table 17. These

main effects of significance may be divided into those which support

activity theory hypotheses, those which support disengagement theory

hypotheses.and those for which no hypotheses exist. In this sample,

none of the significant main effects are in a direction which would

negate the activity or disengagement hypotheses. The disengagement

hypotheses are not supported by any significant main effects. The

one-way analyses for age environment, reported in Table 16, show no

significant main effects.

Activity Hypotheses. The activity hypotheses are supported

by two significant main effects for factor 0, days of bed disability,

(H02A.); and three significant main effects for factor E, activities

of daily living, (HolA., H02A, and Ho4A.). Thus, in the total sample,

three of the four activity hypotheses have been supported by five of

the eight sets of tests of main effects mentioned in these hypotheses.

All these significant findings were in the hypothesized direction;

that is, contentment was higher for persons with no days of bed dis-

ability (vs some days of bed disability) and with independence in AOL

(vs dependence in AOL).

One of the main effects which is significant is unrelated to

either the activity or disengagement hypotheses. This finding is for

a main effect for factor C, spouse survival. The direction of the
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effect is for high contentment when the spouse does not survive. This

effect had been referred to in Chapter I, as a possible mediating

effect in support of disengagement theory. Since it was not deemed

directly related to disengagement phenomena, no hypotheses were formed

regarding this effect. This finding of strong support for this main

effect will lead to further discussion in the following chapter.

In summary, for the total sample, little support is shown for

the consistency hypotheses of this study. At best, such findings are

of two significant interaction effects from among 20 sets of tests for

interaction. No support is found for the disengagement hypotheses

within the total sample. Activity theory presents a different picture.

Five of eight sets of tests of the activity hypotheses yielded sig-

nificant main effects. In addition, one set of tests yielded signifi-

cant main effects for nonsurvival of spouse, to which no formal

hypotheses were linked.

Results for the Older (65 or Oldey) Sample
 

Descriptive Data
 

The unequal frequency distribution of cases within cells which

was noted in the total sample for factor A, age environment, by factor

8, residential location of PCG, is even more apparent in this sub-

sample, effecting these two factors in all four tests of the hypothe-

ses (see Tables 18 to 21). In this older sample, two additional

sets of analyses are affected by small cell frequencies. The analyses

affected in this way are factor A, age environment, by factor C,

spouse survival (all three hypotheses tested on time #2 sample), and
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Table 18: The f, M, and §Q_0f Contentment at Time 41 for Older Sample--(H01C. A, D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR B--Time #1

Residential Location of

Winery Care Giver '

Lives in Same 88; 41 129

Building as the 3.125 3.561 3.264

Participant 1.346c 1.050 1.272

Lives Separate 13 2 15

from the 3.154 3.000 3.133

Participant .801 2.828 1.060

FACTOR C--Time #1

Spouse Survival

Spouse 76 12 88

does 2.921 3.833 3.045

Survive 1.283 .937 1.277

Spouse 25 31 56

does not 3.760 3.419 3.571

Survive 1.091 1.177 1.142

FACTOR D--Time #1

Days of Bed Disability

N0 Days 58 24 82

of Bed 3.155 3.792 3.341

Disability 1.322 1.141 1.298

1 to 14 Days 43 19 62

of Bed 3.093 3.211 3.129

Disability 1.250 1.032 1.180

FACTOR E--Time #1

Independence in Activities

of Dail Livin

Independent in 30 19 49

 

 

all 6 3.400 3.842 3.571

Activities 1.303 1.167 1.258

Dependent in 71 24 95

1 to 6 3.014 3.292 3.084

Activities 1.270 1.042 1.217

TOTALd 101 43 144d

3.129 3.535 3.250

1.286 1.120 1.249

FACTOR F--Time #1

Financial Ability

Above the 58 15 73

Median of 3.069 3.733 3.205

Financial Ability 1.269 1.163 1.269

Below the 41 26 67

Median of 3.293 3.346 3.313

Financial Ability 1.289 1.093 1.209

TOTAL 99 41 140

3.162 3.488 3.257

1.275 1.121 1.237

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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Table 19. The f, M, and 59 of Contentment at Time #2 for Older Sample-~(H02C. A. D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Tota1

FACTOR Bo-Time #2

Residential Location of

FFTmary Care Giver

——[1ves in Same 64g 25 89

Building as the 3.766c 3.880 3.798

Participant 1.178 1.364 1.226

Lives Separate 14 5 19

from the 3.571 3.000 3.421

Participant 1.555 1.414 1.502

FACTOR C-—Time #2

Spouse Survival

Spouse 6O 7 67

does 3.633 3.857 3.657

Survive 1.248 1.345 1.250

Spouse 18 23 41

does not 4.056 3.690 3.854

Survive \ 1.211 1.428 1.333

FACTOR D--Time #2

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 58 21 79

of Bed 3.914 3.905 3.911

Disability 1.144 1.261 1.168

1 to 14 Days 20 9 29

of Bed 3.200 3.333 3.241

Disability 1.399 1.658 1.455

FACTOR E--Time #2

Independence in Activities

0‘ 0411mm

Independent in 41 19 60

all 6 4.098 4.211 4.133

Activities 1.020 1.228 1.081

Dependent in 37 ll 48

1 to 6 3.324 .909 3.229

Activities 1.355 1.300 1.341

TOTALd 78 30 108d

3.731 3.733 3.731

1.245 1.388 1.280

FACTOR F-—Time #2

Financial Ability

"Above the 21 14 35

Median of 3.857 4.000 3.914

Financial Ability 1.236 1.177 1.197

Below the 56 16 72

Median of 3.696 3.500 3.653

Financial Ability 1.264 1.549 1.323

TOTAL 77 30 107

3.740 3.733 3.738

1.250 1.388 1.284

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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Table 20: The I, M, and §Q_of Contentment at Time #2 for Older Sample--(H03C. A. D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Tota1

FACTOR 8--Time #1

Residential Location of

Primary Care Giver

Lives in Same 67g 28 95

Building as the 3.806 3.679 3.768

Participant 1.131c 1.416 1.216

Lives Separate 11 2 13

from the 3.273 4.500 3.462

Participant 1.794 .707 1.713

FACTOR C--Time #1

Spouse Survival

Spouse 61 7 68

does 3.557 3.857 3.588

Survive 1.272 1.345 1.272

Spouse 17 23 40

does not 4.353 3.696 3.975

Survive .931 1.428 1.271

FACTOR D--Time #1

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 45 19 64

of Bed 3.756 3.789 3.766

Disability 1.246 1.512 1.318

1 to 14 Days . 33 ll 44

of Bed 3.697 3.636 3.682

Disability. 1.262 1.206 1.235

FACTOR E--Time #1

Independence in Activities

of Daily Living

Independent in 27 17 44

all 6 3.815 4.000 3.886

Activities 1.302 1.369 1.316

Dependent in 51 13 64

1 to 6 3.686 3.385 3.625

Activities 1.225 ' 1.387 1.254

FACTOR F--Time #1

Financial Ability

Above the 37 13 50

Median of 3.865 4.231 3.960

Financial Ability 1.004 1.092 1.029

Below the 41 17 58

Median of 3.610 3.353 3.534

Financial Ability 1.430 1.498 1.441

TOTAL 78 30 108

3.731 3.733 3.731

1.245 1.388 1.280

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

‘Standard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.
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Table 21: The 1. fl, and S9 of Contentment at Time #1 for Older Sample--(Ho4c. A. D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR 8--Time #2

Residential Location of

Primary Care Giver

"tives in Same ' 62: 25 37

Building as the 3.161 3.680 3.310

Participant 1.333c .988 1.260

Lives Separate 13 5 18

from the 3.308 2.800 3.167

Participant 1:377 1.789 1.465

FACTOR C--Time #2

Spouse Survival

Spouse 58 7 65

does 2.983 3.857 3.077

Survive 1.331 1.069 1.327

Spouse 17 23 40

does not 3.882 3.435 3.625

Survive 1.111 1.199 1.170

FACTOR D--Time #2

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 56 21 77

of Bed 3.196 3.571 3.299

Disability 1.313 1.207 1.288

1 to 14 Days 19 9 28

of Bed 3.158 3.444 3.250

Disability 1.425 1.130 1.323

FACTOR E--Time #2

Independence in Activities

of Dail Livin

Independent in 40 19 59

 

 

all 6 3.475 3.632 3.525

Activities 1.154 1.300 1.194

Dependent in 35 11 46

1 to 6 2.857 3.364 2.978

Activities 1.458 .924 1.358

d
d 75 30 105

TOTAL 3.187 3.533 3.286

1.332 1.167 1.291

FACTOR F--Time #2

Financial Ability

Above the 20 14 34

Median of 2.900 3.714 3.235

Financial Ability 1.210 1.139 1.232

Below the 54 16 70

Median of 3.259 3.375 3.286

Financial Ability 1.362 1.204 1.320

TOTAL 74 - 30 104

3.162 3.533 3.269

1.324 1.167 1.286

 

°Frequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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factor A, age environment, by factor D, days of bed disability (two

of the three hypotheses tested on the time #2 sample).

I In general, the marginal frequencies for all factors behave

much the same fbr this subsample as they do for the total sample,

factor 8, residential location of PCG, and factor C, spouse survival,

are stable, and factor D, days of bed disability, factor E, indepen-

dence of AOL, and factor F, financial ability, fluctuate from

time #1 to time #2 as described for the total sample.

The finding of higher mean contentment at time #2 than at

time #1 is also apparent for this older sample. The finding that

mean contentment is higher for participants whose spouse does not

survive is also upheld for this subsample. Contentment is higher

and less variable for the older sample than for the total sample.

Although this latter finding appears to be at odds with the

negative relation of age and contentment cited earlier, it is a find-

ing consistent with the results obtained by Loeb and his colleagues

(1963, see Figure 3). It is quite likely that the relation of age

and contentment is curvilinear, being negatively related at ages from

45 to 65 and being unrelated or positively related to contentment at

ages beyond 65, as has been shown by this research. In summary, we

nay say that all findings from the descriptive data for the total

sample are upheld by the findings from the descriptive data for the

older sample. In addition, drastically small cell frequencies have

been observed in the older sample for factor A, age environment, by

factor C, spouse survival, and factor A, age environment, by factor 0,

days of bed disability.
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Analyses of Covariance and Variance
 

For this older sample, data have not been reported due to

small cell frequency for factor A,—age environment, by factor 8,

residential locations of PCG (all four tests of the hypotheses),

for factor A, age environment, by factor C, spouse survival (tests

of H02., H03., and H04.), and for factor A, age environment, by

factor 0, days of bed disability (tests of H02. and H04.). In

addition, data from several analyses of covariance have not been

reported because significant interactions were found between factors

and covariates, in violation of an underlying assumption of the

analysis of covariance. In Hol. (Table 22 and Table 26), there is a

significant interaction of the covariate age with factor A, age

environment, making all analyses of covariance for that hypothesis

invalid. In H02. (Table 23), the covariate age interacts significantly

with factor 0, days of bed disability. All results of data analysis

not reported in this chapter may be found in Appendix C.

There are no differential findings of significant E_values

between the analysis of covariance and the analysis of variance for

this older sample. At the same time, there is evidence that age is

not an appropriate covariate for this subsample of persons 65 years

of age or older, because the_§ values for the age covariate were

nonsignificant in every analysis. Since the covariate of age had

little effect in this sample, it is not surprising that no differ-

ential results between the two types of analyses have been found.
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Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Older Sample-~(HolC. A, D).

 

Source of Variation

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 
 

Mean F

Square Value

Degrees of

Freedom

Mean F

Square Value

Degrees of

Freedom

 

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

B=Residential Location
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Not Reported

Cell Sizes = 83 41

Data Not Reported

Cell Sizes = 88 41

 

of Primary Care Giver 13 2 l3 2

A x 8 Interaction Interaction of Factor A

Residual with Age

Total p.= .017

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported 1 .928 .639

C=Spouse Survival Interaction of Factor A 1 5.420 3.733

A x C Interaction with Age 1 9.303 6.406*

Residual p = .017 140 1.452

Total " 143 1.559

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported 1 5.061 3.306

D=Days of Bed Disability, Interaction of Factor A 1 1.679 1.096

A x 0 Interaction with Age 1 1.998 1.305

Residual p_= .017 140 1.531

Total 143 1.559

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported 1 3,455 2,292

E=Independence in Activ- Interaction of Factor A

ities of Daily Living, with Age 1 6,163 4,075*

A X E Interaction 2.: .017 1 .191 .126 ’

Residual 140 1.512

Total 143 1.559

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported 1 2,753 1.815

F=Financial Abiliqi Interaction of Factor A 1 .085 .055

A X F Interaction with Age 1 2,543 1 570

Residual p_= .017 136 1.522

Total 139 1.531

*p_< .05

**p < .01
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Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Older Sample--(H02C. A. D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment .

B=Residential Location Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

of Primary_Care Giver Cell Sizes = 64 25 Cell Sizes = 64 25

A x 8 Interaction 14 5 14 5

Residual

Total

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

§3§pouse Survival Cell Sizes = 60 7 Cell Sizes = 60 7

A X C Interaction 18 23 18 23

Residual

Total

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

A=Age Environment Cell Sizes = 58 21 Cell Sizes = 58 21

D=Days of Bed Disability 20 9 20 9

A—Y'D Interaction Interaction of Factor 0

Residual with Age

Total p_= .043

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20-353 ‘5-553**

Covariate=Age l -015 ~01?

=Age Environnent l .919 .702 l .197 .135

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living» 1 13.331 10.185** 1 21.997 15.072“r

A X E Interaction 1 2.290 1.749 1 1.431 .981

Residual 99 1.309 104 1.459

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score 1 21.615 15.034**

Covariate=Age ‘ 060 .041 '

A=Age Environment 1 1.304 .907 1 .074 .044

F=Financia1 Abiligé ‘ 2.149 1.495 1 1.684 1.006

A x F interaction 1 .039 .027 1 .577 .345

Residual 98 1.438 103 1.674

Total ‘03 1.611 106 1.648

*

2,< .05

it

p_< .01
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Table 24: Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Older Sample--(H03C. A. D).

 

Analysis of Covariance

 

Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

B=Residential Location Cell Sizes = 67 28 Cell Sizes = 67 28

of PrimaryyCare Giver 11 2 11 2

A X 8 Interaction

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

C=Spouse Survjval Cell Sizes = 61 7 Cell Sizes = 61 7

A X C Interaction 17 23 17 23

Residual

Total

Covariate=Prior Score 1 .20.:52 13.324**

“m. i .
D=Days of Bed Disability 1 -452 ~309 1 "83 -‘°9

A7X 0 Interaction l -0]3 '009 I ’046 '027
. 1,452 104 1.683

Re51dua1 99 -

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20.358 13.985**

Covariate=Age 1 .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 .797 .548 l .068 .041

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 .424 .292 1 1.849 1.117

A X E Interaction 1 .671 .461 1 1.232 .744

Residual 99 1.456 104 1.655

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20,353 14_422**

Covariate=Age l .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 .485 .344 1 .009 .005

F=Financial Abilitx 1 3.867 2.739 1 4.870 3.010

71"x‘F interaction 1 1.593 1.128 1 2.072 1.281

Residual 99 1.412 104 1.618

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

.

p_< .05

it

2 < .01
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Table 25: Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Older Sample-~(H04C, A, O).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment '

B=Residentia1 Location Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

of Primary Care Giver Cell Sizes = 62 25 Cell Sizes = 62 25

A X 8 Interaction l3 5 13 5

Residual

Total

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

C=Spouse Survival Cell Sizes = 58 7 Cell Sizes = 58 7

A X C Interaction 17 23 17 23

Residual

Total

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

D=Days of Bed Disability Cell Sizes = 56 21 Cell Sizes = 56 21

A X 0 Interaction l9 9 l9 9

Residual

Total

Covarf t :A e 1 1.615 1.011

A=Age En?” rgnment 1 2.469 1.546 1 1.842 1.140

= n nd nce in Activ-

E 1323801780311), Living 1 8.199 5.134* 1 7.005 4.334*

A x E Interaction 1 .709 .444 1 .621.384

Residual 100 1.597 101 1.616

Total 104 1.668 104 1.668

Covariate=Age 1 1,230 _745

A=Age Environment 1. 3.680 2.228 1 3.216 "95‘

F=Financial Ability 1 .190 .115 1 .333 '20?

A x F Interaction 1 2.034 1.231 1 2.410 "“63

Residual 99 1.652 100 1.648

Total 103 1.655 103 1.655

*p < .05

*t

g < .01
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Consistency Hypotheses. Turning to a consideration of find-
 

ings which support the consistency hypotheses (HolC. to Ho4c.), one

of the eleven reported interactions proved to be significant. We

may state this finding as follows:

1. There is a significant interaction (ANOVA reported only)

between factor A, age environment, and factor C, spouse

survival at time #1, when the criterion is contentment

at time #1 (see Table 22). Contentment is higher for

persons in a nonconcentrated, demanding age environment,

with a surviving spouse and for persons in a concen-

trated, nondemanding age environment without a sur-

viving spouse (see Table 18).

This interaction is upheld for both the older sample and the total

sample. No other effects supporting the hypotheses were observed in

these analyses.

Disengagement Hypotheses. In this older sample, three sig-
 

nificant main effects are found. These are reported in Table 27.

None of the main effects related to the disengagement hypotheses.

The one-way analyses for age environment reported in Table 26 show

no significant main effects.

Activity Hypotheses. All three main effects support activity

hypotheses. There are significant main effects for factor E,

independence of AOL, when HolA., H02A., and H04A. are under test. In

this older sample, three of the four activity hypotheses were supported

in three of the eight sets of tests of those hypotheses.

To summarize, the findings for the older sample do not give

strong support to the consistency hypotheses of this study. Only one

finding of 11 sets reported was a significant interaction. The
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disengagement hypotheses fared worse, with no significant findings.

Activity hypotheses yielded significant findings for three of six

sets of main effects which were reported.

A basic finding for this sample is that the covariate of

age does not produce significant F values. Thus, the utility of

the analysis of covariance is questionable, for this older sample.

This matter will be discussed further in the following chapter.

Results for the Younger (45 to less than 65) Sample
 

Descriptive Data
 

In this younger sample the total number of cases is smaller

(125) than for the older sample (155). Because of this, we expected

to be able to report fewer analyses, due to small cell frequencies.

This expectation is shown to be accurate in Tables 28 to 31. None

of the cell distributions for factor A, age environment; by factor 8,

location of PCG; or factor A, age environment; by factor C, spouse

survival, are such that analyses may be reported. For factor A,

age environment, by factor 0, days of bed disability, the analyses

for H02. (Table 33) and H04. (Table 35) are not reportable. For

factor A, age environment, by factor E, ADL, the analyses for H02.

(Table 33) are not reportable. For factor A, age environment, by

factor F, financial ability, the analyses for H01. (Table 30) and

H03. (Table 32) are not reportable. All results not reported

here may be found in Appendix C.

