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INTRODUCTION

This chapter reports on methods and results of an exploratory research project on
intergenerational ambivalence between parents and their adult children. The study
was conducted in 1998 and 1999 at the research center for “Society and Family”
at the University of Konstanz. Its conceptual framework consists of the theoretical
considerations and the schematic model touched upon in Chap. 2 of this book.
(see pp. 23-62) as one attempt to operationalize the concept of intergenerational
ambivalence. , : '

As a matter of record, we may state briefly that we realized the relevance
and fruitfulness of the concept of ambivalence for the study of intergenerational
relationships as three perspectives converged for us. These three are: (1) the
general study of intergenerational relationships in postmodern societies. (see
Liischer, 1995, brief English summary Liischer, 2000); (2) the critical review of
the status of research in Europe and the United States (Luscher & Pillemer, 1996,
1997, 1998); and (3) our project on how parent-child relationships are reorganized
_ after divorce in later phases of marriage, combined with a sub-study of the effects
of the divorce of an adult son (Liischer & Pajung-Bilger, 1998, brief English
summary Lischer, 2000). ‘
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In the latter we explored, through a series of semi-structured interviews, how
- fathers and mothers on one side, and adult children on the other, coped with this

event as a turning point in their lives. Our original intention was to distinguish -

different degrees of closeness and distance in connection with different degrees
and forms of solidarity. In the course of the analysis, it became obvious that the
complexity of these relationships could not be captured and explained by paying
attention to solidarity alone. The obvious contradictions in the reports about the
relationships suggested that we had to come up with a concept that would be more
appropriate to the obvious tensions in these relationships, and to the oscillations

between closeness and distance, as well as between conservation and change, that -

were common in them. In this context, the idea of ambivalence opened the door
for a new approach.

In a secondary analysis of the interviews with the concept of ambivalence dt our
disposal, it became possible to offer a set of useful interpretaﬁbns. These results
encouraged attempts to apply the concept in a study which was especially designed
around ambivalence, referring to an explicit definition, and based above all on an
operationalization that would meet the requirements of quantitative research. In
other words, in the first study on divorce we used ambivalence as an “interpretative
concept” (see Chap. 2); in the Konstanz project, we used it as a “research construct.”

As this study is one of the first to apply the concept of ambivalence in a
multifaceted way in quantitative sociological research, we will comment upon
its research instruments in some detail. Before looking at them, however, we will
briefly review the study’s basic assumptions and hypotheses.

We carefully recruited our respondents, consisting of both parents and adult )

children. To arrive at a sample that can be seen as approximately representative
of the population in Konstanz, we had to conform strictly to strong legislation
concerning the protection of personal data in Germany. For our particular study,
after examining the purpose of the project and seeing its strictly academic
orientation, the authorities gave us the opportunity to draw a first sample of people
between the ages of 25 and 70 for a telephone survey. This survey provided the
base for subsequent in-person, face-to-face interviews with a smaller number of
people whom we assessed as willing and well suited to participate.

In keeping with the interpretative strategy of “uncovering ambivalence,” we will
present and discuss the results in a series of steps We start with data pertaining
to direct’ (‘ﬁ“Qf“O‘.lS f*vp’&ﬂe}lcﬁ of ambivalence and then present the resuits of our
attempts to assess ambivalence indirectly. This approach allows us to apply the
distinction between the personal and institutional dimensions of the experience
of ambivalence, as deduced from the analysis of the concept of relationships (see
Chap. 2). To that end, we use data that refer to specific dyads such as mother-son
or daughter-father. We also will look at a third set of results having to do with
patterns and strategies of dealing with ambivalence. This third set of results can
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be seen as suggesting another possible application for the schematic model as it is

. presented and explained in Chap. 2 of this volume.