In general, the marginal frequencies for factor B, location

of PCG; factor C, spouse survival; factor 0, days of bed disability:
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Table 28. The f, M, and SD of Contentment at Time #1 for Younger Sample-~(H01C, A, D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Total

FACTOR B--Time #1

Residential Location

of Prima_ry_ Care Giver

TTLTves in Same 44g ' 59 103

Building as the 2.909c 2.695 2.786

Participant 1.567 1.329 1.432

Lives Separate 4 9 13

from the 3.250 2.889 3.000

Participant .957 1.691 1.472

FACTOR C--Time #1

Spguse Survival

Spouse 41 47 88

does 2.878 2.936 2.909

Survive 1.568 1.374 1.459

Spouse 7 21 28

does not 3.286 2.238 2.500

Survive 1.254 1.261 1.319

FACTOR D--Time #1

Days of Bed Disabilipy

7—Ro Days 15 32 47

' of Bed 3.200 3.000 3.064

Disability 1.656 1.391 1.466

1 to 14 Days 33 36 69

of Bed 2.818 2.472 2.638

Disability 1.467 1.320 1.393

FACTOR E--Time #1

Independence in Activities

of Dail Livin

ndependent in 16 34 50

 

 

all 6 3.438 3.059 3.180

Activities 1.365 1.301 1.320

Dependent in 32 34 66

1 to 6 , 2.688 2.382 2.530

Activities 1.554 1.371 1.459

10141.d 48 68 116d

2.938 2.721 2.810

1.522 1.370 1.432

FACTOR Fo-Time #1

Financial Ability

——Above the 37 37 74

Median of 3.027 2.946 2.986

Financial Ability 1.518 1.508 1.503

Below the 8 29 37

Median of 2.375 2.379 2.378

Financial Ability 1.598 1.147 1.233

TOTAL 45 66 111

2.911 2.697 2.784

1.535 1.381 1.442

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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Table 29.. The I, M, and SD of Contentment at Time #2 for Younger Sample--(H02C. A, D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Tota1

FACTOR B--Time #2

Residential Location of

Primary Care Giver

Lives in Sane 29; 49 78

Building as the 2.793c 3.102 2.987

Participant 1.634 1.571 1.591

Lives Separate 4 6 10

from the 3.500 1.833 2.500

Participant 1.732 1.329 1.650

FACTOR C--Time #2

Spouse Survival

Spouse 26 42 68

does 2.808 3.119 3.000

Survive 1.698 1.596 1.630

Spouse 7 13 20

does not 3.143 2.462 2.700

Survive 1.464 1.506 1.490

FACTOR D--Time #2

Days of Bed Disability

N6_Days 25 4O 65

of Bed 3.160 3.350 3.277

Disability 1.573 1.562 1.556

1 to 14 Days 8 15 23

of Bed 2.000 1.933 1.957

Disability 1.604 1.163 1.296

FACTOR E--Time #2

Independence in Activities

Of Daily Livi_ng

Independent in 24 4D 64

all 6 3.167 3.325 3.266

Activities 1.579 1.509 1.525

Dependent in 9 15 24

1 to 6 2.111 2.000 2.042

Activities 1.616 1.414 1.459

FACTOR F--Time #2

Financial Ability '

Above the 22 27 49

Median of 3.000 3.148 3.082

Financial Ability 1.604 1.657 1.618

Below the 11 28 39

Median of 2.636 2.766 2.744

Financial Ability 1.748 1.524 1.568

TOTAL 33 55 88

2.879 2.964 2.932

1.635 1.587 1.596

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.
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Table 30: The I, M, and S9 of Contentment at Time #2 f0r Younger Sample-~(H03C. A. D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Tota1

FACTOR B--Time #1

Residential Location of

Primanprare Giver

"Eives in Same 30: 49 79

Building as the 2.867 3.020 2.962

Participant 1.634c 1.574 1.589

Lives Separate 3 6 9

from the 3.000 2.500 2.667

Participant 2.000 1.761 1.732

FACTOR C--Time #1

Sp0use Survival

Spouse 26 41 67

does 2.808 3.073 2.970

Survive 1.698 1.587 1.623

Spouse 7 14 21

does not 3.143 2.643 2.810

Survive 1.464 1.598 1.337

FACTOR D--Time #1

Days of Bed Disability

No Days 11 29 40

of Bed 2.727 2.966 2.900

Disability 1.737 1.614 1.630

1 to 14 Days 22 26 48

of Bed 2.955 2.962 2.958

Disability 1.618 1.587 1.584

FACTOR E--Time #1

Independence in Activities

QITQeilxceixine
ndependent in 10 29 39

 

all 6 3.000 2.828 2.872

Activities 1.764 1.605 1.625

Dependent in 23 26 49

1 to 6 2.826 3.115 2.980

Activities 1.614 1.583 1.588

10m.d 33 55 88d

2.879 2.964 2.932

1.635 1.587 1.696

FACTOR F--Time #1

Financial Abilit

Above the 25 29 54

Median of 2.920 3.138 3.037

Financial Ability 1.656 1.663 1.648

Below the B 25 33

Median of 2.750 2.760 2.758

Financial Ability 1.669 1.535 1.542

TOTAL 33 54 87

2.879 2.963 2.931

1.635 1.601 1.605

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.

dThis row presents the totals for Factor A in the four tables above.
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Table 31: The f, M, and §_D_ of Contentment at Time #1 for Younger Sample-~(H04C, A, D).

 

FACTOR A--Age Environment

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concentrated Nonconcentrated

Nondemanding Demanding Tota1

FACTOR B--Time #2

Residential Location of

Primary Care Giver

—lives in Same 29; 46 75

Building as the 3.000 2.978 2.987

Participant 1.604c 1.390 1.466

Lives Separate 6 g 6 12

from the 3.333 2.000 2.667

Participant 1.211 1.265 1.371

FACTOR C--Time #2

Spouse Survival

Spouse 29 39 68

does 2.966 2.923 2.941

Survive 1.592 1.440 1.495

Spouse 6 13 19

does not 3.500 2.692 2.947

Survive 1.225 1.316 1.311

FACTOR D--Time #2

Days of Bed Disability

N0 Days " 27 37 64

of Bed 3.074 3.162 3.125

Disability 1.466 1.424 1.431

1 to 14 Days 8 15 23

of Bed 3.000 2.133 2.435

Disability 1.852 1.060 1.409

FACTOR Eo-Time #2

Independence in Activities

of Daily Living

Independent in 25 37 62

all 6 3.320 3.189 3.242

Activites 1.314 1.411 1.363

Dependent in 10 15 25

1 to 6 2.400 2.067 2.200

Activities 1.897 1.033 1.414

FACTOR F--Time =2

Financial Ability

Above the 23 25 48

deian of 3.217 3.160 3.188

Financial Ability 1.622 1.599 1.593

Below the 12 27 39

Median of 2.750 2.593 2.641

Financial Ability 1.357 1.152 1.203

TOTAL - 35 52 87

3.057 2.865 2.943

1.533 1.401 1.450

 

aFrequency within the cell.

bMean of the criterion variable within the cell.

cStandard Deviation of the criterion variable within the cell.
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and factor E, ADL, are in the same relationship to each other as

reported for the total sample and the older sample. However, the

marginal frequencies for factor A, age environment, and factor F,

financial ability, are distributed differently for this younger

sample than for the older or total samples. For the younger sample,

more persons are found to be in a nonconcentrated, demanding age

environment than in a concentrated, nondemanding age environment.

The opposite results were obtained for the older sample and the

total sample. This finding regarding age environment held true for

all four tests of the hypotheses.

For the younger sample, more persons were above the total

sample median for financial ability than below the total sample

median, and this is true at time #1 and at time #2. In both the

older and the total samples, marginal frequencies indicate that the

majority of cases above the total sample median for financial ability

at time #1 changes to a majority of cases below the total sample

median for financial ability at time #2, approximately six months

later.

Assessment of the data reported as means and standard devia-

tions of the criterion variable, contentment, shows that contentment

is invariably lower and more variable for this sample than for the

total sample. The finding for the total sample and the older sample

that contentment is higher at time #2 than at time #1 is not upheld

for this younger sample; and the finding that the total sample and

the older sample evidenced a higher mean contentment if the spouse

did not survive is reversed for the younger sample.
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To sum up, this younger sample has more unreported analyses

due to small cell frequencies than the older sample. This sample

is more apt to be in a nonconcentrated, demanding age environment

than is the older sample. Members of this sample are more apt to

be high in financial ability at time #1 and to remain at that finan-

cial position at time #2, whereas in the other two samples financial

ability is lower by time #2. The contentment level of this younger

sample is lower and more variable than the older sample. Lower con-

tentment is associated with nonsurvival of spouse for this younger

sample, while higher contentment is associated with the same event

for the older sample.

Analyses of Covariance and Variance
 

In addition to the data not reported in Tables 32 to 35,

due to small cell frequencies, three analyses of covariance have

gone unreported due to significant interaction between a covariate

and a factor. In H02. (Table 33), prior (time #1) score on content-

ment interacted significantly with factor F, financial ability. In

H03. (Table 34), age interacted significantly with factor C, spouse

survival, and with factor E, activities of daily living. All data

not reported here may be accessed in Appendix C. There are no

differential findings of significant f_values between the analysis of

covariance and the analysis of variance for this younger sample.

Consistency Hypotheses. In this younger sample, there were
 

no significant interaction effects to support the consistency

hypotheses.



Table 32:

1(36

Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Younger Sample-~(H01C. A. D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

B=Residentia1 Location Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

of Primagy Care Giver Cell Sizes 44 59 Cell Sizes = 44 59

A X B Interaction 4 9 4 9

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

CeSpouse Survival Data Not Reported. . Data Not Reported

11 x c Interaction Cell Sizes = 41 47 Cell Sizes = 41 47

Residual 7 21 7 21

Total

Covariate=Age 1 14.861 7.728**

A=Age Environment 1 .146 .076 1 2.333 1.144

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 7.504 3.902 1 6.086 2.986

A X 0 Interaction 1 .005 .003 l .137 .067

Residual 111 1.923 112 2.038

Total 115 2.051 115 2.051

Covariate=Age 1 14.861 7.964**

A=Age Environment 1 .370 .198 1 3.060 1.553

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 13.825 7.409** 1 13.744 6.974“

A X E Interaction 1 .012 .006 1 .035 .018

Residual 111 1.866 112 1.971

Total 115 2.051 115 2.051

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financia1 Abiligy
 

Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

 

A X F Interaction C811 Sizes 37 37 C811 Sizes = 37 37

Residual 8 29 8 29

Total

‘p < .05

**p_< .01



Table 33:

1(17

Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Younger Sample--(H02C, A, D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source Of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

R=Residential Location Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

of Primary Care Giver Cell Sizes = 29 49 Cell Sizes = 29 49

A X 8 Interaction 4 6 4 6

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

C=Spouse Survival Cell Sizes = 26 42 Cell Sizes = 26 42

A X C Interaction 7 13 7 13

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

D=Days of Bed Disability Cell Sizes = 25 40 Cell Sizes = 25 4O

A7X 0 Interaction 8 15 8 15

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

E=Independence in Activ- Cell Sizes = 24 40 Cell Sizes = 24 40

ities of Daily Living» 9 15 9 15

A X E Interaction

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environmnt Data NOT. Reported 1 .44? -170

F=Financial Ability Interaction of Factor F 1 2.775 1.066

A X F Interaction with Prior Contentment 1 ~000 .000

Residual p_= .033 84 2.603

Total
87 2.547

 



Table 34:
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Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Younger Sample-~(H03C, A, D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financial Abiligg

A X F Interaction

Residual

Tota1

Data Not Reported

Cell Sizes = 25 29

8 25

Data Not Reported

Cell Sizes = 25 29

8 25

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

B=Residential Location Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

of Primagy Care Giver Cell Sizes = 30 49 Cell Sizes = 30 49

A X 8 Interaction 3 6 3 6

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

A=Age Environment Cell Sizes = 26 41 Cell Sizes = 26 41

C=Spouse Survival _ 7 14 7 14

A X C Interaction‘ Interaction of Factor C

Residual with Age

Total 9 = .048

*

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 17.733’

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .515

A=Age Environment 1 .407 .190 1 .198 .075

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 .184 .086 l .124 .047

A X 0 Interaction 1 .163 .076 1 .255 .097

Residual 78 2.139 84 2.632

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age Data Not Reported

A=Age Environment Interaction of Factor E 1 .257 .098

E=Independence in Activ- With 496

ities of Daily Living 9_ = .003 1 .361 .138

A X E Interaction 1 .985 .376

Residual 84 2.620

Total 87 2.547

 

*p< .05

“p< .01



' Table 35:

1139

Analysis of Covariance and Variance for Younger Sample-~(Ho4C. A. D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

B=Residential Location Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

of Primary Care Giver Cell Sizes = 29 46 Cell Sizes = 29 46

A X 8 Interaction 6 6 6 6

Residual

Total

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

§§§pouse Survival Cell Sizes = 29 39 Cell Sizes = 29 39

A'X C Interaction 6 l3 6 13

Residual

Total

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environnent Data Not Reported Data Not Reported

D=Days of Bed Disability? Cell Sizes = 27 37 Cell Sizes = 27 37

A X 0 Interaction 8 15 8 15

Residual

Total

Covari ate=Age 1 13. 603 7. 383“

A=Age Environment 1 .071 .038- l .746 .386

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 14.804 8.035** 1 19.319 9.994**

A X E Interaction 1 1.202 .652 1 .176 .091

Residual 82 1.842 83 1.933

Total 86 2.101 86 2.101

Covariate=Age 1 13.503 5.997.

A=Age Enyironnont 1 .141 .073 1 .195 .094

F=F1nanc1al Abihty 1 7.615 3.917 1 5.353 2.791

A X F Interaction 1 .053 .027 1 .049 .023

Residual 82 1.944 83 2.097

Total 86 2,101 86 2.101

*2 < .05

**p_ < .01
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Disengagement Hypotheses. No main effects for age environment

are reported in Table 36 or Table 37. There is no support for the

disengagement hypotheses.

Activity_flypotheses. Two main effects are reported for the
 

younger sample in Table 37. Both of them are in support of the

activity hypotheses. These are significant main effects for factor

E, independence of ADL, when HolA. and Ho4A. are under test. In this

younger sample, two of the four activity hypotheses were supported

in two of the eight sets of tests of those hypotheses.

To summarize, the findings for this younger sample give no

support to the consistency hypotheses or the disengagement hypotheses.

Activity hypotheses yielded significant findings for two of five sets

of main effects which were reported.

Summa:y_of the Results
 

The results reported in this chapter are summarized in

Table 38 for the interaction effects, and in Table 39 for the main

effects. Table 38 illustrates very concretely the extent of unre-

ported data, shown as a dash (-) in the table.

In regard to testing the four consistency hypotheses, a .

glance at Table 38 indicates that, in general, none of the hypotheses

was strongly supported, with no support at all fer H02. and H03.

There is support for Hol.in theinteraction of factor A, age environ-

ment, with factor C, spouse survival. There is support for H04. in

the interaction of factor A, age environment, with factor B, resi-

dential location of PCG. A check of the cell means for the three
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appropriate samples, hypotheses and factors sets indicates that all

of the reported interactions which are significant are in the hypothe-

sized direction. This direction is such that contentment is higher

when age environment is concentrated, nondemanding and activity

resources are low, or when age environment is nonconcentrated, demand-

ing, and activity resources are high.

The reported main effects are summarized in Table 39. This

table compiles results previously tabled in Table 17, 27, and 37.

Activity theory has been well supported in three of the four hypothe-

ses, with most of this support involving factor E, activities of

daily living, and less involvement of factor D, days of bed disabil-:

ity, in support of the hypotheses. It should be noticed that these

findings for activity hypotheses are of such strength that a finding

of significance is obtained in both the analysis of covariance and

the analysis of variance for all but one effect.

Disengagement hypotheses have been rejected because of no

support. The findings reported in this chapter will be discussed

further in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Introduction
 

This chapter consists of two general discussions. The first

is pointed toward the results obtained in this study. It includes

a summary of the characteristics of the several samples used in the

study, a comparison of the results obtained for the hypotheses which

relate to the three types of theories of successful aging: consis-

tency, activity, and disengagement theories, and a discussion of

other obtained results.

The second general discussion makes suggestions for future

research regarding successful aging. These suggestions are in

regard to instrumentation, data collection strategy, appropriate

analysis, size and characteristics of the sample, and questions

amenable to further research.

Discussion of the Present Study
 

The sample for this study was purposely tailored to produce

relatively equal numbers of persons at "good" and "poor" functional

levels, while allowing for the possibility of measurement of change

within a six month time period. A consequence of tailoring the

sample in this manner was a relatively large number of deaths during

the six month time period, experienced as part of the experimental

mortality.

116
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Because the tailoring process was designed for over-

representation of persons at "poor" functional levels, the sample is

certainly not representative of the older population in the commu-

nities studied. Therefore, no attempt has been made to generalize

the results or conclusions of this study to a larger population.

Such generalization is not warranted.

Since the hypotheses of this study were tested on several

subsamples, it is appr0priate to summarize the characteristics of

these subsamples before proceeding to discuss the results which

were obtained from the subsample data. Analysis of results have

been organized on the basis of time subsamples (time #1 and time #2)

and age subsamples (older and younger). Although the sample of

this study was formed in such a way as to allow analysis by rural

and urban subsamples, the data has not been reported in this

format in Chapter III and no report has been made of the char-

acter of those two subsamples. Such an analysis is conceivable as

the subject of a future report based on the data of this study. It

may also be important, in future research, to analyze this data

after division into subsamples by sex.

Sample Characteristics at

Time #1 and Time #2

 

 

‘ In discussing the differences in character of the total

sample at time #1 and time #2, we are pointing up matters which may

influence differential findings for Hol (C, A, D), which was tested

on the time #1 sample; and for H02 (C, A, 0), H03 (C, A, D) and

H04 (C, A, D), which were tested on the time #2 sample.
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The basic difference between these two samples is that the

sample size diminishes between time #1 and time #2. The total sample

at time #1 is 280, but due to missing data, the effective sample size

f0r hypothesis testing is 251-260 at time #1. The total sample at

time #2 is 201. Loss of cases due to deletion of missing data

reduces the number of cases on which the hypotheses are tested to

191-196 at time #2.

While most of the intake characteristics of the two samples

which are described in Chapter II vary little between the two time

samples, it may be noticed that at time #2 the sample consists of a

slightly greater proportion of persons who are married, live with

only one other person, own their own home, head their own household

and have a PCG who is a spouse. Since the experimental mortality

which was experienced between time #1 and time #2 was actual mortal-

ity to a great extent, we may conclude that persons with the above

characteristics at intake into the study had an advantage in "stay-

ing ability" (see Table 2 and 3).

Certain other differences are discernible in several of the

factors which were measured at both time #1 and time #2. It is not

possible from this analysis to determine whether the differences

observed in these factor levels at the two times may be attributable

to actual changes for the persons in the time #2 sample, or to the

loss of 79 persons between time #1 and time #2. By time #2, fewer

persons are (1) bed disabled for 1 to 14 days, (2) are dependent in

activities of daily living, and (3) are above the median of financial
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ability. Hol (C, A, D) and H03 (C, A, D) are tested using the levels

of the factors at time #1; while H02 (C, A, D) and H04 (C, A, D) are

tested using the levels of the factors at time #2.

In regard to the characteristics of the criterion, content-

ment, it was found that by time #2 the mean level of contentment is

both higher and more variable. Time #1 contentment is involved in

the testing of H01 (C, A, D) and H04 (C, A, 0), while time #2 con-

tentment is involved in the testing of H02 (C, A, D) and H03 (C, A,

0). Refer to Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11 regarding the factors and

criterion levels.