Validation of the instruments is an important issue. Since many of the
well-established procedures for assessing social relationships quantitatively are
not appropriate for capturing the specifics of ambivalence (see Lettke & Klein,
Chap. 4 of this volume), we felt it necessary to develop new ones. The validity
of these instruments can be evaluated only after they have been used in future
research. In the meantime, we approach this issue of validity by testing the
coherence between different sets of questions.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND INSTRDMENTS

Introductory Remarks

The conceptual frame of reference suggests a certain number of consequences for
the design of research instruments. They can be summarized as follows: First, the
experience of ambivalence is one aspect of intergenerational relationships, but
ambivalence must not be present in all relationships between parents and adult
children. Ambivalence appears in different forms and with different levels of in-

* temsity. Second, people can be aware of ambivalence in intergenerational relations

in daily conduct, and they can speak about them in everyday language. Hence, it is
appropriate to use questions that directly address such experiences and the aware-
ness of them. Furthermore, questions may be asked about whether the experience
of ambivalence is seen as a burden or a challenge; in other words, questions can be

. asked regarding the judgment of ambivalence. Third, ambivalence may be hidden
“and unconscious. It can be concealed in how relationships are perceived and in

how they are described. Thus, we need questions that allow the assessment of
relationship by different, opposing and contradicting attributes and from different
angles. Fourth, the elaborated definition of ambivalence (see Chap. 2) approaches
ambivalence as multi-dimensional and complex. We must therefore pay attention,
in the elaboration of instruments as well as in their validation, to this complexity. -
Fifth, ambivalence has to be coped with or dealt with. It seems plausible to

- distinguish different modes and strategies for doing so. The Konstanz-model is an

attemnpt to deduce such strategies from theoretical assumptions and propositions.

Sampling

As mentioned‘ above, the study began with a telephone survey. The main purpose
of that survey was to gather data about the population between 25 and 70 years of
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age in the Konstanz county, in order to draw a sample of persons to be included in
the main study. This initial step was necessary because no data were available on
women and men in these age groups, nor was it possible to use a representative
sample from other studies or to use the information from official registers. Only
the names of people in this age group could be obtained, and. that information
could be obtained only by special permission. From a total of 162,953 persons,
‘'we drew a random sample consisting of 1,682 addresses. Of those, 528 agreed to
perticipate in the telephone survey. The “exhaustiveness quota” after eliminating
sampling neutral exceptions was 62.9%. The survey, carried out in 1998 in
cooperation with ZUMA (Survey Center Mannheim, supported by the German
Science Foundation) is documented in a methods report (ZUMA-Technischer
Bericht Nr. 98/13 — available from the authors).

These interviews had the goal of collecting basic demograp}:uc data, information -

on the structure and size of the family and marital status. We also included a
preliminary question about the everyday experience of ambivalence. In the
responses to even these simple questions, we noticed a comparatively widespread
experience and awareness of intergenerational ambivalence. Seven percent of the
fathers and mothers said that they often were torn back and forth in regard to their
oldest child. In turn, 18% of the children said that they felt torn back and forth.
" About 32% of the parents and 20% of the children said that they never felt torn back
and forth. There were also preliminary findings that showed gender differences
in the experience of personal ambivalence. Women reposted such experiences
- more often than men did. Neither parents nor children judged the experience of
ambivalence in a solely negative way, and there was a relatively high consciousness
of thinking about the awareness of ambivalence in an everyday sense. -
Of the 528 respondents of the 1998 study, we selected 90 people according to
three criteria:

(1) They should be either adult children with living parents or parents of living
adult children, which would increase our chances of doing follow-up inter-
views with members of the other generation.

(2) Assuming that the experience and the awareness of ambivalence may be related
to education, we selected people with either high or low levels of education.

(3) In order to compare families with many or few experiences of ambivalence,
we also included respondents who reported, in the telephone survey, either
tigh or low intensity levels of ambivalence.

After initial interviews with these 90 people, we subsequently interviewed — as far
‘as possible —their parents (when respondent belonged to the adult-child generation)
or their adult children (when the respondent belonged to the parent generation). The
resulting database of the 1999 study consisted of 52 interviews with adult children
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Table 1. Age of Interviewed Family Members.

Age Class Father Mother Son Daughter N row (% Row)
25-29 - - 3 4 7 (5.6)
30-34 : - - 4 7 11 8.9)
35-39 - - 10 6 ‘16 (12.9)
40-44 - - 5 5 10 8.1
45-49 - 3 3 1 7 (5.6)
5054 : 4 4 2 1 11 (8.9)
55-59 5 8 - - 14 (11.3)
6064 16 8 1 - 25 (20.2)
65 and older 9 14 - - 23 (18.5)
Ncolumn 35 37 28 24 124 (100)
(% Column)  (28.2) (29.8) (22.6) (19.4) (100

Source: Study 1999; N = 124 persons.

and 72 interviews with parents. In these 124 interviews, respondents referred to
255 dyadic relationships. (For more information, see the working paper of Luscher,
Pajung-Bilger, Lettke & Bohmer, 2000.)