Characteristics of Older Sample

and Younger Sample

 

 

For purposes of analysis of the hypotheses, the size of the

sample is crucial. The older sample (persons 65 or older) is larger

than the younger sample (persons 45 to less than 65). At time #1 the

older sample contained 155 subjects, while 109 remained in that

sample at time #2. Because of loss of subjects due to missing data

in the data analyses, the older sample has an effective size of 140-

144 at time #1, and 104-108 at time #2. The younger sample con-

tained 125 subjects at time #1 and 92 at time #2. Due to missing

data in the analyses, the younger sample shrank to a size of 111-116

at time #1 and 87-88 at time #2.

Along with the age difference in the two samples, several

other intake variables differentiate the two samples. The older

sample has a greater proportion of females, whites, widowed persons,
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persons at higher occupational levels, and persons at lower educa-

tional levels. The older sample is less likely than the younger

sample to have a spouse as PCG, and more likely to have a female PCG

and/or more likely to have a child or other relative as a PCG. The

older sample is more likely than the younger sample to have lived

in their residence 10 years or more, to have only one cohabitant, to

have an "other resident" as owner or head of the household, and less

likely to haveaalandlord. At least one of these differences, the

finding for educational level, may be recognized as a historical

bias for the two cohorts. Most of the other differences are

accounted for by the particular life cycle or stage of development

of members of the two age groups.

The younger sample compared to the older sample is, on the

average, less content and exhibits a larger standard deviation for

the criterion variable, contentment. However, the mean for content-

ment remains stable from time #1 to time #2, and the standard devia-

tion increases from time #1 to time #2 for the younger sample. The

older sample is more content and has a smaller standard deviation

for the criterion of contentment than the younger sample. The mean

of contentment increases from time #1 to time #2, while the standard

deviation of contentment remains stable between the two time samples

for the older sample. It was noted earlier that, for the total

sample, between time #1 and time #2, both the mean and the standard

deviation of contentment increase.
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Results fer the Consistency

Hypotheses

 

 

We have seen that two of the four consistency hypotheses

received no support, while HolC. and Ho4C. received support from

only one of the five sets of factors. The two factors involved in

significant interaction with age environment are factor B, location

of PCB, and factor C, spouse survival. Both these factors are

variables related to persons other than the self. The two hypothe-

ses with significant interaction effects are the two which have in

common a lower, less variable criterion measure, contentment at

time #1.

Two significant findings, out of 20 sets of main effects in

which it would have been possible to obtain significance, is not

much better than chance. We reject H020. and Ho3C. The two sig-

nificant findings will be discussed further in comparison to the

significant findings for the activity and disengagement theories.

Results for the Activity,

Hypotheses

 

 

The activity hypotheses received support for three of the

four hypotheses, in five of the eight sets of tests of the hypothe-

ses. For factor 0, days of bed disability, two hypotheses (HolA.

and H02A.) produced a significant main effect. For factor E, inde-

pendence in activities of daily living, three of the four hypotheses

(all except H03A.) produced a significant main effect. Notice that

both the hypothesized main effects involve factors which are varia-

bles involving the self. One of the five findings was borne out in
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the older sample as well as in the total sample. Two others were

upheld in the older, younger, and total samples. Four of the five

findings are supported by both analysis of variance and analysis of

covariance.

Although one of the hypotheses, H03A., was rejected, the

important matter is that three of the four activity hypotheses were

supported with significant findings. These strongly supportive

results will be compared with the results from the other two theor-

ies.

Results for the Disengagement

Hypotheses

 

 

For the total sample, none of 20 sets of tests of the dis-

engagement hypotheses is supported. For the older sample and younger

sample, no supportive results are obtained for the disengagement

hypotheses. It seems obvious that there is no support for any of the

disengagement hypotheses.

Comparison of the Results for

the Three Theories

 

 

We have seen that there is no support for disengagement theory.

Opposed to this we found support for HolC. and Ho4C. related to

consistency theory, and for HolA, H02A, and Ho4A. related to activity

theory. See Figure 19 for a summary of these results, taken from

Table 38 and Table 39.

Although the results support both consistency theory and

activity theory, the results reported in support of the activity

theory are overwhelmingly stronger. More significant findings were
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Hypothesis

H01 H02 H03 H04

' Innediate Delayed

Theory of Cross- Cross- Chronological Chronological

Successful Sectional Sectional Lag Anticipation

Aging Paradigm Paradigm Paradigm Paradigm

Consistency Factor A, Factor A.

Theory Age environ- age environ-

(4 X 5 = 20 ment X ment X

Sets of Tests) Factor C, Factor B,

spouse Location of

survival. PCG

Tota1 Sample Tota1 Sample

ANCOVA ANCOVA

ANOVA

Older Sample

ANOVA

Activity Factor E, Factor E. Factor E.

Theory ADL ADL ADL

(4 X 2 = 8 -------------------------------------

Sets of Tests) Total Sample Tota1 Sample Tota1 Sample

ANCOVA ANCOVA ANCOVA

ANOVA ANOVA ANOVA

Older Sample Older Sample Older Sample

ANOVA ANCOVA ANCOVA

Younger Sample ANOVA ANOVA .

ANCOVA Younger Sample‘

ANOVA ANCOVA

_,, ANOVA .

Factor 0, Factor D, '__T

Days of Bed Days of Bed '

Disability Disability

Tota1 Sample Tota1 Sample 3

ANOVA ANCOVA

ANOVA

Disengagenent

Theory

(4 X 5 = 20

Sets of Tests,

4 X l = 4

One-Way Tests)

’Figure 19. Comparison of significant findings for three theories by four

hypotheses.
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obtained for activity theory than far consistency theory, in both

absolute and relative terms. Unlike consistency theory, the results

for activity theory were supported by both ANCOVA and ANOVA in four

of five significant findings. The results for one of the activity

hypotheses are supported by findings from the older subsample, as

well as the total sample. Two more hypotheses are supported by

findings from the older, younger, and total samples.

Considering all these matters, activity theory comes out the

strong leader among the three theories. Although consistency theory

is not rejected by these results, it is not supported as strongly as

activity theory. Disengagement theory is rejected by these findings.

Discussion of the Results for

the Three Theories

 

 

The variables utilized in this study were those chosen from

among the pool of available variables from the demonstration project.

There were no specific research objectives or criteria which were

satisfied by this variable set. Later in this chapter, many sugges-

tions will be given for alternate variables which could be utilized

in future research regarding theories of successful aging. This set

of variables also is not a representative set from a larger popu-

lation of variables. The type of bias which may have been intro-

duced to this study by the variable set will be discussed below.

It is noteworthy (see Figure 19) that the two variables

which have lent support to the consistency hypotheses are residential

location of the primary care giver, and spouse survival, both in

interaction with age environment. All three of these interacting
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factors represent variables having to do with persons other than the

subject (self): (1) the primary care giver, (2) the spouse, and

(3) the cohabitants of the subject's residence. Factors such as:

(1) days of bed disability, (2) activities of daily living, and

(3) financial ability, all have a strong "self component" and none

of them contributed to support of the consistency hypotheses.

The activity hypotheses, on the other hand, have been sup-

ported by two of the "self component" variables: (1) activities of

daily living, and (2) days of bed disability. The deficiency of the

financial ability variable to measure significance when it does,

in fact, exist will be discussed later in this chapter.

Based on these observations from this limited set of "self

component" and "other component" variables, we put forward the

following two generalizations for future testing:

1. Variables which depend mainly on characteristics of the

self and which are little influenced by the actions of

others will be related to successful aging through

activity theory.

2. Variables which depend mainly on characteristics of

others, especially significant others, and which are

little influenced by the actions of the self will be

related to successful aging through consistency

theory.

Suggestions for conducting research about these two proposi-

tions will be presented later in this chapter.

Our attention should also be directed to another character-

istic of the variables which provided support for activity theory

and did not provide support for consistency theory. In addition to

the Specification of days of bed disability and independence in
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activities of daily living as self component variables, we must also

notice that they are of such a basic nature, and such a usually

simple level as to be expected activities, regardless of the type of

age environment impinging upon the individual.

It appears quite possible that the two activity variables

utilized in this study will not differentiate between the two age

environment levels. If this is the case, we would not be able to

obtain interaction effects. This is exactly the picture presented

by the data. Limitation of activity resources in this study to

activity variables which do not differentiate between age environment

levels, may have lessened the probability of support for the con-

sistency hypotheses, while increasing the probability of support for

the activity hypotheses.

Several alternate activity resource variables could be sug-

gested which are of a less basic nature, or which lie in a middle

position on a scale of activities from simple to complex. Among

others these include: walking, climbing stairs, getting about out-

side of a building, traveling, using a telephone, writing corre-

spondence, driving a car, earning small amounts of money. While such

variables are complex, they define or facilitate a social activity.

The simpler activities of daily living, and staying out of bed for

a good part of the day do not. Rather, these simpler activities are

more readily described as pure physical activities.

We should recall that these two variables of physical activity

were selected Diorder to operationalize an underlying concept of
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physical health. In saying that the interaction effects posited by

consistency theory are more likely found in variables which represent

social activity, rather than pure physical activity, we introduce

the possibility that an activity resource which we shall label as

"social health" is a more appropriate medium in which to detect sig-

nificant consistency (interaction) effects. At the same time, we

may say that physical health is a concept which may be expected to

produce main effects of the activity theory type.

Along the same lines, the rather meager support for disen-

gagement theory may be due to the dearth of psychological variables

in the present data.

Recognizing that the present discussion of the relationship

of the three theories to types of variables is speculative, incom-

plete and lacking structure, we have attempted to produce a more

complete structure of the theories and variables.

Figure 20 leads us to the folloWing statements:

1. Variables which represent physical characteristics

of an individual and which may be thought of as con-

tributing to physical health will be related to

successful aging through activity theory.

2. Variables which represent social characteristics of

an individual and which may be thought of as con-

tributing to social health will be related to

successful aging through consistency theory.

3. Variables which represent psychological character-

istics of an individual and which may be thought

of as contributing to psychological health will

be related to successful aging through disengage-

nent theory.

Many of the variables in this study have called for major

assumptions to be made about the relation of the individual
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Type of Health (Activity Resource)

 

 

Type of Type of Type of

Type of Theory Activity Strength Support

Activity Theory Physical Physical Physical

Activities Speed Mechanical aid

of Daily Endurance Human aid

Living Lifting

Days of Bed Gripping

Disability Pulling

Pushing

Reaction

time

Consistency Theory Social .Social Social

Ambulation Financial Friends and

Traveling solvency neighbors

Telephoning Personal Friendly

Writing attractive- relatives

Driving ness Escorts

Earning Social Co-habitants

Buying awareness PCG's

Housekeeping Education Employers or

Repairing buyers

Creat1ng Merchants

Service workers

  

 
Disengagement Theory Psychological E§ychological Psychological

Remembering Intelligence Spouse

Memorizing Affect Significant

Reasoning Verbal others

Computing response Listeners

Expressing speed Advisors

Appropriate Size of Confidants

emoting vocabulary Clinicians

Learning Psychiatrists

Orientating Teachers

Recognizing

 

Figure 20. Types of appropriate variables for type of theory by

type of health.
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variables to the particular theory being tested. In some cases

these assumptions may not be wholly defensible. The age environment

variable used to operationalize the consistency and disengagement

theories has called for the most far-reaching assumptions.

The first such assumption is that all age environments clas-

sified as concentrated and nondemanding are classified validly.

This may be questioned on the basis that some persons, whose age

environments are classified in this way, may be members of a two-

generation family, by living either with very elderly parents or with

adult children over age 45. Given such an anomaly, the nondemanding

classification would be just as inaccurate as the concentrated

classification.

The next assumption about the age environment variable is

that it is age environment within an individual's residence which is

of greatest importance in either the consistency or disengagement

theory. For the person old enough to be retired, who does not get I

out of the house much, this may be an acceptable assumption. For the

person who is retired and still gets about outside the residence for

considerable amounts of time, the age environment of friends and

neighbors may be of more importance. For the person of 45 to 65

years of age, who is not yet retired, the more important age environ-

ment may be at the place of work.

Finally, it is questionable that living in a nondemanding

concentrated age environment is equivalent to being in a state of

disengagement, and that living in a demanding, nonconcentrated age

environment is equivalent to being in a state of engagement. Age
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environment is not a psychological activity or strength. It is con-

ceivable that persons who live in a concentrated, nondemanding age

environment receive more psychological support than do persons who

live in a nonconcentrated, demanding age environment. This psycho—

logical support, however, will not be perfectly coincident with

disengagement or engagement of the individual, by which terms we

intend to describe the polar opposites of a psychological state.

This set of assumptions regarding age environment should be

kept in mind when evaluating the validity of the consistency and

disengagement results obtained in this study. They are especially

important, since age environment is a variable involved in every

analysis performed. The use of age environment to operationalize

social context in this study has lessened the probability of support

for the disengagement theory and, perhaps, for the consistency

theory. We have already discussed the particular choice of variables

which may have worked to the benefit of the activity hypotheses.

To summarize: we suggest the operation of each of the

theories of aging is correlated with one of three types of "health."

Operation of activity theory is associated with physical health,

which consists of physical activity, physical strength and physical

support. Consistency theory operates when matters of social health

are considered such as social activity, social strength, and social

support. Disengagement theory is expected to be in operation when

it is important to consider psychological health, through such vari-

ables as psychological activities, psychological strengths, and

psychological supports.
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Choice of variable type (see Figure 20) may be crucial to the

success of testing each theory. The poor showing of disengagement

theory may be due entirely to choice of a social variable to Opera-

tionalize an essentially psychological theory.

The Additional Finding of a Main

Effect for Spouse Nonsurvival

 

 

Spouse survival has provided us with one main effect in the

direction of high contentment associated with nonsurvival of spouse.

This effect was not anticipated by the hypotheses of the study. The

finding is significant in the chronological anticipation paradigm

for the total sample (see Table 39).

Although this main effect for nonsurvival of spouse was not

anticipated, here are three possible explanations of the effect:

1. Nonsurvival of spouse is a condition which facilitates

future increased disengagement of the widowed person,

while spouse survival facilitates future continued

engagement which is not self-motivated.

2. Nonsurvival of spouse is a condition which facilitates

future increased activity of the widowed person, while

spouse survival facilitates future continued inactivity

which is not self-motivated.

3. Nonsurvival of spouse bears no relation to either future

activity or disengagement. It is related to a recovery

to normal levels (with a possible recovery spike) of

contentment in anticipation of release from the worries

and depressed contentment levels experienced during the

episode of the spouse's dying.

Suggestions for research designed to compare these three alternate

hypotheses will be presented later in this chapter.

It is possible that survival of spouse may operate differ-

ently for the two sexes. If females become more content in
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conjunction with anticipated nonsurvival of spouse, while males show

no change in contentment or become less content in conjunction with

anticipated spouse nonsurvival; the preponderance of females in the

sample for this study could then account for this unexpected main

effect in the results.

Since both responsibility and dependency shifts from the

locus of the work place to the locus of the home following retirement

age; males may become increasingly dependent and females increasingly

responsible, especially if the division of labor and role structure

of the marriage has been of a traditional type. Thus prospective

loss of a spouse for a female would mean loss of a responsibility

which may lead to higher contentment, while the prospect of losing a

spouse for a male would mean loss of a support which may lead to

lower contentment.

While the £_values are not significant, the main effect of

spouse survival is in opposite directions for the older and younger

sample. For the older sample, spouse survival is associated with

lower mean values of contentment, while in the younger sample,

spouse survival is associated with higher mean values of contentment.

Discussion of Suggestions for Future Research
 

Some of the general approaches to furture research which

may be useful are to: (l) broaden the list of variables which are

used to support the theories, (2) narrow the definition of the

presently useful variables, or (3) test further researchable ques-

tions regarding the circumstances under which one or the other of
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the theories will be operant. More will be said about researchable

questions following some specific suggestions for future research

methodology.

Suggestions for Future

Instrumentation

 

 

In the present study, the variables used as factors have

been reduced to dichotomous data from instruments with longer scales.

This was done so that the problem of small frequency in individual

cells would be reduced to a minimum. In future studies, it would be

desirable to allow all scales to assume their full-range. For’factors

which appear to be true dichotomies, such as spouse survival, and

residential location of PCG, it is possible to extend the range by

adding the variable of time or distance to the scale. Such a change

in the instruments would overcome ceiling and floor effects of the

present measurement scales and allow the use of information from

cases at the extremities of the scales. Such a change may work to

specify the results of future research in greater detail.

Of all the instruments used in this study, the results from

one, financial ability, were least useful and most disappointing.

None of the main effects or interaction effects related to this

instrument were significant. This seems unusual because the types

of information from which the financial ability scale is constructed

have been strongly related to contentment by past research. Table 1

reported results of past research as follows: (1) employment related

to contentment in nine studies, (2) income level related to content-

ment in four studies, and, (3) home ownership related to contentment
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in one study. Financial ability is composed of family income level

and the index of economic dependence. Two of the component parts of

the index of economic dependence are employment and home ownership.

We suspect the substitution of large numbers of median

values for missing values of family income and index of economic

dependence has lessened the variability of the financial ability

instrument to the point where it is impossible to show a relationship

of this instrument to contentment, if such a relationship exists.

Not only is this particular measure of financial ability not useful,

but the practice of substituting a measure of central tendency for

sizeable amounts of data in any measurement instrument should be

avoided in future research. The effects we are attempting to capture

in this area of research are not strong, in any event. Therefore,

we should take special care to avoid all practices which weaken the

ability of measurement instruments to detect relationships.

The criterion variable, contentment, has been measured by a

five item scale which was assumed to be an adequate measure of

"general satisfaction." The five items which comprise this scale

include only two items which seem to reflect satisfaction of a

"general" nature. (See Figure 810, Appendix B.) These two items

are: "Would you say that you have been happy or unhappy during

these past two weeks?" and "In general, how satisfied are you with

your way of life today? Are you satisfied, partly satisfied, or

dissatisfied?"

The remaining three items include references to specific

attributes of an individual's life. These items are obviously not
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all inclusive of matters which contribute to an individual's general

satisfaction. They include health, age, and arrangements for house-

hold maintenance as their subject matter. These three items lessen

the face validity of the five item scale as a measure of general

satisfaction.

However, it should be pointed out that the developers of

the contentment scale had culled these five items from an originally

much larger set. They employed item analysis to find those items

which correlated best with the total score on a longer "contentment"

measure. Such a procedure should have worked to extract the most

generalizable items from the longer set of items.

It is important that these three scale items may be viewed

as attitude items, specific to several of the factors used as inde-

pendent variables in this study. Without such artifactual dependence

of the criterion measure, it may be impossible to show any effects

on the criterion. The item on worry about health may be directly

dependent on the level of activities of daily living and days of bed

disability. The item on satisfaction with household maintenance

chores may be linked to factors which affect such chores, such as

the location of PCG, survival of spouse, and age environment. The

item on "things just keep getting worse for me as I get older" may be

related to the age environment, and spouse survival variables, both

of which can be expected to be well correlated with age.

It is worth raising the question of whether a different

measure of general satisfaction, one which did not contain itens

related to the independent factors, could show any significant
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effects for the theoretically grounded hypotheses. This question

ought to be addressed in future research. A beginning could be made

by determining the effect of the factors of this study on each of the

five items considered individually. For the present, it is question-

able whether the criterion measure of contentment may be considered

to have face validity for the construct of "general satisfaction."