The distribution of family status, age, and sex of all subjects appears in Table 1.

Research Instruments

In accordance with the interpretative strategy of “uncovering” (see Chap. 2), the
core instruments of the survey were of three kinds:

(1) an instrument addressing the overt experience and awareness of ambivalence,

(2) oneaddressing the assessment of relationships in regard to covert ambivalence,
and '

(3) one addressing how ambivalence is managed and dealt with.

The topic of ambivalence itself was also addressed in some miscellaneous
questions. These included a request to evaluate the interview’s comprehensibility
with regard to the topic of ambivalence. In addition, the questionnaire included
the following topics: judgments of how younger and older people see each other,
their mutual understanding of society and views of the famaily, and standard
‘questions concerning personal and socio-demographic data. The foﬂowmg
overview provides the major elements of the questlonnalre (see Table 2 numbers:
sequence of questions).

We developed two versions of the questionnaire, a “parents’ version” and
a “children’s version.” The contents of the questions and the sequence are
identical. (For a fuil documentation of the instruments in German and English, see



“Table 2. Overview. Major Elements of the Questionnaire of the Konstanz Study.

Level of Instruments
Observati : : . . .
vation Awareness Assessment -Management Society Family Image Miscellaneous
Questions
Intergenerational 1 relationship 8 morphological 6 tolerance for

relationships in
general

Relationships in
the family

Specifics about
parent-child
relationships

15 orientation at
tried and true
Ways vs. new
ways

16 orientation at
family harmony
vs. allow conflicts

18 frequency of
ambivalence,
feeling torn

19 judgement of
ambivalence,
stress

" 20 typical

situation of
ambivalence

2 agreement with
ambivalence

2 orientation at
tried and true

" ways vs. new

ways

23 orientation at
family harmony
vs. allow conflicts

7 taboos in family
conversation

13 how family
members relate to
one another

17 relatiohship
quality (graphical
illustration)

24 closeness of
relationship

25 contrast: ideal
vs. real
relationship

26 un-/pleasant
aspects of
relationship

27 indirectly
measured
ambivalence
(attributes)

28 frequency of
contact

29/30 desired
cortact

31 changes of the
relationship in the
past 5 years

32 reasons for
this changes

33 expected
future changes

12 generalized
maxims for action

14 handling of
ambivalent
situations 7

34-41 vignette
“financial
support”

42-48 vignette -
“choice of
partner”

between young

~and old

2 changés in this
relationship

3/4 perceptions
of young and old
generation

5 relationship
between young
and old

aspects of family

9 gender-related
task distribution
in the family

10 contrast: ideal
vs. real family
life

11 reasons for

discrepancies

ambiguity

49 quality of
questionnaire

50 difficulties in
answering

ambivalence

52 concern about
ambivalence

53-61
demography

62 potential
interview-

_partners in the

family
63 admission for
future contacts
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Luscher, Pajung-Bilger, Lettke, Bohmer, Rasner & Pillemer, ZOOO;'http‘.//WWVV‘:

um—konstanz.de/FuF/Soniss/fg~soz/ag—farn/famsozd.html) A brief summary of
our methods appears in the Appendix to this chapter.

Because of the exploratory character of the study, it was not yet possible to
assess the validity and the reliability of the instruments by way of comparison

with other studies, except for some measures, which have been used in the Tthaca

study (see Pillemer, Chap. 5 of this volume). Instead, as mentioned earlier, we

~attempted to look at the coherence between different sets of questions within the
interview. The results, which seem quite satisfactory at this point of development,
are reported below.

The data we present refer mainly to descriptive statemerits and judgmenis about .

dyads such as father-daughter or son-mother. Our usé of such statements follows
- from grounding our research in a conceptualization of ambivalence that has its
focus in relationships rather than individual persons. Continuing our straiegy of
“uncovering,” as mentioned above, we start with data on the awareness of direct am-
* bivalence as expressed in everyday speech. Then we include indicators of indirect
ambivalence that we assessed by indirect measures. We then present the data on the

perspective of family roles, followed by a detailed comparison of the dyadic rela-

tionships. We conclude with the results relevant to the correlation between ambiva-

lence and the quality of relationships, and strategies of dealing with ambivalence.