One final suggestion regarding instrumentation remains.

Stronger effects may result if subjective rather than objective data

is gathered., The age environment variable would become subjective

instrumentation if each person were asked the extent to which all the

persons who lived with them in their residence were like/unlike them-

selves. This similarity could be based on age or on a more global

perception by each subject.

The age covariate could become data based on a self-perceived

age, scaled from young to old. In that case we would expect there to

be little differentiation in self-perceived age for persons chrono-

logically older than 65. We base this expectation on the fact that

the objective age covariate produced very small nonsignificant E

values for persons aged 65 and older. That would indicate that

once a person reaches a certain threshold of chronological age, addi-

tional years of age become meaningless.

One final candidate for subjective instrumentation in the

data set of this study would be financial ability. A request for

subjective judgment about level of financial ability would, perhaps,

have avoided some of the problems with missing data that plagued the

objective measurement of this variable.
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The confidence that subjective instruments will allow stronger

effects to be obtained has a basis in the reality of the situation.

It is the subjective perception of a variable's value upon which the

subject depends during the internal process of adjustment of content-

ment level. The objective measure of the same variable cannot show

such strong effects as the subjective measure because it is less

directly related to the outcome level of contentment. See Table l

for findings from earlier research of the relationship of self-

perceived variables and satisfaction.

Suggestions for Data Collection

Strategies

 

In order to obtain funding for any future research which

calls for additional data collection on very sizeable samples of the

elderly, it will probably be necessary to conduct such research as

ancillary to funded data collection f0r applied purposes. The fact

that the elderly are not available to serve as subjects in large

captive institutionalized audiences, such as schools, simply adds to

the expense of gathering data in this research area. Additional

communication difficulties, and a slower pace of data gathering with

the elderly adds still more to interviewing costs.

Data gathering of such an expensive nature must be well

funded, and the realities of the present funding picture are that

adequate funding will most likely be available through research which

tests the usefulness of some manner of social reform. One strategy

which should be adopted for doing theoretical research within such a

research setting is to remove from consideration all data gathered
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from those subjects who receive the experimental treatment. Such an

approach has been adopted in the present study.

One further step, which was not implemented optimally in the

present study, is the formulation of research design, data gathering,

and instrumentation procedures which assigns the needs of the theor-

etical research nearly equal priority with the needs of the practical

research. This should be done through straightforward discussion and

agreement with the principal investigator and with the agents of the

funding agency. The strategy is one of nondetraction from the

stated research goals, for which funding was obtained; while accommo-

dating to the additional goals of the theoretical research. Accom-

plishment of such theoretical goals in conjunction with demonstration

of social reform A may allow more insightful planning of additional

social reforms, B, C, etc., at a later time, while also adding to

the store of knowledge about human behavior.

Suggestions for Analysis of

Future Research

 

 

For purposes of future research, it is important to consider

the appropriateness of the two analysis methods which have been

employed in this study, analysis of covariance and analysis of vari-

ance, as well as the appr0priateness of the specific covariates

drawn upon for the analysis of covariance. The f_values for the

covariates in this study were significant at p_ < .05 for all

covariates except the age covariate for the subsample of persons who

are 65 years of age or older. Thus, the covariate of age appears to

be an inappropriate choice for the analysis of data from this older

sample.
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Age is the only covariate used in the analysis of covariance

for the older sample in the paradigms for Hol (C, A, D) and H04

(C, A, 0). Therefore, it appears that analysis of covariance is an

inappropriate procedure for those two hypotheses within the older

sample.

It may be that some other variable, such as socio-

economic status, would be a more appropriate covariate than age for

persons 65 and older. A test of that possibility remains to be

carried out in future research.

Suggestions for Sampling in

Future Research

 

 

In general, while the total sample in the present study was

of an adequate size, the younger sample was too small to produce

adequate cell frequencies for Uuaanalysis of variance, and nearly too

small to allow detection of significant effects if they did, in

fact, exist. The slightly larger older sample came closer to an

adequate size.

Any increase in the scale of measurement will demand a larger

sample in order to afford a fairly continuous distribution along the

scale. Since the standard deviation of contentment measured at

time #1 is also lower than when the measure is made at time #2,

hypotheses using the later criterion (H02. and H03.) require larger

samples.

The method of sampling is important not only for production

of a certain sample size, but also for production of a sample of

specified characteristics. In the present study, the sample was
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chosen in the manner it was to produce fairly equivalent frequencies

in the subclassifications of the factors. The marginal distributions

in Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11 indicate that this goal was accomplished

with a fair degree of success for all factors except residential

location of PCG. This sample was also designed so that it would be

possible to discern change in the factor levels within a six month

time span. We have been fairly successful in accomplishing this

goal, for the factors of days of bed disability, independence in ADL

and financial ability. The criterion of contentment also evidenced

change within a six month period.

Because this sample was designed to accomplish the two goals

of (1) equivalent frequency of "good" and "poor" classes of activity

resources and (2) observability of change within a relatively short

time span, an attendant difficulty has been designed into the sample.

Due to heightened frequency in "poor" categories of functioning and

a heightened rate of change in the sample, as compared with a repre-

sentative sample of persons 45 and older, this design also produced

an experimental mortality of 28.2% within six months. This experi—

mental mortality was largely real mortality which may be related.

positively to rate of change and negatively to physical functioning.

In future research, if similar samples are tailored, mortal;

ity must be expected to remain a problem to be dealt with. One

suggestion is to ascertain the entry level characteristics of persons

lost from the sample, so that the effects of mortality may be

separated from the actual change occurring over time.
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Second, mortality effects different factors and different

parameter of the criterion, contentment, in the older sample than it

does in the younger sample. Because of this, it appears that these

two samples are from two different populations. Future research

should proceed to use larger samples of each age group, so that

valid analyses may be carried out on each age group separately. Of

course, the mortality itself should be planned for so that samples

to be used in anaysis of data from a time subsequent to mortality

of the sample will maintain large enough size to be useful.

It will be important to tailor samples as above if short

time-span longitudinal research is part of the research design. In

longitudinal designs with a time-span of two years or longer, a repre-

sentative sample drawn from the normal aged population would be

acceptable. Such a sanple would also allow for generalization of

the results to a larger population, and for a decrease in loss of

sample over time due to mortality.

Future Research Questions

Two immediate extensions of the present study, which have

already been mentined, are the analysis of the data for an urban and

rural subsample, and for male and female subsamples. The latter may

be of special importance when the spouse survival/nonsurvival varia-

ble is involved, since the effect of this variable may differentiate

on the basis of sex. However, using the present data, we can expect

that the frequency in several cells of the analysis will be so small

as to make the data unreportable, as is true of the age subsamples.

A larger subsample is really necessary for optimal analysis.
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A second immediate extension of the present study would be a

test of the older sample under analysis of covariance, to assess the

behavior of Hollinghead's index of socio-economic position as a

covariate to replace age, in the older sample.

Main Effects for Spouse Nonsurvival. Three alternate
 

hypotheses were suggested earlier as possible explanations of the

significant main effect for spouse nonsurvival. In order to better

understand how this main effect relates to activity and disengage-

ment theories, the analyses of variance and covariance should be

run on subsamples of: (l) married persons, and (2) widowed persons.

In this approach, all data from persons who are divorced, separated,

or were never married would not be used. It would also be efficient

to discontinue use of the analyses of factor A, age environment,

crossed with factor C, spouse survival, in this approach to the data.

Since the subsample of widowed persons is proportionally quite small,

it would certainly be important to add more cases to the total

sample before attempting this work.

In the study which we have suggested of a married subsample

and a widowed subsample, better support for disengagement hypotheses

among the widowed than among the married would lend support to the

first hypothesis (nonsurvival facilitates disengagement). Better

support for activity hypotheses among the widowed than the married

would lead to support of the second hypothesis (nonsurvival facili-

tates activity). Little difference between the support given to

activity hypotheses or disengagement hypotheses between the married
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subsample and the widowed subsample would give indirect support to

the last hypothesis (nonsurvival unrelated to activity or disengage-

nent).

Type of Theoyy_Related to Type of Variable. Earlier in this

chapter it was proposed that "self component" variables will provide

evidence to support activity theory, while "other component" varia-

bles will provide evidence to support consistency theory. If these

propositions are to be tested, one would wish to gather additional

data, adding to the data set specific self component variables and

specific other component variables which are different from the

present set along some additional dimension.

Since both the other component variables used in this study

appear to be related to other persons who may be classified as part

of the subject's social support system, it is advisable to capture

additional data on variables related to other persons who may be

classified as part of the subject's social responsibility system. A

few examples of such variables are: (1) single children living at

home vs. no single children living at home, (2) alive, never married

children vs. no alive, never married children, (3) supervises other

persons in paid or volunteer work vs. does not supervise others in

paid or volunteer work, (4) clients, customers, or students relate

to the subject vs. no clients, customers, or students relate to the

subject.

Regarding the variable of age environment, additional data

should be gathered on the age environment of the neighborhood, and
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the age environment in the work place or volunteer place of the sub-

ject, as well as the data which has been analyzed on the age environ-

ment of the subject's cohabitants.

Because both of the self component variables used in this

study relate to minimum levels of activity (being out of bed during

the day and carrying on usual self-maintenance activity), it is

advisable to gather additional activity data which increases the

range of the activity scale, and/or differentiates it into several

types of activity, such as social interaction in general, economic

activity, educational activity, household maintenance activity,

recreational activity. The purpose of such additional data gather-

ing and analysis is to determine whether the two general proposi-

tions (self vs. other variables), which have been stated previously,

will hold up under these diverse conditions, or whether the type of

theory supported is related to the classification of physical, social,

psychological variable, as suggested in Figure 20.

Relationship of Consistency Theory, Activity Theory, and
 

Disengagement Theory. Finally, if one assumes that both consistency
 

theory with its attendant interaction effects and activity theory

and disengagement theory with attendant main effects are operant

within the same individual, it will be necessary to determine

whether they Operate concurrently or in sequence. If it can be

shown that they operate in sequence to each other, it will be neces-

sary to ask questions such as: (1) Does the sequence of operation

of the three theories depend on the chronological age of the subject?
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(2) Does the sequence of operation of the three theories depend on

the life span stage (married, widowed) of the subject? (3) Does the

sequence of operation of the two theories depend on the cultural and

ecological setting (rural, urban, male, female, etc.) of the subject?

If it can be shown that the theories operate concurrently

within the same individual, it will be necessary to ask another set

of questions such as: (1) Is the effect of the three theories on

the level of contentment multiplicative? (2) Is the effect of the

three theories on the level of contentment additive? (3) Is the

effect of the three theories on the level of contentment determined

by whichever effect is greatest? (4) Is the effect of the three

theories on the level of contentment determined by whichever theory

creates the highest (or lowest) level of contentment?

Suggestions for Future Research

Strategy

It is always tempting to suggest true experimental designs,

 

in order that the obtained results of research will be relatively

more definitive. However, the types of data dealt with in this

study do not lend themselves to manipulation without some major

breech in current research ethics. A suggestion of true experimenta-

tion brings to the mind scenes such as an individual randomly

assigned to have a primary care giver housed in the same building or

a different building, or an individual being randomly assigned to

stay in bed 24 hours a day or out of bed for at least 12 hours each

day. Such possibilities are not within the realm of propriety or

simple common sense, for a noninstitutionalized sample.
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Eventual use of true experiments may be possible, if the

range of variables related to the theories is broadened to include

variables which are more trivial, and therefore may be manipulated

reasonably and ethically. Until such changes occur in the content

of the researchable variables, field studies will be the most elegant

tool available in this area. As long as the field study approach is

followed, there is no good method to isolate the effects of measured-

variables from the effects of contaminating variables which occur in

combination with the studied variable in a natural setting.

Summary

This study has shown no support for disengagement theory

hypotheses; has shown some support for consistency theory hypotheses,

which are based upon suggestions made by Gubrium; and greatest sup-

port for activity theory hypotheses. We have discussed various sug-

gestions for future research which are intended to specify the basis

of successful aging more thoroughly. These include: suggestions for

instrumentation, data collection strategy, analysis, sampling,

research strategy, and research questions.

The discussion has pointed up the possibility that the

results obtained in this study are highly related to the types of

variables chosen for measurement in the study. Thus, these results

may be misleading and should be used with caution.

A major suggestion has been made that there is a relationship

between the type of "health" considered to be of highest priority by

an individual and the aging style adopted. It was suggested that
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physical health is tied to activity theory, social health tied to

consistency theory, and psychological health tied to disengagement

theory. It remains for future research to lend credence to this

new approach to theory.

Two additional findings should be mentioned. The covariate

of age appears to be neutralized for the older sample (65 and older).

This suggests a curvilinear relationship between age and content-

ment.

It was also found that for the total sample there is a main

effect which may be represented as a relation between anticipated

nonsurvival of spouse and high contentment. Since nonsurvival of

spouse was predefined as a low activity resource, this was unexpected.

While not significant the effect is opposite for the older and

younger samples-~survival of spouse is tied to high contentment in

the younger sample, and survival of spouse is tied to lower content-

ment in the older sample.
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APPENDIX A

COMPARISON OF SEVERAL MEASURES OF SATISFACTION/MORALE

Carp (1969) has stated the generalized problems created by

poor attention to comparable measurement in research on elderly

samples:

A wasteful and dangerous tendency has been noted for ger-

ontological research to be diffuse and incoordinate and

for its findings to be repetitive or contradictory. Some

confusion in the gerontological literature may result from

insufficient attention to the nature of criterion varia-

bles. In gerontological studies in the behavioral sciences,

important criterion concepts tend to be imprecisely

defined. This tendency allows for the possibility that

different studies deal with different traits under the same

name and with the same trait under different names. In

addition, important gerontological criterion concepts tend

to be global, which provides opportunity for elements to be

variously included and weighed in criterion measures for

different studies. This variable inclusion of elements

may be particularly obscurantist when components do not all

operate according to the same rules (p. 341).

The special characteristics of satisfaction indices are

pointed up by Bloom (1975) as a combination of curse and blessing

on the head of the researcher:

The various quality of life terms must rank among the soft-

est, most personal or existential concepts which research-

ers have ever tried to capture in operational form. Yet,

there are few concepts more important, especially for the

practitioner who asks questions of this general form:

"Intervention (treatment) to obtain what objectives?"

Any answer to this type of question presumes some benefit

to the client's quality of life. Interest in accountability

of the helping professions has also put great pressure on

the development of concepts and measures of quality of

life (p. 2).
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Several criterion measures of general satisfaction/morale

are listed in the order of their length in Table A1. Of the meas-

ures listed, there is a particularly strong relationship between the

3rd, 4th, and 9th. The LSI-A, LSI-B, and LSR were developed as

equivalent measures of life satisfaction, and all were designed to

contain five components of the variable: zest, resolution and forti-

tude, congruence between desired and achieved goals, positive self-

concept, and mood tone. The LSI-Z is a shortened form of the LSI-A.

Of the four, only the LSR is based upon raters' observations, which

were made following a depth interview of one to four hours duration.

Interjudge Reliability
 

Interjudge reliability of less than 1 point of disagreement

was obtained in 95% of 100 LSR judgments (Wood, Wylie, & Sheafor,

1969) and in 94% of 885 LSR judgments interjudge reliability coeffi-

cient = .78) (Havighurst, 1963). Wood, Wylie, and Sheafor also

report the interjudge reliability percentage for each component of

the LSR as: (l) zest = 83%, (2) resolution and fortitude = 100%,

and (3) the three remaining components = 97% each.

Concurrent Validity
 

The following concurrent test validity correlations are

reported: Wood, Wylie, and Sheafor report r_= .56 between LSI-A

and LSR; and §_= .57 between LSI-Z and LSR. Havighurst (1961, 1963)

reports §_= .58 between LSI-A and LSR; y_= .71 between LSI-B and

LSR;‘§.= .73 between LSI-A and LSI-B; and §.= .62 between combined

LSI-A/LSI-B and LSR. Adams (1969) reports g_= .93 between the

LSI-A and the LSI-Z.
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TABLE Al: List of Various Measures of Satisfaction/Morale.

Name of Measure N of Items Source

1. Satisfaction 56 Cavan, Burgess, Havighurst,

and Goldhamer (1949)

2. Morale 24 Lawton (1972)

3. Life Satisfaction 20 Neugarten, Havighurst, and

Index--A (LSI-A) Tobin (1961)

4. Life Satisfaction 13 Adams (1969)

Index--Z (LSI-Z)

5. Life Satisfaction 12 Neugarten, Havighurst, and

Index--B (LSI-B) Tobin (1961)

6. Morale (Adjustment) 7 Kutner (1956)

7. Age-Associated Morale 7 Thompson (1973)

8. Contentment 5 Blenkner, Bloom, and Weber

(1964)

9. Life Satisfaction 5 Neugarten, Navighurst, and

Ratings (LSR) Tobin (1961)

10. Morale 4 Cumming and Henry (1961)

11. Happiness 3 Youmans (1974)

12. Life Satisfaction l Spreitzer and Snyder

(refers to happiness) (1974)
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At the same time, Bloom (1975) has reported a set of very

low intercorrelations between four measures of quality of life:

§_= .20 between the LSR and morale, g_= —.23 between the LSR and

contentment, §_= .29 between morale and contentment, r = .40 between

the LSR and despair (Sherwood & Nadelson, 1972), §_= .62 between

morale and despair, r_= .11 between contentment and despair. Such

low Spearman rank order correlations resulted from a pilot study

utilizing an indeterminately small number of subjects.

In all of the concurrent validity data reported above, there

has been no attempt to assure independence of the criterion measure,

in the sense that the same interviewer probably administered each

test. This type of bias contamination is especially crucial in a

test like the LSR, where the judgment of the interviewer is the

criterion measurement. The following are reports of a test of con-

current validity based upon independent judgment: Blenkner, Bloom,

and Weber (1964) report a validity of .69 (Pearsonian 3) between the

contentment scale and a five-place scale of judged contentment made

by noninterviewers; Lawton (1972) reports a correlation of .47

between the morale scale and a judged criterion, and a correlation

of .57 between morale and the LSR rating scale used by non-

interviewers. Table A2 summarizes the concurrent test correlation

data reported above.

Item Analysis
 

Item analysis of the LSI-A was carried out by both Adams

and Wood, Wylie and Shaefor. Although Wood, Wylie, and Sheafor
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do not report the methods or results of their item analysis, it was

on the basis of that analysis that they shortened the LSI-A to the

l3-item LSI-Z. Adams was able to identify two items which should be

dropped from the LSI-A, based upon: (1) the item differences in

percentage of affirmative item response associated with the top and

bottom thirds of the sample scores, and (2) the "biserial correla-

tion between the mean of the affirmative response groups of each

item, and the LSI-A mean score of the whole sample.#

The lB-item scale which Adams developed, dropping two items

on the basis of the item analysis, and scoring each item with a

weight equivalent to its correlation with the first factor in his

factor analysis, had a validity correlation of .97 with the LSI-A.

However, his path.becomes somewhat circular, as he concludes:

Since the weighted scoring system does correlate so highly

with the usual scoring method, the assignment of differen-

tial weights to the items was considered an unnecessary

burden and the weighted system was thus discarded. Since,

however, the weighted scheme was derived from the item

correlations with the life satisfaction factor, the fact

that it did correlate so highly with the usual scoring

system provides us with greater confidence in the validity

of the latter (p. 473).

Reliability
 

Only three of the tests listed reported reliabilities. Wood,

Wylie, and Sheafor (1969) report the l3-item LSI-Z has a reliability

of .79 (KR formula #20, coefficient alpha). Blenkner, Bloom, and

Weber (1964) report the contentment scale has a reliability of .88

(KR formula #21) for an earlier l9-item version. Use of the

Spearman Brown prophecy formula reveals that the reliability for the
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5-item version of the contentment scale would be expected to be .65.

Lawton reports a reliability (KR 21) of .81 for the 24-item morale

scale.

Lawton also reports a split half y_of .74 which he claims is

corrected to ".79 by the Spearman Brown formula (N=300)." However,

actual computation of the prophecy formula by this author indicates

a corrected r_of .85. He also reports three test-retest reliabili—

ties:

l y_= .75 for three-month' s time on 25 elderly Jewish

apartment dwellers.

2 §_= .91 for five-week's time on 14 elderly Lutheran

home dwellers.

3 §_= .80 for one-week's time on 25 elderly day-care

center participants.

Factor Analysis Results

Lawton conducted a factor analysis of the 24-item morale

scale. He found a first factor which accounted for 22.3% of the

variance, plus five other factors, which taken together accounted

f0r 30.5% of the variance, for a total of 52.8% of the variance

accounted for by the six factors. The strongest factor was labeled

"attitude toward own aging.“

Adams also carried out a factor analysis to discover if the

five components built into the LSI-A were operating independently,

or whether the measure actually measures a unitary variable, life

satisfaction. thalimited the number of his factors to five and

found that the first factor accounted for 34% of the variance, while

the next four factors accounted for 8%, 7%, 5%, and 4%, respectively,
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for a total of 58% of the variance accounted for by the five factors.

He concluded that "These values suggest that there is but one major

factor associated with the LSI-A items, presumably life satisfaction"

(p. 472).

After factor rotation, Adams found only four factor clusters

discernible. It appeared that there was no cluster of items

extracted to represent the component of positive self-concept. This

finding seems likely, in light of an earlier report by Neugarten,

Havighurst, and Tobin (1961) of the intercorrelations between the

components of life satisfaction. The intercorrelation of positive

self-concept and the four other factors ranged from .82 to .73.

In the Adams study, six items correlated highly with the

first factor, and these appeared to be the items which represent

the component of "mood tone." Furthermore, of these six items,

only one was an item which was removed by Wood, Wylie, and Sheafor

after item analysis.

While the Adams factor analysis of the LSI-A was done using

an N,of 508 and a fairly limited domain of items, Schooler (1970)

has performed a factor analysis on a less well defined set of items

presumed to represent the domain of morale, using an N_of 4,000.

The Lawton morale scale, among others, was part of the group of

items analyzed by Schooler. He found six factors, but does not

report what percentage of the variance is accounted for by these

factors. He labels his six factors: (1) fears and worries (7 Law-

ton morale items), (2) anomie (4 items from the Srole anomie scale),
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(3) age and self-identification and observation of alertness, (4)

feelings about life-long accomplishment, (5) (relatively) more sus-

tained unhappiness and dissatisfaction (several Lawton morale items),

and (6) relative financial situation.

In regard to the morale scale of Lawton, another apparent

component of that scale was identified by Thompson (1973) in attempt-

ing to develop an age-associated morale scale. Six of Thompson's

seven—place scale are six of the 24 Lawton morale items. All six of

these items load .35 or higher on the age-associated morale factor

in Thompson's analysis. Thus, at least three separate components

may be discerned in the Lawton morale items: (1) age-association,

(2) fears and worries, and (3) sustained unhappiness and dissatis-

faction.

From the factor analysis results, one might conclude that a

five-item test could be used for efficient measurement of life satis-

faction or morale, with a single item representing each factor. Of

course, use of a greatly shortened test will contribute to lessening

the obtained reliability of the test. In relation to this suggestion

for a shorter scale, we should note, with Havighurst (1961), that

the Kutner seven-item scale is reported to be a unidimensional scale

of Guttman scale properties. However, no reliability data is avail-

able on the Kutner scale.
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o
u
n
d

o
n

l
b

-
l
c

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
:

B
l
a
c
k

(
1
)

W
h
i
t
e

(
2
,

3
,

4
,

5
,

o
r

6
)

N
o

D
a
t
a

=
1

=
2

=
9

C
o
d
e

f
o
r

1
d

a
n
d

l
e

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
:

B
l
a
c
k

(
E
n
g
l
i
s
h

o
n
l
y
)

W
h
i
t
e

(
E
n
g
l
i
s
h

o
n
l
y
)

W
h
i
t
e

(
S
p
a
n
i
s
h
)

B
l
a
c
k

(
S
p
a
n
i
s
h
)

W
h
i
t
e

(
o
t
h
e
r

l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e

B
l
a
c
k

(
o
t
h
e
r

l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e

N
o

d
a
t
a

=
1

=
2

=
3

=
4

=
5

=
5

=
9

F-NM Vino

(
O
b
s
e
r
v
e

e
t
h
n
i
c

g
r
o
u
p
)

B
l
a
c
k

W
h
i
t
e

-
n
a
t
i
v
e

A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n

c
u
l
t
u
r
e

W
h
i
t
e

-
H
i
s
p
a
n
i
c

c
u
l
t
u
r
e

(
1
0
5
3
9
9
£
§
.
5
P
a
"
1
5
0

o
r

P
o
r
t
u
g
e
s
e

s
p
o
k
e
n

h
a
b
i
t
u
a
l
l
y
)

W
h
i
t
e

-
o
t
h
e
r

f
o
r
e
i
g
n

l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e

s
p
o
k
e
n

h
a
b
i
t
u
a
l
l
y

W
h
i
t
e

-
E
n
g
l
i
s
h

s
p
e
a
k
i
n
g

c
u
l
t
u
r
e
,

n
o
t

n
a
t
i
v
e

A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n

c
u
l
t
u
r
e

O
r
i
e
n
t
a
l

D
a
t
a

s
o
u
r
c
e

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

1
d

-
1
e

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
:

8
a
.

8
b
.

I
S

T
H
E
R
E

A
N
Y

L
A
N
G
U
A
G
E

O
T
H
E
R

T
H
A
N

E
N
G
L
I
S
H

W
H
I
C
H

Y
O
U

S
P
E
A
K

(
C
A
N

S
P
E
A
K

E
A
S
I
L
Y
)

W
I
T
H

F
R
I
E
N
D
S

A
N
D
/
O
R

R
E
L
A
T
I
V
E
S
?

1
.

N
o

—
s
p
e
a
k
s

E
n
g
l
i
s
h

o
n
l
y

2
.

Y
e
s

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y

l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
(
s
)
)

_

(
I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r

-
o
b
s
e
r
v
e
,

d
o

n
o
t

a
s
k

u
n
l
e
s
s

u
n
d
e
c
i
d
e
d
)

D
O

Y
O
U

T
H
I
N
K

O
F

Y
O
U
R
S
E
L
F

A
S

A
B
L
A
C
K

(
N
E
G
R
O
)

P
E
R
S
O
N

O
R
A

W
H
I
T
E

P
E
R
S
O
N
?

1
.

B
l
a
c
k

(
N
e
g
r
o
)

p
e
r
s
o
n

2
.

W
h
i
t
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

 

 

2
1
6  

M
a
r
i
t
a
l

S
t
a
t
u
s

M
a
r
r
i
e
d

D
i
v
o
r
c
e
d

o
r

s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d

W
i
d
o
w
e
d

N
e
v
e
r
m
a
r
r
i
e
d

N
o

d
a
t
a

=
1

=
2

=
3

=
4

=
9

1
6
.

A
R
E

Y
O
U

M
A
R
R
I
E
D
,

D
I
V
O
R
C
E
D
,

W
I
D
O
W
E
D
.

S
E
P
A
R
A
T
E
D

(
i
n
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
a
l
l
y
)
.

O
R

H
A
V
E

Y
O
U

N
E
V
E
R

M
A
R
R
I
E
D
?

(
n
o
t
e
:

M
a
r
r
i
e
d

t
a
k
e
s

p
r
e
c
e
d
e
n
c
e

o
v
e
r

a
l
s
o

b
e
i
n
g

d
i
v
o
r
c
e
d

o
r

w
i
d
o
w
e
d
)

 

1
.

M
a
r
r
i
e
d

(
s
p
o
u
s
e

m
a
y

b
e

s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d

f
o
r
o
t
h
e
r

r
e
a
s
o
n
s
,

s
u
c
h

a
s

h
o
s
p
i
t
a
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
,

m
i
l
i
t
a
r
y

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
,

e
t
c
.
)

D
i
v
o
r
c
e
d

o
r

s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d

(
i
n
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
a
l
l
y
)

W
i
d
o
w
e
d

N
e
v
e
r
m
a
r
r
i
e
d

0 0

NM?

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
1
.

T
h
r
e
e

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s
:

s
e
x
,

e
t
h
n
i
c

g
r
o
u
p
,

m
a
r
i
t
a
l

s
t
a
t
u
s
.

 



  Variable N
u
m
b
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

2
4
2

O
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n

S
c
o
r
e
-
S
e
l
f

H
i
g
h
e
r

E
x
e
c
u
t
i
v
e
s

B
u
s
i
n
e
s
s

M
a
n
a
g
e
r
s
,

a
n
d

L
e
s
s
e
r

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

C
l
e
r
i
c
a
l
,

S
a
l
e
s
,

T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l

S
k
i
l
l
e
d

M
a
n
u
a
l

S
e
m
i
-
s
k
i
l
l
e
d

U
n
s
k
i
l
l
e
d

H
o
u
s
e
w
i
f
e

o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

m
e
n
t
i
o
n

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n

o
r

n
o

d
a
t
a

O
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n

s
c
o
r
e

i
s

g
r
a
d
e
d

=
1

=
2

=
3

=
4

b
y
w
h
a
t

t
y
p
e

o
f

w
o
r
k

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

d
i
d
,

a
t

w
h
a
t

l
e
v
e
l

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

w
o
r
k
e
d

(
c
o
l
l
e
g
e

t
e
a
c
h
e
r

o
r

h
i
g
h

s
c
h
o
o
l

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
)
.

T
h
e

n
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

p
e
o
p
l
e

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

m
a
y

h
a
v
e

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
e
d

i
s

a
l
s
o

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
.

T
h
e

H
o
l
l
i
n
g
s
h
e
a
u

s
c
a
l
e

w
a
s

u
s
e
d

t
o

c
l
a
s
s
i
f
y

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

T
h
i
s

s
c
a
l
e

i
s

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

f
e
w

p
a
g
e
s
.

6
1
.

6
2
.

6
3
.

W
H
A
T

K
I
N
D
O
F

P
A
I
D
W
O
R
K

D
I
D
Y
O
U

0
0

A
T
T
H
E

H
E
I
G
H
T

O
F

Y
O
U
R

W
O
R
K
I
N
G

C
A
R
E
E
R
?

(
T
h
i
s

w
i
l
l

p
r
o
b
a
b
l
y

b
e

t
h
e

l
a
s
t

t
e

o
f
w
o
r
k

f
o
r
b
o
t
h

r
e
t
i
r
e
d

a
n
d

s
t
i
l
l

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d

p
e
r
s
o
n
s

(
T
h
i
s

i
s

n
o
t

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
i
l
y

t
h
e

w
o
r
k

d
o
n
e

f
o
r

t
h
e

l
o
n
g
e
s
t

t
i
m
e

p
e
r
i
o
d
.

F
o
r

i
n
s
t
a
n
c
e
,

a
w
o
m
a
n

m
a
y

h
a
v
e

b
e
e
n

a

h
o
u
s
e
w
i
f
e

f
o
r

t
h
e

l
o
n
g
e
s
t

t
i
m
e
,

b
u
t

t
a
u
g
h
t

s
c
h
o
o
l

f
o
r

5
y
e
a
r
s
.

S
h
e

w
a
s

a
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
,

o
r

a
h
o
u
s
e
w
i
f
e
.

d
e
p
e
n
d
i
n
g

o
n

w
h
i
c
h

j
o
b

s
h
e

f
e
e
l
s

w
a
s

t
h
e

h
e
i
g
h
t

o
f

h
e
r

c
a
r
e
e
r
.
)

 

7
(
P
r
0
b
e
:

D
I
D

Y
O
U
R

J
O
B

H
A
V
E

A
N
A
M
E
?

W
H
A
T

W
A
S

T
H
E

N
A
M
E

O
F

Y
O
U
R

P
O
S
I
T
I
O
N
?
)

W
A
S

T
H
I
S

J
O
B

W
I
T
H

G
O
V
E
R
N
M
E
N
T
.

P
R
I
V
A
T
E

B
U
S
I
N
E
S
S
.

O
R
W
E
R
E

Y
O
U

S
E
L
F
-
E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
D
?

(
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s

F
e
d
e
r
a
l
,

s
t
a
t
e
.

c
o
u
n
t
y
,

a
n
d

l
o
c
a
l
.

a
s

w
e
l
l

a
s

p
u
b
l
i
c

s
c
h
o
o
l
s
,

a
n
d

s
t
a
t
e

u
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e
s
.

o
r

m
i
l
i
t
a
r
y

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
)

(
d
o

n
o
t

a
s
s
u
m
e

f
a
r
m
e
r
s

a
r
e

s
e
l
f
-
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
)

1
.

G
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t

.

2
.

B
u
s
i
n
e
s
s

(
p
r
i
v
a
t
e

s
c
h
o
o
l
s

a
n
d

n
o
n
-
p
r
o
f
i
t

c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
)

3
.

S
e
l
f
-
e
n
p
l
o
y
e
d

4
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

D
I
D

Y
O
U

H
A
V
E

A
T
I
T
L
E
?

W
E
R
E

Y
O
U
A
N
Y

K
I
N
D
O
F

O
F
F
I
C
E
R
.

O
F
F
I
C
I
A
L
.

0
R

P
A
R
T
N
E
R
?

(
e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

f
o
r

m
a
n
a
g
e
r
s
,

s
e
l
f
—
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
,

m
i
l
i
t
a
r
y

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
.

a
n
d
o
t
h
e
r

g
o
v
e
r
n
n
e
n
t
a
l

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
)

(
c
h
e
c
k

f
o
r

s
k
i
l
l
e
d
.

s
e
m
i
-
s
k
i
l
l
e
d
.

a
n
d
u
n
s
k
i
l
l
e
d
o
r

c
l
e
r
i
c
a
l
,

i
f

p
e
r
s
o
n

w
a
s

e
v
e
r

a
f
o
r
e
m
a
n
.

o
r
s
g
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
)

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

W
E
R
E

Y
O
U

I
N
V

L
V

0
I
N

D
M
I
N
I
S
T
R
A
T

0
N

W
E

I
N
V
O
L
V
E
D

I
N

S
U
P
E
R
V
I
S
I
O
N
?

I
F

5
0
,

H
O
W

M
A
N
Y

P
E
O
P
L
E

D
I
D

Y
O
U

S
U
P
E
R
V
I
S
E

(
H
A
V
E

U
N
D
E
R

Y
O
U
)
?
)

(
F
o
r

p
e
r
s
o
n
s

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d

i
n

g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t

s
k
i
p

6
4
.

6
5
,

a
n
d

6
6
)

6
4
.

W
H
A
T

W
A
S

T
H
E

N
A
M
E

O
F

T
H
E

O
R
G
A
N
I
Z
A
T
I
O
N

(
C
O
M
P
A
N
Y

N
A
M
E
)
?

 
 

 

 

6
5
.

W
H
E
R
E

W
A
S

I
T
L
O
C
A
T
E
D

(
C
I
T
Y

A
N
D

S
T
A
T
E
)
?

 

6
5
.

H
O
W

L
O
N
G
A
G
O

W
A
S

T
H
I
S

(
H
E
I
G
H
T

O
F

W
O
R
K
I
N
G

C
A
R
E
E
R
)
?

.
(
y
e
a
r
s
,

a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
l
y
)
 

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
2
.

H
i
g
h
e
s
t

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
.
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  Variable
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

N
a
m
e

.
I
n
t
e
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

2
4
3

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

(
3

i
n

i
t
e
m

7
2
)

=
1

S
c
o
r
e
-
=
S
e
l
f

B
a
c
h
e
l
o
r
'
s

d
e
g
r
e
e

(
2

i
n

i
t
e
m

7
2
.
o
r

1
i
n

i
t
e
m

7
1
)

=
2

O
n
e
y
e
a
r
o
r

m
o
r
e

o
f
c
o
l
l
e
g
e

(
1

i
n

i
t
e
m

7
0
)

=
3

H
i
g
h

s
c
h
o
o
l

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e

(
l

i
n

i
t
e
m

7
0
)

=
4

T
e
n
t
h

o
r

e
l
e
v
e
n
t
h

g
r
a
d
e

(
3

i
n

i
t
e
m

6
7
)

=
5

S
e
v
e
n
t
h
,

e
i
g
h
t
h

o
r

n
i
n
t
h

g
r
a
d
e

(
2

i
n

i
t
e
m

6
7
)

=
6

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

7
y
e
a
r
s

o
f

s
c
h
o
o
l

(
1

i
n

i
t
e
m

6
7
)

=
7

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r
o
r

n
o

d
a
t
a

=
9

6
7
.

6
8
.

6
9
.

7
0
.

7
1
.

7
2
.

W
H
A
T

W
A
S

T
H
E

L
A
S
T

G
R
A
D
E

I
N

S
C
H
O
O
L

W
H
I
C
H

Y
O
U
C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
D
?

(
c
i
r
c
l
e

g
r
a
d
e
)

1
.

N
o
n
K
'
G
a
r
t
e
n

l
2

3
4

5
6

(
g
o

t
o

b
o
t
t
o
m
o
f

p
a
g
e

1
6
)

2
.

7
8

9
(
G
o

t
o
b
o
t
t
o
m
o
f

p
a
g
e

1
6
)

3
.

1
0

1
1

(
G
o

t
o
b
o
t
t
o
m
o
f

p
a
g
e

1
6
)

4
.

1
2

(
a
s
k

#
6
8
)

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

D
I
D

Y
O
U

G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E

F
R
O
M

H
I
G
H

S
C
H
O
O
L
?

1
.

y
e
s

2
.

n
o

(
s
k
i
p

6
9
,

7
0
,

7
1
,

a
n
d

7
2
)

8
.

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

D
I
D

Y
O
U
A
T
T
E
N
D

C
O
L
L
E
G
E
?

1
.

y
e
s

2
.

n
o

(
s
k
i
p

7
0
,

7
1
.

a
n
d

7
2
)

8
.

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

W
H
A
T

W
A
S

T
H
E

L
A
S
T

Y
E
A
R
O
F

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

(
c
o
l
l
e
g
e

c
r
e
d
i
t

g
r
a
n
t
i
n
g

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
)

Y
O
U

C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
D
?

.
l

2
3

(
s
k
i
p

7
1

a
n
d

7
2
)

.
4 5
o
r

m
o
r
e

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

D
I
D

Y
O
U

G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
,

W
I
T
H
A

B
A
C
H
E
L
O
R
'
S

D
E
G
R
E
E

(
O
R

E
Q
U
I
V
A
L
E
N
T
)

F
R
O
M

C
O
L
L
E
G
E
?

1
.

y
e
s

2
.

n
o

(
s
k
i
p

7
2
)

8
.