As outlined in our description of the research instruments above, our approach

is exploratory in a twofold sense. First, we rely on a broad conceptualization of

ambivalence, for which the distinction between two dimensions, the personal and

- the institutional, is especially relevant. We do not limit the scope of ambivalence to

feelings, and we try to bring in the theoretically deduced typology of four patterns

of dealing with ambivalence. Second, we try to develop new instruments, which

bears certain risks. In this regard, our data and their presentation differ from other
research reports in this volume. )

* From a critical point of view, one may reproach the study for bein g neither a sur-
vey based on a large sample, using a specific set of more or less established instru-
ments, nor a clinical study focusing with in-depth instruments on a few cases. We
are willing to defend the resulting hybrid character (asitmay be called) of the study,
however, in light of its sensitivity to the broadness of the concept of ambivalence.

RESULTS

Ambivalence as an Everyday Experience

Our general hypothesis implies that the experience of ambivalence is an almost

commonplace experience. Thus, we expect that parents and adult children quite
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Table 3. Frequency of Ambivalence (%).

Very often 4
Often 11
Now and then 29
Seldom 35
Never o 20

Source: Study 1999; N = 255 dyads.

often feel pulled in two directions to the extent of feeling torn, and we also expect
that they are aware of these persistent tensions. The data from the p}’ehmil}ary
telephone survey as well as the responses to different questions about the conscious
experience of ambivalence confirm this assumption. Being asked to what extent
they feel torn, respondents in only 20% of the dyads say that they never feel torn
(Table 3). , :

Six contradictorily formulated statements about relationships in six different
staternents provide additional confirmation of the correctness of our expectation
that the experience of ambivalence is common. Counsider, for instance, the
following statement: “[Person] and I often get on each other’s nerves, but
nevertheless we feel very close and like each other very much.” Twenty-four
percent of our respondents agreed with this statement of ambivalent'emotions,
Other examples are: “My relationship with my [person] is very intimate, but
that also makes it restrictive,” with which 11.6% agreed, and “Although I love
my [person] very much, I am also sometimes indifferent toward him/her” with
which 13.4% agreed. Summing the responses to all these questions, we find on
the average 36% agreement with the contradictory statements (Table 4).

Although this multi-item Likert scale is only a rough indicator for the

~experience of ambivalence and only partly reflects the reported feeling of being

torn, it nevertheless shows the presence of ambivalence in the assessments of
relationships. Compared with Table 3, which entails a general judgment, the
-underlying reference here is to different contexts.

Table 4. Agreement with Ambivalence. Average sum of Contradictory
~  Statements about Relationships (%).

Agree ‘ 36
Partly agree 20
Do not agree 44

Source: Study 1999; N = 228 dyads.
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Ambivalence and Family Roles

We collected data from mothers and fathers as well as from daughters and sons,
which allows us also to compare the frequency of ambivalent experiences with
respect to family roles. In the existing literature of intergenerational relations,

the “generational stake” hypothesis is widely cited (see, for instance, Giarrusso,’

Stallings & Bengtson, 1995). The hypothesis holds, generally speaking, that
parents have a more positive, less critical view of their relationships with adult
children than the reverse. Parents also tend to see themselves as closer to their
children than their children see themselves as being toward the parents. What could
we expect with respect to ambivalence in these sitnations? If ambivalence bears a
strong negative connotation, we would expect parents to report less ambivalence
than children. And what about gender? Does the well-known fact that women (es-
pecially mothers) are the “kin-keepers” suggest a lower intensity of ambwalence
from females?

The findings give a more differentiated and somewhat contradictory picture, as
“Table 5 shows.

Two overall indicators of amblvalencc namely, the concemn about ambivalence,
and the frequency of consciously experienced overt ambivalence (in the sense of
feeling torn) — show no significant differences between parents and children or
between gender. However, the differing answers given by sons attract attention.
This finding feinforces the conclusion that ambivalence should not be evaluated
in solely negative terms. It is in agreement with the general conceptualization of
ambivalence deduced from the history of the concept and its usage in different
disciplines (see Chap. 2). However, as will be shown below, the issue is rather
complicated, and further explorations are needed to get to understand it.