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

D
I
D

Y
O
U

C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E

A
N

A
D
V
A
N
C
E
D

D
E
G
R
E
E

(
G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E

O
R

P
R
O
F
E
S
S
I
O
N
A
L

D
E
G
R
E
E
)
?

.
N
o

-
n
o
t

e
v
e
n

a
b
a
c
h
e
l
o
r
'
s

d
e
g
r
e
e

2
N
o

-
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d

a
b
a
c
h
e
l
o
r
'
s

d
e
g
r
e
e

3
.

Y
e
s

-
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

1
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e

o
r

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

d
e
g
r
e
e

8
.

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

9
N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

 

n-oawiaaai P

 
 

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
3
.

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

a
t
t
a
i
n
m
e
n
t

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
.

162



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

I
n
t
e
r
-
R
e
l
a
t
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

2
1
1  

P
C
G
-
=
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

t
o

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

S
p
o
u
s
e

=
1

C
h
i
l
d

=
2

S
i
b
l
i
n
g

=
3

P
a
r
e
n
t

=
4

O
t
h
e
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

=
5

F
r
i
e
n
d

o
r

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r

=
6

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

=
7

O
t
h
e
r

(
i
n
c
l
u
d
e

S
e
r
v
i
c
e

a
n
d

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

=
8

N
o

P
C
G

=
9

N
o

d
a
t
a

=
0

I
f

V
#

2
1
1

V
#

2
1
2

a
n
d

V
#

2
1
3

a
n
d

V
#

2
1
4

a
n
d

V
#

2
1
5

6
0

1
9
9

I
t
e
m
s

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s

1
5
.

1
5
.

W
H
O

I
S

T
H
E

P
E
R
S
O
N

W
H
O

G
I
V
E
S

Y
O
U

T
H
E

M
O
S
T

D
I
R
E
C
T

H
E
L
P

W
I
T
H

P
E
R
S
O
N
A
L

C
A
R
E

A
N
D

M
O
U
S
E
-

H
O
L
D

T
A
S
K
S
?

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

T
H
I
N
G
S

L
I
K
E

B
A
T
H
I
N
G
,

D
R
E
S
S
I
N
G
,

L
A
U
N
D
R
Y
,

C
O
O
K
I
N
G
,

S
H
O
P
P
I
N
G
,

C
L
E
A
N
I
N
G
,

A
N
D

S
U
C
H
?
)

W
H
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N
'
S

R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N

T
O

Y
O
U
?

1
.

S
p
o
u
s
e

2
.

O
t
h
e
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

3
.

F
r
i
e
n
d

4
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r

5 6

 

.
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

.
O
t
h
e
r

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

(
A

k
o
n
l
y

i
f

t
h
e

a
b
o
v
e

n
a
m
e
d

p
e
r
s
o
n

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

l
i
v
e

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
)

W
H
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N
'
S

N
A
M
E
,

A
D
D
R
E
S
S
,

A
N
D

T
E
L
E
P
H
O
N
E

N
U
M
B
E
R
?

(
I
f

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
e
d

a
d
d
,

P
A
R
T

O
F

T
H
E

R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H

I
N
V
O
L
V
E
S

I
N
T
E
R
V
I
E
W
I
N
G

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N

Y
O
U
'
V
E

M
E
N
T
I
O
N
E
D

A
L
S
O
.
)

A
d
d
r
e
s
s
:

A
g
e

S
e
x

T
e
l
e
p
h
o
n
e

 

 
 

(
v
e
r
i
f
y

P
C
G

 

a
d
d
r
e
s
s

g
i
v
e
n

o
n

p
a
g
e

1
)

 
 F
i
g
u
r
e

8
5
.

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

o
f

P
C
G

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

t
o

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
.

163



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

D
e
r
i
v
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
a
w

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

U
s
e
d

R
u
l
e
s

o
f

F
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
s

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

 

2
7
3

P
C
G
'
s

S
e
x

R
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

t
o

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

a
t

I
n
i
t
i
a
l

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

1
-

P
P

i
s

f
e
m
a
l
e

a
n
d

P
C
G

i
s

U
s
e

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

c
o
d
e

t
o
w
r
i
t
e

t
h
e

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

V
#
2
7
3

2
0
5
.
2
1
5

o
p
p
o
s
i
t
e

s
e
x

s
a
m
e

S
E
X

II

N m =3

s
a
m
e

S
E
X

I!

If?

n
o

P
C
G

6
-
.
P
P

i
s

m
a
l
e

a
n
d

t
h
e
r
e

i
s

n
o

P
C
G

P
P

i
s

f
e
m
a
l
e

a
n
d

P
C
G

i
s

P
P

i
s

m
a
l
e

a
n
d

P
C
G

i
s

o
p
p
o
s
i
t
e

s
e
x

P
P

i
s

m
a
l
e

a
n
d

P
C
G

i
s

P
P

i
s

f
e
m
a
l
e

a
n
d

t
h
e
r
e

i
s

 

V
I

2
1
5

-
P
C
G
'
s

S
e

 l
2

8
9

 I
V
!

2
0
5

1
2
‘

1
5

9

 

P
P
'
s

S
e
x

2
3

4
6

9

 
 

 
 

 
 
 *
V
a
l
u
e

w
i
t
h
i
n

c
e
l
l

i
s

t
h
e

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

V
0
2
7
3

R
a
n
g
e

o
f

V
a
r

2
7
3

=
1
-
6

o
r

9
=
m
i
s
s
i
n
g

9
=

I
n
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

d
a
t
a

t
o

c
l
a
s
s
i
f
y

  

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
n
b
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

2
0
5

S
e
x

o
f

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

F
=

M
=

2,—

D
a
t
a

C
o
n
t
r
o
l

S
h
e
e
t
-
F
i
r
s
t

S
t
a
g
e

S
c
r
e
e
n
i
n
g

(
l
a
)

P
a
g
e

2
.

I
t
e
m

4

(
1
b
.

i
c
.

1
d
.

l
c
)

P
a
g
e

1

 

2
1
5  P

C
G

-
S
e
x

F
a

H
:

N
o

P
C
G

N
o

d
a
t
a

=
9

III-NIT

I
t
e
m

1
5
.

I
t
e
m

1
5
.

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

i
n
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
.

B
E
F
O
R
E

Y
O
U

C
A
M
E

H
E
R
E

W
H
O

W
A
S

T
H
E

P
E
R
S
O
N

W
H
O

G
A
V
E

Y
O
U

T
H
E

M
O
S
T

D
I
R
E
C
T

H
E
L
P

W
I
T
H

P
E
R
S
O
N
A
L

C
A
R
E

A
N
D

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D

T
A
S
K
S
?

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

T
H
I
N
G
S

L
I
K
E

B
A
T
H
I
N
G
.

D
R
E
S
S
I
N
G
,

L
A
U
N
D
R
Y
,

C
O
O
K
I
N
G
.

S
H
O
P
P
I
N
G
.

C
L
E
A
N
I
N
G
A
N
D

S
U
C
H
?
)

W
H
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N
'
S

R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N

T
O

Y
O
U
?

1
.

S
p
o
u
s
e

2
.

O
t
h
e
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

3
.

F
r
i
e
n
d

4
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r

5 6

 

.
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

.
O
t
h
e
r

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s

W
H
O

I
S

T
H
E

P
E
R
S
O
N

W
H
O

G
I
V
E
S

Y
O
U

T
H
E

M
O
S
T

D
I
R
E
C
T

H
E
L
P

W
I
T
H

P
E
R
S
O
N
A
L

C
A
R
E

A
N
D

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D

T
A
S
K
S
?

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

T
H
I
N
G
S

L
I
K
E

B
A
T
H
I
N
G
,

D
R
E
S
S
I
N
G
,

L
A
U
N
D
R
Y
,

C
O
O
K
I
N
G
.

S
H
O
P
P
I
N
G
,

C
L
E
A
N
I
N
G
,

A
N
D

S
U
C
H
?
)

W
H
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N
'
S

R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N

T
O

Y
O
U
?

1
.

S
p
o
u
s
e

.
O
t
h
e
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

_

.
F
r
i
e
n
d

.
N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r

.
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

.
O
t
h
e
r

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

(
A
s
k
o
n
l
y

i
f

t
h
e

a
b
o
v
e

n
a
m
e
d

p
e
r
s
o
n

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

l
i
v
e
w
i
t
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
)

W
H
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N
'
S

N
A
M
E
.

A
D
D
R
E
S
S
.

A
N
D

T
E
L
E
P
H
O
N
E

N
U
M
B
E
R
?

(
I
f
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
e
d

a
d
d
.

P
A
R
T

O
F

T
H
E

R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H

I
N
V
O
L
V
E
S

I
N
T
E
R
V
I
E
W
I
N
G

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N

Y
O
U
'
V
E

M
E
N
T
I
O
N
E
D
A
L
S
O
.
)

A
d
d
r
e
s
s
:

A
g
e

S
e
x

T
e
l
e
p
h
o
n
e

(
v
e
r
i
f
y

P
C
G

a
d
d
r
e
s
s

g
i
v
e
n

o
n

p
a
g
e

1
)

 

None-no

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 F
i
g
u
r
e

8
4
.

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

o
f

P
C
G

s
e
x

i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
.

164



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

  2
0
7
A

R
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

V
#

2
0
7
A

i
s

a
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

s
c
a
l
e

o
f

l
e
n
g
t
h

S
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

t
i
m
e

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

h
a
s

l
i
v
e
d

a
t

t
h
e
i
r

p
r
e
s
e
n
t

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

(
o
r

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o

d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
)
.

2
=

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

a
u
n
n
t
h

3
=

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

a
y
e
a
r

4
=
A
t

l
e
a
s
t

1
y
e
a
r
,

b
u
t

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

5
y
e
a
r
s

5
=
A
t

l
e
a
s
t

5
y
e
a
r
s
,

b
u
t

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

1
0

y
e
a
r
s

6
=

1
0

y
e
a
r
s

o
r

m
o
r
e

2
-

6

9
(
m
i
s
s
i
n
g
)

R
a
n
g
e

o
r

11

I
t
e
m

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
:

2
.

H
O
W

L
O
N
G

H
A
V
E

Y
O
U

L
I
V
E
D

A
T

Y
O
U
R

P
R
E
S
E
N
T

H
O
M
E
?

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

a
m
o
n
t
h

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

a
y
e
a
r

A
t

l
e
a
s
t

1
y
e
a
r
,

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

5
y
e
a
r
s

A
t

l
e
a
s
t

5
y
e
a
r
s
,

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

1
0
y
e
a
r
s

1
0
y
e
a
r
s

o
r

m
o
r
e

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

N
0

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n

 
 

-
.
-
-
>

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
6
:

L
e
n
g
t
h
o
f

t
i
m
e

a
t

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
.

165



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

2
1
9  

N
o
f

N
a
s

g
i
v
e
n

C
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t
s

D
o
e
s

o
r

w
i
l
l

l
i
v
e

a
l
o
n
e

N
o

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t
s

=
.
8

N
o

d
a
t
a

-
9

R
a
n
g
e

=
1
-
7

I
t
e
m

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

i
n
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
:

9
.

H
o
w

m
a
n
y

o
t
h
e
r

p
e
o
p
l
e

w
i
l
l

l
i
v
e

w
i
t
h

y
o
u

w
h
e
n

y
o
u

l
e
a
v
e

t
h
e

h
o
s
p
i
t
a
l
?

1
0
.

W
h
o

w
i
l
l

l
i
v
e

w
i
t
h

y
o
u

w
h
e
n

y
o
u

l
e
a
v
e

t
h
e

h
o
s
p
i
t
a
l
?

(
T
a
b
l
e

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

a
n
d

s
e
x

b
e
l
o
w
.
)

I
t
e
m

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
?

9
.

H
o
w

m
a
n
y

o
t
h
e
r

p
e
o
p
l
e

l
i
v
e

w
i
t
h

y
o
u
?

1
0
.

W
h
o

l
i
v
e
s

w
i
t
h

y
o
u
?

(
T
a
b
l
e

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

a
n
d

s
e
x

b
e
l
o
w
.
)

 

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

t
o

S
e
x

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

M
F

A
g
e

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
d

F
u
l
l

T
i
m
e

      

 
 

S
e
l
f

 
 

 
 

 
 

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n

ONCOOi

  
 
 

 
 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
7
.

N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t
s

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
.

166



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

,

N
u
m
b
e
r

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

2
2
0

O
w
n
e
r
s
h
i
p

o
f

N
o

o
n
e

w
h
o

l
i
v
e
s

t
h
e
r
e

=

R
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

S
e
l
f

o
r

s
p
o
u
s
e

=

S
o
m
e
o
n
e

e
l
s
e

w
h
o

l
i
v
e
s

t
h
e
r
e

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

o
r

n
o

d
a
t
a

r—NMO‘

ll

S
i
n
c
e

t
h
e

c
o
n
c
e
r
n

h
e
r
e

i
s
w
i
t
h

f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

a
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

w
h
o

l
i
v
e
s

i
n

a

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

w
h
i
c
h

h
e

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

o
w
n

i
s

c
l
a
s
s
e
d

a
s

"
n
o
t
“

t
h
e

h
o
m
e

o
w
n
e
r

t
h
o
u
g
h

h
e

m
a
y

b
e

t
h
e

l
e
g
a
l
l
y

d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
d

o
w
n
e
r

o
f

s
o
m
e

o
t
h
e
r

d
w
e
l
l
i
n
g
.

A
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

w
h
o

i
s

c
o
-
o
w
n
e
r

o
f

h
i
s

p
l
a
c
e

o
f

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

i
s

c
l
a
s
s
e
d

a
s

a
h
o
m
e

o
w
n
e
r
.

T
r
a
i
l
e
r

o
w
n
e
r
s
h
i
p

i
s

n
o
t

d
e
f
i
n
e
d

a
s

h
o
n
e

o
w
n
e
r
-

s
h
i
p

u
n
l
e
s
s

t
h
e

p
a
t
i
e
n
t

o
r

h
i
s

s
p
o
u
s
e

o
w
n

t
h
e

l
a
n
d

a
n
d

p
a
y

t
a
x
e
s

o
n

t
h
e

l
a
n
d

o
n

w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

t
r
a
i
l
e
r

s
t
a
n
d
s
.

 

I
t
e
m

1
3
.

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s

W
H
O

O
W
N
S

Y
O
U
R

H
O
M
E

H
E
R
E
?

1
.

N
o

o
n
e

w
h
o

l
i
v
e
s

h
e
r
e
-
=
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

i
s

r
e
n
t
e
d

f
r
o
m

o
t
h
e
r
s

b
y

s
e
l
f

o
r

s
p
o
u
s
e

o
r

o
t
h
e
r
s

w
h
o

l
i
v
e

h
e
r
e

S
e
l
f

o
r

s
p
o
u
s
e

o
w
n

t
h
e

h
o
m
e

S
o
n
e
o
n
e

e
l
s
e

w
h
o

l
i
v
e
s

h
e
r
e

o
w
n
s

t
h
e

h
o
m
e

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
8
:

O
w
n
e
r
o
f

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
.

 

167



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

2
1
8  

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
n
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

H
e
a
d

o
f

S
e
l
f

H
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d

S
p
o
u
s
e

O
t
h
e
r

N
o

d
a
t
a

o
r

n
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

r-chn

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

1
2
.

W
H
O

I
S

T
H
E

H
E
A
D

O
F

T
H
E

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D

O
R

F
A
M
I
L
Y
?

(
c
i
r
c
l
e

n
u
m
b
e
r

b
e
l
o
w
)

 

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

t
o

S
e
x

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

M
.

F
A
g
e

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
d

F
u
l
l

T
i
m
e

  

N1

 
.
c
—
a
-
.
-
—
-

.
.

-
L
-
n
—
a

.
-
-
-
o

L
-
-
-
.
-
o
-

o
.
-
“
c
-
0
—
4

 

M?

  

LOO
 
 

 
S
e
l
f

 
 

 
 
 

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n

NmO‘

  
 
 

 
 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
9
.

H
e
a
d

o
f

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
.

168



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

D
e
r
i
v
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
a
w

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

U
s
e
d

a
s

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

R
u
l
e
s

o
f

F
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

 

4
4
0

C
o
n
t
e
n
t
m
e
n
t
-

I
n
i
t
i
a
l

S
c
o
r
e

4
4
0

=
t
h
e

N
o
f

“
c
o
n
t
e
n
t
e
d
"

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

o
u
t

o
f

a
p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e

s
c
o
r
e

o
f

5
.

I
f

V
#

4
4
0

=
=
9
9
9
9
9

t
h
e

d
a
t
a

f
o
r

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

o
n
e

o
f

t
h
e

f
i
v
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

w
a
s

m
i
s
s
i
n
g
.

R
e
c
o
d
e

V
#

4
2
1
-
4
2
5

9
=

-
9
9
9
9
9

C
o
u
n
t

a
l
l

2
p
u
n
c
h
e
s

i
n

t
h
e
s
e

5
v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
n
d

w
r
i
t
e

i
n

V
#
4
4
0

I
f

a
n
y

o
f

t
h
e

5
V
#
'
s

4
2
1
-
4
2
5

=
~
9
9
9
9
9
,

t
h
e
n

V
#

4
4
0

=
-
9
9
9
9
9

R
a
n
g
e

o
f

V
#

4
4
0

=
0

-
5
o
r

=
-
9
9
9
9
9

4
2
1

-
4
2
5

  

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
o
n
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

4
2
1

C
o
n
c
e
r
n

f
o
r

H
e
a
l
t
h

A
n
y

a
n
s
w
e
r

w
h
i
c
h

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
s

s
o
m
e
w
o
r
r
y

"
n
o
“

-
u
n
q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n

I
f

t
h
e

P
C
G

o
r

s
o
m
e
o
n
e

e
l
s
e

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
d

a
n
s
w
e
r

o
r

a
n
s
w
e
r
s

fl
n
~
t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
,

t
h
a
t

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
d

i
t
e
m

=

P

II =
9

1
.

t
h
e

c
o
d
e

9
(
n
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r
)
.

H
A
S

Y
O
U
R

H
E
A
L
T
H

B
E
E
N

A
W
O
R
R
Y

F
O
R

Y
O
U

D
U
R
I
N
G

T
H
E

P
A
S
T

T
W
O

W
E
E
K
S
?

169

N
o

-
u
n
q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d

A
n
y

a
n
s
w
e
r
w
h
i
c
h

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
s

s
o
m
e
w
o
r
r
y

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

 

4
2
2

,
S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

i
fl
t
h

L
i
v
i
n
g

A
r
r
a
n
g
e
n
e
n
t
s

D
i
s
s
a
t
i
s
i
f
e
d

(
3
)

P

11

I
t
e
m

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
.

S
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

o
r

p
a
r
t
l
y

s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

(
1
o
r
2
)

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

=

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
i
s

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

m
a
y

b
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

4
2
1
.

N

ll

I
N

G
E
N
E
R
A
L
,

H
O
W

S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
D

A
R
E

Y
O
U

W
I
T
H

Y
O
U
R
A
R
R
A
N
G
E
-

M
E
N
T
S

F
O
R

H
O
U
S
E
C
L
E
A
N
I
N
G
,

C
O
O
K
I
N
G
,

L
A
U
N
D
R
Y

A
N
D

S
H
O
P
P
I
N
G
?

A
R
E

Y
O
U

S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
D
J

P
A
R
T
L
Y

S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
D

O
R

D
I
S
S
A
I
l
S
F
I
E
O
?

(
B
e

s
u
r
e

t
o

r
e
a
d

t
h
e

g
h
g
i
c
e
s

t
o

t
h
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
3
—
—
_

 

1
.

NMG

S
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

(
i
n
c
l
u
d
e

"
I

h
a
v
e

t
o

b
e

s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d
“
)

P
a
r
t
l
y

s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

D
i
s
s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

 
 

  F
i
g
u
r
e

3
1
0
:

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
:

—
-
—
—
_
.
.
-
-
~
-
—
.
-
-
—

c
o
n
t
e
n
t
n
e
n
t
.



 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

4
2
3

H
a
p
p
i
n
e
s
s

r-NO‘

U
n
h
a
p
p
y

(
3
)

o
r

u
n
h
a
p
p
y

a
n
d

h
a
p
p
y

(
2
)

H
a
p
p
y

(
1
)

=

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

=

F
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
i
s

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

n
a
y

b
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

4
2
1
.

W
O
U
L
D

Y
O
U

S
A
Y

T
H
A
T

Y
O
U

H
A
V
E

B
E
E
N

H
A
P
P
Y

O
R

U
N
H
A
P
P
Y

D
U
R
I
N
G

T
H
E
S
E

P
A
S
T

T
W
O
W
E
E
K
S
?

1
.

H
a
p
p
y

2
.

B
o
t
h

h
a
p
p
y

a
n
d

u
n
h
a
p
p
y

3
.

U
n
h
a
p
p
y

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n

  4
2
4

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

w
i
t
h

W
a
y
o
f

L
i
f
e

r—NO‘

D
i
s
s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

(
3
)

o
r

p
a
r
t
l
y

s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

S
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

(
1
)

=

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

=

F
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
i
s

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

m
a
y

b
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

4
2
1
.

I
N

G
E
N
E
R
A
L
,

H
O
W

S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
D

A
R
E

Y
O
U

W
I
T
H

Y
O
U
R

W
A
Y

O
F

L
I
F
E

T
O
D
A
Y
?

A
R
E

Y
O
U

S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
D
.

P
A
R
T
L
Y

S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
O
,
_
0
R

D
I
S
S
A
T
I
S
F
I
E
D
?
T
T
(
B
e

s
u
r
e

t
o

r
e
a
d

t
h
e

c
h
o
i
c
e
s

t
o

m l
.

S
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

2
.

P
a
r
t
l
y

s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

3
.

D
i
s
s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

 

 

4
2
5

O
p
t
i
m
i
s
m

(
1
)

A
g
r
e
e

=

(
2
)

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

r-Na‘

”

F
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
i
s

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

n
a
y

b
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

4
2
1
.

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
1
0
:

(
C
o
n
t
'
d
.
)

.
.
.
—
—
-
-
—
—
o
—
—

W
O
U
L
D

Y
O
U

A
G
R
E
E

O
R

D
I
S
A
G
R
E
E

W
I
T
H

T
H
O
S
E

P
E
O
P
L
E

W
H
O

S
A
Y

"
T
H
I
N
G
S

J
U
S
T

K
E
E
P

G
E
T
T
I
N
G

W
O
R
S
E

F
O
R

M
E

A
S

I

G
E
T

O
L
D
E
R
"
?

1
.

A
g
r
e
e

2
.

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e

3
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

g
i
v
e
n
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D
e
r
i
v
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
u
l
e
s

o
f

F
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

R
a
w

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

U
s
e
d

a
s

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

A
g
e

E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t

1 N

=
t
h
e

s
u
b
j
e
c
t

l
i
v
e
s

w
i
t
h

o
t
h
e
r
s
,

a
l
l

o
f
w
h
o
m

a
r
e

a
.

4
5

a
n
d

o
l
d
e
r

O
R

b
.

y
o
u
n
g
e
r

t
h
a
n

4
5
.

b
u
t

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

1
0
y
e
a
r
s

y
o
m
g
e
r

t
h
a
n

t
h
e

s
u
b
j
e
c
t

=
t
h
e

s
u
b
j
e
c
t

l
i
v
e
s

w
i
t
h

o
t
h
e
r
s
,

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

o
n
e

o
f

w
h
o
m

i
s y
o
u
n
g
e
r

t
h
a
n

4
5

e—Nf'; Q

a
.

A
N
D

6
.

1
0

o
r

m
o
r
e

y
e
a
r
s

y
m
m
w
r
t
M
n
t
m

s
u
b
j
e
c
t
.

I
f

V
3
0
7

=
8
.

d
o

n
o
t

f
o
r
m

A
g
e

E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t

S
e
a
r
c
h

V
3
2
0
-
V
3
2
5

f
o
r

v
a
l
u
e

<
4
5

I
f

n
o

s
u
c
h

v
a
l
u
e

f
o
u
n
d
.

A
g
e

E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t

=
l

0
8
.

3
0
7
,

3
2
0
,

3
2
1
,

3
2
2
,

3
2
3
.

3
2
4
.

3
2
5

I
f

s
u
c
h

v
a
l
u
e

f
o
u
n
d

(
f
o
r
e
a
c
h

s
u
c
h

c
a
s
e
)

I
f

V
0
8

-
(
v
a
l
u
e

<
4
5
)

<
1
0
,

A
g
e

E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t

=
1

I
f

V
0
8

-
(
v
a
l
u
e

<
4
5
)

>
1
0
,

A
g
e

E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
fi
t

=
2

  
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l

N
u
m
b
e
r

N
a
m
e

e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

 

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

0
8

A
g
e

o
f

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n

E
v
e
n
t

F
i
r
s
t

s
c
r
e
e
n
i
n
g

A
g
e

a
s

g
i
v
e
n

(
i
n

y
e
a
r
s
)

t
a
t

A
g
e

9
8

o
r

o
v
e
r

=
9
8

N
o

d
a
t
a

=
9
9

D
a
t
a

C
o
n
t
r
o
l

S
h
e
e
t

 

3
0
7

N
o
f

C
o
h
a
b

3
2
0

A
g
e

o
f

l
s
t

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n

3
2
1

A
g
e

o
f

2
n
d

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t

3
2
2

A
g
e

o
f
3
r
d

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t

3
2
3

A
g
e
o
f
4
t
h

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t

3
2
4

A
g
e
o
f
S
t
h

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t

3
2
5

A
g
e
o
f
6
t
h

c
o
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t

 

i
t
a
n
t
s

O
n
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

=

T
w
o

p
e
r
s
o
n
s

=

S
e
v
e
n

p
e
r
s
o
n
s

+
=

D
o
e
s

o
r

w
i
l
l

l
i
v
e

a
l
o
n
e

=

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

o
r

n
o

a
n
s
w
e
r

=

A
g
e

i
n

y
e
a
r
s

a
s

g
i
v
e
n

t
9
8

o
r

o
v
e
r

N
o

d
a
t
a

o
r

n
o

n
a
m
e

o
n

l
i
n
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
s

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
!

3
2
0

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
!

3
2
0

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
s

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
!

3
2
0

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

1
5

f
o
u
n
d
w
i
t
h

V
!

3
2
0

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

i
s

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

3
2
0

q—

S

9
8

9
9

V
#

3
0
8

-
3
1
3

=
9
9

9 9
9

=
9

V
#

3
3
2

-
3
3
7

=
9

V
9

3
3
8

-
3
4
9

=
9

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
r
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

3
0
7

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
r
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
!

3
0
7

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
r
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

v
«

3
0
7

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
r
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

3
0
7

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
r
e

f
o
u
n
d
w
i
t
h

v
v

3
0
7

I
n
t
e
r
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

a
r
e

f
o
u
n
d

w
i
t
h

V
#

3
0
7

u 1:

Dim

v—N

MM

I l

#0

PN

MM

“

>>

I
t
e
m
s

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

i
n
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
:

9
.

H
o
w

m
a
n
y

o
t
h
e
r

p
e
o
p
l
e

w
i
l
l

l
i
v
e
w
i
t
h

y
o
u

w
h
e
n

y
o
u

l
e
a
v
e

t
h
e

h
o
s
p
i
t
a
l
?

I
t
e
m

f
o
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
s
:

9
.

H
o
w

m
a
n
y

o
t
h
e
r

p
e
o
p
l
e

l
i
v
e
w
i
t
h

y
o
u
?

 

1
|
.

B
O
W

O
E
D

A
R
E

.

(
t
a
b
l
e

a
g
e

b
e
l
o
w
)

 

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

t
o

S
e
x

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

M
F

A
g

G.)

E
n
p
l
o
y
e
d

F
u
l
l

T
i
m
e

  
 

    

 
 

 
 

 
7

S
e
l
f

 
 
 

  
 
 

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
p
p
e
d

b
y

R
I

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

i
v
e
n

  coo

 

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

8
1
1
.

F
a
c
t
o
r

A
:

a
g
e

e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
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  Variable
D
e
r
i
v
e
d

R
a
w

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

U
s
e
d

N
u
a
o
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
u
l
e
s

o
f

F
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
s

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
t
e

_
.
.
o
-
—

Z
é
l

R
e
s
i
u
e
n
t

L
o
c
a
t
i
o
n

R
a
n
g
e

f
o
r

V
0

2
6
l

-
l
-
3
o
r

-
-
9
9
9
9
9

R
e
c
o
d
e

V
0
2
1
2

a
n
d
w
r
i
t
e

a
s

V
!

2
6
l

Z
l
2

o
f

P
C
G

a
t

l
i
n
e

o
f

8
-

3

i
n
i
t
i
a
l

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

‘
‘

(
p
c
c
)

1
d

f
i

d
9

-
-
9
9
9
9
9

A
p
r

n
a
r
y

c
a
r
e

v
e
r

5
e

n
e

_
-

-

a
s

t
h
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

(
e
i
t
h
e
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

R
a
n
g
e

f
o
r

V
0

2
6
‘

I
3
o
r

‘
9
9
9
9
9

o
r

f
r
i
e
n
o
)

w
n
o

g
i
v
e
s

t
h
e

S
u
b
j
e
c
t

t
h
e

L
o
s
t

d
i
r
e
c
t

h
e
l
p
w
i
t
h

b
o
t
h

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

c
a
r
e

a
n
d

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d

t
a
s
k
s
:

t
h
i
n
g
s

l
i
k
e

b
a
t
h
i
n
g
.

d
r
e
s
s
i
n
g
.

l
a
u
n
d
r
y
.

c
o
o
k
i
n
g
.

s
h
o
p
p
i
n
g
.

c
l
e
a
n
i
n
g
.

e
t
c
.

I
-
P
C
G

l
i
v
e
s

w
i
t
h

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

i
n

h
o
u
s
e

o
r

a
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t

b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g

2
-

P
C
G

l
i
v
e
s

i
n

a
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e

h
a
u
s
e

o
r

b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g

f
r
o
m

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
-

p
a
n
t

3
-
N
o

P
C
G

h
a
s

b
e
e
n

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d

f
o
r

t
h
i
s

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

-
9
9
9
9
9

I
I
n
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

d
a
t
a

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

 
 

-
—
-
q

c
a
n
.
—

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

«
o
n
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

 

 

,
“
“
‘
fi

Z
l
Z

P
C
S

-
R
e
s
i
d
e
n
c
e

:
j
t
h

9
6
f
t
:
C
l
P
d
fl
t

'
1

I
t
e
m

f
O
u
n
d

o
n

o
u
t
p
a
t
i
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
t
s

3
2
:
3
2
,
,
3
’
2
‘
2

.
2

l
5
.

:
m
o

I
S

n
u
;
m
s
o
a
m
o

G
I
V
E
S

y
o
u

T
H
E

71
05

1
m
a
m

m
u
:

Hl
ll
i
P
E
R
S
O
N
A
L

c
a
n
:

“
a

P
C
G

-
8

A
n
n

u
n
u
s
i
u
n
t
o

r
n
s
x
s
w

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

I
N
I
V
G
S
t
h
L

B
A
I
N
I
N
G
.

n
u
r
s
s
i
v
n
.

I
n
u
v
n
n
v
.

N
o

n
o
t
.

.
9

C
O
O
K
I
N
G
.

s
n
u
p
p
n
v
c
.

C
L
E
A
N
I
N
G
n
v
o

s
u
c
n
?
)

H
N
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

r
r
n
s
o
v
"
s

R
E
L
A
I
I
O
N

I
O

y
o
u
r

l
.

S
p
o
u
s
e

.
O
t
h
e
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

-
_

.
F
r
i
e
n
d

.
N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r

.
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e

.
O
t
h
e
r

(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
)

_
_

l
5
.

(
A
s
k
o
n
l
y

i
f

t
h
e

a
b
o
v
e

n
a
m
e
d

p
e
r
s
o
n

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

l
i
v
e
w
i
t
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
)

H
l
i
A
T

I
S

T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N
'
S

H
A
I
E
.

A
D
D
R
E
S
S
.

A
N
D

T
l
l
f
l
’
l
i
O
‘
é
f
.

H
l
'
V
a
l
l
R
?

(
I
f

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
e
d

a
d
d
.

P
A
R
T

O
F

T
H
E

R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H

l
H
V
O
l
V
E
S

l
fl
l
E
R
V
I
E
H
l
N
S
T
H
I
S

P
E
R
S
O
N

Y
O
U
‘
V
E

M
E
N
T
I
O
N
E
D
A
L
S
O
.
)

A
d
d
r
e
s
s
:

A
g
e

S
e
x

 

NMQWO

 

l
a
l
e
p
h
a
n
e

 

 

 

(
v
e
r
i
f
y

P
C
G

a
d
d
r
e
s
s

g
i
v
e
n

o
n

e
a
s
e

l
l

 

 
 

F
i
g
u
r
e

B
I
Z
:

F
a
c
t
o
r

0
:

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l

l
o
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

P
6
0
.

1‘72?



  Variab
l
e

N
u
m
b
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D
e
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v
e
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V
a
r
i
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l
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N
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m
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I
n
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e
r
p
r
e
t
a
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i
o
n

R
u
l
e
s

o
f

F
o
r
m
a
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R
a
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V
a
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i
a
b
l
e
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U
s
e
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a
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D
a
t
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S
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u
r
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6
8

S
p
o
u
s
e

s
u
r
v
i
v
a
l

a
t

t
h
e

I
n
i
t
i
a
l

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

1
.

2

-
9
9
9
9

R
a
n
g
e
o
f

V
i

2
6
8

o
r

II

F

S
p
o
u
s
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o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

s
u
r
v
i
v
e
s

2
=

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
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h
a
s

n
o

s
u
r
v
i
v
i
n
g

s
p
o
u
s
e

~
9
9
9
9
9

I
n
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

d
a
t
a

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

t
o

c
o
d
e

R
e
c
o
d
e

V
i

2
l
6

i
n
t
o
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C
L
O
T
H
I
N
G

O
U
T

O
F

C
L
O
S
E
T
S

A
N
D

D
R
A
W
E
R
S
?

D
O
E
S
A
N
Y
O
N
E

H
E
L
P

Y
O
U

G
E
T

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

=
D
R
E
S
S
E
D
?

D
O

Y
O
U

G
E
T

D
R
E
S
S
E
D

E
V
E
R
Y

D
A
Y
?
)

"
0

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

-
9

1
.

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

a
.

g
e
t
s

c
l
o
t
h
e
s

f
r
o
m

c
l
o
s
e
t
s

a
n
d

d
r
a
w
e
r
s

a
n
d

b
.

p
u
t
s

o
n

b
r
a
c
e
s

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

(
i
f

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
l
j
—
g
g
g

c
.

p
u
t
s

o
n

c
l
o
t
h
e
s
.

o
u
t
e
r

g
a
r
m
e
n
t
s
,

s
t
o
c
k
i
n
g
s

a
n
d

s
h
o
e
s

o
r

s
l
i
p
p
e
r
s
.

a
n
d

m
a
n
a
g
e
s

a
l
l

c
l
o
t
h
i
n
g

f
a
s
t
e
n
e
r
s

(
e
x
c
e
p
t

t
i
e
i
n
g

s
h
o
e
s
.

o
r

z
i
p
p
i
n
g

b
a
c
k

z
i
p
p
e
r
s

w
h
i
c
h

i
s

n
o
t

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y

f
o
r

a
n

"
i
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
“

c
o
d
e
)

2
.

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
p
g

a
.

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
o
r

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

i
n

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

c
l
o
t
h
i
n
g

o
u
t
o
f

c
l
o
s
e
t
s

a
n
d

d
r
a
w
e
r
s

o
r

b
.

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

o
r

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

i
n

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

d
r
e
s
s
e
d

p
[
_

c
.

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

c
h
a
n
g
e

a
t
t
i
r
e

(
i
.
e
.
,

r
e
m
a
i
n
s

p
a
r
t
l
y

u
n
d
r
e
s
s
e
d

e
.
g
.
.

s
h
o
e
s

o
f
f
.

i
n

b
a
t
h
r
o
b
e

o
v
e
r

p
a
j
a
m
a
s
)

7
.

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

F
o
r

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

d
a
t
a

s
o
u
r
c
e
.

s
e
e

V
i

4
1
5
.

H
O
W

A
B
O
U
T

T
O
I
L
E
T
I
N
G
?

(
i
n

p
a
s
t

t
w
o

w
e
e
k
s
?
)

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

H
O
W

D
O

Y
O
U

G
E
T

T
O
T
H
E

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

I
B
A
T
H
R
O
O
M
?

D
O
E
S

A
N
Y
O
N
E

H
E
L
P

Y
O
U

W
I
T
H

Y
O
U
R
T
O
I
L
E
T
I
N
G
-
H
E
L
P

Y
O
U
W
I
T
H

G
E
T
T
I
N
G
0
N

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

-
T
H
E

S
E
A
T
.

W
I
T
H

A
R
R
A
N
G
I
N
G

Y
O
U
R

C
L
O
T
H
I
N
G
.

W
I
T
H

C
L
E
A
N
I
N
G

Y
O
U
R
S
E
L
F

(
P
R
I
V
A
T
E

P
A
R
T
S
)
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

I
9

0
0

Y
O
U

E
M
P
T
Y

Y
O
U
R

O
W
N

B
E
D
P
A
N

(
C
O
M
M
O
D
E
)
?

1
.

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

a
.

g
e
t
s

t
o

t
o
i
l
e
t

r
o
o
m
.

g
p
g
.

b
.

g
e
t
s

o
n

a
n
d
o
f
f

t
o
i
l
e
t
.

a
p
p

c
.

a
r
r
a
n
g
e
s

c
l
o
t
h
e
s
;

c
l
e
a
n
s

o
r
g
a
n
s

o
f

e
x
c
r
e
t
i
o
n
.
p
;

d
.

m
a
y

m
a
n
a
g
e

o
w
n

b
e
d
p
a
n

o
r

c
o
m
m
o
d
e

a
t

n
i
g
h
t

o
n
l
y

a
n
d

e
m
p
t
i
e
s

i
t

e
.

n
o
t
e
:

i
t

i
s

a
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
l
e

f
o
r

P
t
o

u
s
e

m
e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
s

s
u
c
h

a
s

c
a
n
e
.

c
r
u
t
c
h
e
s
.

w
a
l
k
e
r
s
.

w
h
e
e
l
c
h
a
i
r
s
.

e
t
c
.

2
.

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

a
.

u
s
e
d

b
e
d
p
a
n
o
r

c
o
m
m
o
d
e

d
u
r
i
n
g

d
a
y
t
i
m
e
.

o
r

u
s
e
s

e
i
t
h
e
r

a
t

n
i
g
h
t
.

w
i
t
h
o
u
t

e
m
p
t
y
i
n
g

i
t
.

o
r

b
.

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

o
r

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

i
n

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

t
o

t
o
i
l
e
t

r
o
o
m
.
2
:

c
.

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

o
r

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

i
n

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

o
n

a
n
d

o
f
f

t
o
i
l
e
t

s
e
a
t
.
9
5

.

d
.

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s

a
S
S
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
o
r

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

i
n
a
r
r
a
n
g
i
n
g

c
l
o
t
h
e
s
.

o
r

c
l
e
a
n
i
n
g

o
r
g
a
n
s
o
f
e
x
c
r
e
t
i
o
n

7
.

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

F
o
r

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e
d
a
t
a

s
o
u
r
c
e
.

s
e
e
V
I

4
1
5
.

o-Nl‘

 

4
1
7

T
o
i
l
e
t
i
n
g

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

-

FINN
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1
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(
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d
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V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
U
H
D
e
r

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

[
)
3
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 
 

—
—
—
—
-
.
-
.
Q
.

-
—
.
-

C
A
N

Y
O
U

G
E
T

I
N
A
N
D

O
U
T

O
F

B
E
D

B
Y

Y
O
U
R
S
E
L
F

(
A
N
D
/
O
R

I
N
A
N
D

O
U
T
O
F

C
H
A
I
R
S
)
?

(
i
n

p
a
s
t

t
w
o

w
e
e
k
s
)

(
P
r
o
b
e
:

H
O
W

D
O

Y
O
U

G
E
T

O
U
T

O
F

B
E
D
?

H
O
W

D
O

Y
O
U

G
E
T

O
U
T

O
F

C
H
A
I
R
S
?
)

1
-

L
e
c
t
e
p
s
n
g
e
fl

a
.

n
o
v
e
s

i
n

a
n
d

o
u
t

o
f

b
e
d

a
n
d

c
h
a
i
r
s

i
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
l
y

b
.

n
o
t
e
:

m
a
y

o
r

m
a
y

n
o
t

b
e

u
s
i
n
g

m
e
c
h
a
n
i
c
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
s

s
u
c
h

a
s

c
a
n
e
s
.

c
r
u
t
c
h
e
s
.

w
a
l
k
e
r
s
.

w
h
e
e
l
c
h
a
i
r
s
.

e
t
c
.

2
-

E
s
m
d
e
fi
.

a
.

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

i
n

m
o
v
i
n
g

i
n

a
n
d

o
u
t

o
f

b
e
d

a
p
g
[
g
r

c
h
a
i
r
p
p

b
.

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

m
o
v
e

f
r
o
m

b
e
d

o
r

c
h
a
i
r

7
.

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

4
l
8

T
r
a
n
s
f
e
r
r
i
n
g

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

'

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

PNNO‘

I II

F
o
r

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

d
a
t
a

s
o
u
r
c
e
.

s
e
e

V
i

4
l
5
.

  4
l
9

E
a
t
i
n
g

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

D
O

Y
O
U

R
E
C
E
I
V
E

A
N
Y

H
E
L
P

I
N

E
A
T
I
N
G
?

(
i
n

p
a
s
t

t
w
o

w
e
e
k
s
)

l
.

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

a
.

g
e
t
s

f
o
o
d

f
r
o
m

p
l
a
t
e

(
o
r

i
t
s

e
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t
)

i
n
t
o

m
o
u
t
h

b
.

n
o
t
e
:

n
o
t

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y

t
h
a
t

u
s
u
a
l

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
s

b
e

u
s
e
d

b
y

P

c
.

n
o
t
e
:

a
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
l
e

t
o

c
o
d
e

a
s

1
.

i
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
.

i
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

i
n

p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

f
o
o
d
.

s
u
c
h

a
s

p
r
e
c
u
t
t
i
n
g

o
f

m
e
a
t

a
n
d

b
u
t
t
e
r
i
n
g

o
f

b
r
e
a
d
.

2
.

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

a
.

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

g
i
v
e
n

b
y
o
t
h
e
r

i
n

a
c
t

o
f

f
e
e
d
i
n
g

o
r

b
.

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

e
a
t

a
t
a
l
l
-
r
e
l
i
a
n
t

o
n

i
n
t
r
a
v
e
n
o
u
s

f
e
e
d
i
n
g

7
.

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

9
.

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

v—NNG

III...

F
o
r

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

d
a
t
a

s
o
u
r
c
e
.

s
e
e

V
I

4
l
5
.

 

F
i
g
u
r
e

B
I
G
:

(
C
o
n
t
'
d
.
)
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  Variab
l
e

N
a
m
e

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

.

N
a
n
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

4
2
'
0

C
o
n
t
i
n
e
n
c
e

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

r—NNC‘

I. ll

D
O

C
E
R
T
A
I
N

F
O
O
D
S

S
E
E
M

T
O

G
I
V
E

Y
O
U

P
R
O
B
L
E
M
S

W
I
T
H

E
L
I
M
I
N
A
T
I
O
N
?

(
i
n

p
a
s
t

t
w
o

w
e
e
k
s
)

0
0

Y
O
U

H
A
V
E

A
C
C
I
D
E
N
T
S

W
I
T
H

D
I
A
R
R
H
E
A
?

D
O

Y
O
U

L
O
S
E

C
O
N
T
R
O
L

O
F

Y
O
U
R

B
O
H
E
L
S

O
R

B
L
A
D
D
E
R
:

D
O

Y
O
U

H
A
V
E

 

A
C
C
I
D
E
N
T
S
?

l
.

7
.

9
.

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

a
.

u
r
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

a
n
d

d
e
f
e
c
a
t
i
o
n

e
n
t
i
r
e
l
y

s
e
l
f
-
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
e
d
.

e
i
t
h
e
r

b
y

i
n
t
e
r
n
a
l

c
o
n
t
r
o
l

o
r

e
x
t
e
r
n
a
l

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

s
u
c
h

a
s

e
n
e
m
a
s
.

s
u
p
p
o
s
i
t
o
r
i
e
s
.

c
o
l
o
s
t
o
m
y
.

b
e
d
p
a
n
.

u
r
i
n
a
l
.

e
t
c
.

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
.

a
.

p
a
r
t
i
a
l

o
r

t
o
t
a
l

i
n
c
o
n
t
i
n
e
n
c
e

i
n

u
r
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

o
r

d
e
f
e
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
r

b
o
t
h

o
r

b
.

p
a
r
t
i
a
l

o
r

t
o
t
a
l

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

o
r

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

o
f

c
o
n
t
r
o
l

b
y

e
n
e
m
a
s
.

c
a
t
h
e
t
e
r
s
.

o
r

u
s
e

o
f

u
r
i
n
a
l
s

a
n
d
/
o
r

b
e
d
p
a
n
s
.

o
r

c
o
l
o
s
t
o
m
y

R
e
f
u
s
a
l

N
o

c
o
d
a
b
l
e

a
n
s
w
e
r

~

F
o
r

f
u
r
t
h
e
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

d
a
t
a

s
o
u
r
c
e
.

s
e
e

V
N

4
l
5
.

 
 

F
i
g
u
r
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B
l
6
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(
C
o
n
t
'
d
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  Variab
l
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

N
a
m
e

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
o
n

D
a
t
a

S
o
u
r
c
e

 

6
4
4

F
a
m
i
l
y

I
n
c
o
m
e

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

$
3
.
0
0
0

5
3
.
0
0
0

t
o

$
4
.
9
9
9

5
5
.
0
0
0

t
o

$
6
.
9
9
9

$
7
.
0
0
0

t
o

$
9
.
9
9
9

3
1
0
.
0
0
0

t
o

$
1
4
.
9
9
9

M
o
r
e

t
h
a
n

$
1
4
,
9
9
9

N
o

D
a
t
a

(
8 3
)

(
4
)

5
)

5
)

a-NMQU'DAOOS

7
3
.

S
D
/
9

H
O
W

M
A
N
Y

O
F

T
H
E
S
E

P
E
O
P
L
E

A
R
E

R
E
L
A
T
E
D

T
O

Y
O
U

B
Y

B
L
O
O
D
.

M
A
R
R
I
A
G
E

O
R

A
D
O
P
T
I
O
N
?

(
S
p
e
c
i
f
y

n
u
m
b
e
r

N
O
W

I
'
O

L
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DATA RESULTS NOT REPORTED IN THIS STUDY
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TABLE Cl: Data Results Not Reported for Total Sample--(Ho3C.A.D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 
 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Prior Score l 57.437 33.06l**

Covariate=Age 1 20.105 ll.573**

A=Age Environment l .154 .089 I 3.033 1.375

B=Residential Location

——Of Primary Care Giver l .699 .402 I l.59l .721

A X 8 Interaction l .002 .00l l .008 .004

Residual 183 1.737 l92 2.205

Tbtal 188 2.198 I95 2.194

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

C=Spouse Survival.'

A X C Interaction

Residual

Total

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

D=Days of Bed Disability

A’X D Interaction

Residual

Total

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily_Living

A X E Interaction

Residual

Total

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financial Ability

A x F Interaction

Residual

Total

 

 

”p < .01

*2 < .05
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TABLE C2: Data Results Not Reported for Older Sample--(HolC,A,D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Hean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Value

Covariate=Age l .408 .262 '

A=Age Environment 1 5.288 .399 1 4.789 3.084

BfResidential Location

of Primary Care Giver 1 .080 .051 1 .042 .027

A X 8 Interaction 1 .737 .474 l .568 .366

Residual 139 1.556 140 1.553

Total 143 1.559 143 1.559

Covariate=Age l .408 .279

A=Age Environment 1 .999 .683

C=Spouse Survival 1 4.558 .116

A x C Interaction 1 9.233 .313*

Residual 139 1.463

Total 143 1.559

Covariate=Age l .408 .265

A=Age Environment 1 5.532 .600

D=Days of Bed Disability» 1 1.523 .991

A X 0 Interaction 1 1.978 .287

Residual 139 1.537

Total 143 1.559

Covariate=Age 1 .408 .269

A=Age Environment 1 3.959 .613

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 6.384 .213*

A X E Interaction 1 .093 .062

Residual l39 l.5l5

Total l43 1.559

Covariate=Age l .234 .153

A=Age Environment 1 3.097 .023

F=Financial Ability, l .039 .025

A x F Interaction 1 2.425 .584

Residual 135 l.53l

Total 139 1.531

**p_< .Ol

f2_< .05
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TABLE C3: Data Results Not Reported for Older Sample--(H02C,A.D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Hean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Va1ue

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20.358 l4.018**

Covariate=Age 1 .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 .626 .431 1 .000 .000

B=Residential Location

of Primacy Care Giver l .673 .463 1 2.222 1.347

A X 8 Interaction 1 .762 .525 1 1.438 .872

Residual 99 1.452 104 1.650

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20.358 13.984**

Covariate=Age 1 .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 1.267 .870 l .304 . .183

C=SpousekSurvival l .710 .487 1 1.291 .778

A’X C Interaction 1 .369 .253 1 1.318 .794

Residual 99 1.456 104 1.660

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20.358 l4.604**

Covariate=Age l .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 .400 .287 1 .022 .014

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 7.163 5.139* 1 9.545 5.995*

A X 0 Interaction 1 .038 .028 1 .090 .056

Residual 99 1.394 104 1.592

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariage=Age

A=Age Environment‘

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living

A X E Interaction

Residual

Total

 

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financial Ability

A X F Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

 

"p_ < .01

*p < .05
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TABLE C4: Data Results Not Reported for Older Sample--(H03C,A,D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

  

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Va1ue Freedom Square Value

' Covariate=Prior Score 1 20.358 14.195**

Covariate=Age l .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 .684 .477 1 .009 .005

B=Residential Location

of Primary Care Giver 1 .178 .124 1 1.086 .659

A X 8 Interaction 1 3.043 2.122 1 2.860 1.737

Residual 99 1.434 104 1.647

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score 1 20.358 14.135**

Covariate=Age l .016 .011

A=Age Environment 1 1.904 1.322 1 1.285 .802

C=Spouse Survival 1 1.758 1.220 1 5.053 3.153

A X C Interaction 1 .861 .598 1 3.502 2.185

Residual 99 1.440 104 1.602

Total 104 1.601 107 1.638

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environnent

D=Days of Bed Disability

A X 0 Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Dai1y Living

A X E Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

 

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financial Ability

A X F Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

*fp_< .01

fp_< .05
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TABLE C5: Data Results Not Reported for Older Sample--(Mo4C,A,D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Ana1ysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Va1ue

Covariate=Age 1 1.615 .977

A-Age Environment 1 3.198 1.936 1 2.561 1.545

B=Residential Location

of PrimaryACare Giver 1 .404 .245 1 .294 .177

A X 8 Interaction 1 2.976 1.801 1 3.163 1.909

Residual 100 1.652 101 1.657

Total 104 1.668 104 1.668

Covariate=Age 1 1.615 1.016

A=Age Environment 1 .239 .151 1 .074 .047

C=Spouse Survival 1 3.326 2.092 1 4.937 3.131

A X C Interaction 1 6.286 3.953* 1 6.660 4.224*

Residual 100 1.590 101 1.577

Total 104 1.668 104 1.668

Covariate=Age 1 1.615 .959

A=Age Environment 1 3.272 1.942 1 2.615 1.547

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 .168 .100 1 .089 .052

A X D Interaction 1 .016 .009 1 .034 .020

Residual 100 1.684 101 1.690

Total 104 1.668 104 1.668

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

E=Independence in Activ-
 

ities of Dailnyiving

A X E Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financia1 Ability

A X F Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

 

“p < .01

*p.< .05
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TABLE C6: Data Results Not Reported for Younger Sample--(H01C,A,D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Va1ue Freedom Square Va1ue

Covariate=Age 1 14.861 7.478**

A=Age Environment 1 .006 .003 1 1.463 .701

B=Residentia1 Location

of Primary Care Giver 1 .367 .185 1 .666 .319

A X B Interaction 1 .027 .014 1 .054 .026

Residual 111 1.987 112 2.087

Total 115 2.051 115 2.051

Covariate=Age 1 14.861 7.678**

A=Age Environment 1 .068 .035 1 .658 .326

§:§pouse Surviva1 1 2.625 1.356 1 2.889 1.429

A X C Interaction 1 3.502 1.809 1 5.178 2.561

Residual 111 1.935 112 2.022

Total 115 2.051 115 2.051

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

D=Days of Bed Disability

A X 0 Interaction

Residual

Total

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living

A X E Interaction

Residual

Tota1

Covariate=Age 1 14.111 7.243**

A=Age Environment 1 .561 .288 1 .088 .043

F=Financial Ability, 1 8.192 4.205* 1 7.982 3.890

A X F Interaction l .002 .001 l .034 .017

Residual 106 1.948 107 2.052

Total 110 2.080 110 2.080

 

“p < .01

*p_< .05
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TABLE C7: Data Results Not Reported for Younger Sample--(H02C,A,O).

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Va1ue

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 18.098**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .526

A=Age Environment 1 .311 .148 1 .129 .051

B=Residential Location

of Primary Care Giver 1 1.222 .583 1 2.084 .829

A X 8 Interaction 1 2.490 1.188 1 8.277 3.294

Residual 78 2.096 84 2.513

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score 1 '37.930 18.100**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .526

A=Age Environment 1 .427 .204 l .175 .068

C=Spouse Survival 1 .838 .400 1 1.418 .550

A X C Interaction 1 2.888 1.378 1 3.494 1.355

Residual 78 2.096 84 2.578

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 19.184**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .557

A=Age Environment 1 .486 .246 1 .322 .141

D=Days of Bed Disability 1 12.960 6.555* 1 29.792 13.076**

A X 0 Interaction 1 .000 .000 1 .257 .113

Residual 78 1.977 84 2.278

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 18.704**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .543

A=Age Environment 1 .222 .110 1 .148 .064

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living_ 1 8.810' 4.344** 1 26.148 11.264**

A X E Interaction 1 .191 .094 l .297 .128

Residual 78 2.028 84 2.321

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 17.709**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .514

A=Age Environment 1 .304 .142

F=Financia1 Ability 1 .000 .000

A X F Interaction 1 .114 .053

Residual 78 2.142

Total 83 2.573

*fp' < .01

*2. < .05
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TABLE C8: Data Results Not Reported for Younger Sample--(Ho3C,A,D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Value Freedom Square Va1ue

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 17.970**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .522

A=Age Environment 1 .417 .198 1 .168 .064

B=Residential Location

of Primary Care Giver 1 .594 .281 1 .724 .277

A X 8 Interaction 1 1.950 .924 1 .772 .295

Residua1 78 2.111 84 2.618

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 18.057**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .524

A=Age Environment l .401 .191 1 .174 .067

C=Spouse Survival 1 .671 .319 l .438 .168

AAX C Interaction 1 2.662 1.267 1 2.114 .811

Residual 78 2.101 84 2.606

Total 83 2.573 87 2.547

Covariate=Prior Score

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

D=Days of Bed Disability

A X 0 Interaction

Residua1

Tota1

Covariate=Prior Score 1 37.930 17.999**

Covariate=Age 1 1.101 .523

A=Age Environment 1 .697 .331

E=Independence in Activ-

ities of Daily Living 1 1.644 .780

A X E Interaction 1 1.167 .554

Residual 78 2.107

Total 83 2.573

Covariate=Prior Score 1 38.168 17.745**

Covariate=Age 1 1.267 .589

A=Age Environment 1 .344 .160 1 .458 .173

F=Financial Ability, 1 .017 .008 1 1.912 .724

A X F Interaction 1, 1.067 .496 1 .181 .068

Residual 77 2.151 83 2.643

Tota1 82 2.604 86 2.577

**p_ < .01

f2' < .05
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TABLE C9: Data Results Not Reported for Younger Sample--(Ho4C,A,D).

 

Analysis of Covariance Analysis of Variance

 

 

 

 

 

 

Degrees of Mean F Degrees of Mean F

Source of Variation Freedom Square Va1ue Freedom Square Va1ue

Covariate=Age 13.603 6.940**

A=Age Environment .055 .028 1 .926 .441

B=Residential Location

of Primary Care Giver 1.682 .858 1 1.216 .579

A X 8 Interaction 4.684 2.390 1 4.416 2.103

Residua1 1.960 83 2.100

Total 2.101 86 2.101

Covariate=Age 13.603 6.762*

A=Age Environment .009 .005 1 .780 .364

C=Spouse Survival .165 .082 1 .011 .005

A X C Interaction 1.954 .971 1 1.928 .899

Residual 2.012 83 2.145

Total 2.101 86 2.101

Covariate=Age 13.603 7.060**

A-Age Environment .008 .004 1 .475 .234

D=Days of Bed Disability 4.522 2.347 1 7.767 3.823

A X 0 Interaction 4.569 2.371 1 3.565 1.755

Residua1 1.927 83 2.031

Total 2.101 86 2.101

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environrent

E=Independence in Activ-
 

ities of Dai1y Living

A X E Interaction

Residua1

Total

 

Covariate=Age

A=Age Environment

F=Financia1 Ability

A X F Interaction

Residual

Tota1

 

 

**p_< .01

*p.< .05
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