If ambivalence is measured in an indirect way, and if we distinguish between
the subjective-personal and the institutional-structural dimensions, we are able
to uncover noteworthy differences. Although the differences are not significant
in regard to the personal dimension, the picture changes when one looks at
institutional ambivalence. Here, the distribution shows a significant degree of
differentiation. A close look suggests that this result is due mostly to a lower degree
of intensity calculated from the responses of the parents, and furthermore from
a higher degree of intensity in the reports of sons as compared with those of the
daughters. Although a certain reticence is recommended given the comparatively
" small size of the sample, these results demonstrate the usefulness of the distinction
between the personal and the institutional dimensions of relationships in regard
to ambivalence. , ' »

Our data on the evaluation of intergenerational ambivalence provide still another
interesting ‘result of exploring ambivalence with reference to the differences

. . 1 7
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Table 5. Ambivalence Indicators and Family Roles. (Column Percent of Each
Indicator).

Indicators of Ambivalence Family Role X~ p

Father Mother Son  Daughter

J—

(a) Concern about ambivalence

Very often/often thought about .40 37 36 §O

Now and then thought about 32 37 50 29 )

Seldom/never thought about 28 26 14 21 8.118 0230

Frequency of ambivalence
(b)Veryqoften/ often torn in two directions - 13 ’ 12 12 31

Now and then torn in two directions 31 33 25 21 ) .

Seldom/never torn in two directions 56 55 64 48 12,407 0.055
(c) Intensity of indirectly measured personal ambivalence®

—1 (low) 32 43 37 57

0 3 1 2 2

1 126 25 33 13

2 25 25 12 13

5 12 5 15 15

4 . 1 1 2 0 X :

5 (high) 1 0 0 0 21.436  0.258
(d) Tntensity of indirectly measured institutional ambivalence®

—1 (low) 28 26 10 21

0o : 3 7 4 13

1 31 ¥ 12 23

2 31 26 50 32

3 6 7 25 11 )

4 (high) l 2 0 0 0 36.771  0.001
(e) Rating of ambivalence ’

Very/more positive than negative 56 36 37 29

Eque]ly positive and negative : 37 61 51 4? s 0001

More negative than positive/very 7 4 12 25 X

TJudgement of ambivalence
(D'\feryg stressful/stressful 53 59 34 62

o ’
Only a little/not stressful at all 47 41 66 39 8227 0.042

Source Study 1999; N = 255 dyads. » )
aTo calculate the ambivalence values the formula developed bv Griffin is employed (sez Thompson
-et al., 1995, p. 369L).
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between family roles. First of all, parts “e” and “f” both show that ambivalence is

not limited to solely negative connotations. The majority of responses to the more
general question about rating (see part e) is in the middle-category of “equally
positive and negative.” There is, however, one notable exception of fathers who
Jjudge ambivalence predominantly as more positive (56%), and another, in the
- opposite direction, of daughters of whom only 29% judge ambivalence more
positive than negative. These two judgments contribute mainly to the significant
difference among the incumbents of the family positions. '
“The stronger evaluation of ambivalence as being either stressful or not also
suggests a certain shift. Slightly more than half of the respondents (again with
the exception of the sons) judge ambivalence as being a source of stress, although
a considerable number of them do not see it in this way. This result seems even
‘more noteworthy if one takes into account that a negative undertone do€s seem to
characterize the common everyday understanding of ambivalence. .

Dyadic Relationships

A further degree of differentiation becomes available through analysis of the eight

dyadic relationships: father or mother each in relation to their dau ghter or son, and
vice versa, as shown in Table 6.

These results confirm that overt ambivalence (in the sense of feeling torn) is

- frequent in the range of 32-54% of the dyads. Although the overall differences are

not significant, patterns can be uncovered if both generational status and gender are |

taken into consideration. Adult sons and (on a slightly higher level) adult daughters
report almost the same frequency of ambivalence to the father. Conversely, fathers
- reportambivalence in the same frequency in the relationships to daughters and sons.
In contrast, the relationships between adult children and mothers, both in regard to

Table 6. Frequency of Ambivalence: “Frequently Torn”
(% Related to Single Dyads).

Respondent - Person Referred to

Father Mother Son Danghter
Father - - 41 48
Mother - - - 51 k 39
Son 42 32 - -
Daughter . 50 54 - -

Source: Study 1999; N = 254 dyads; r = 0.693.
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frequency and reciprocity, are more differentiated. This finding is compatible with
the general insight that mothers play a stronger, and apparently more outspoken role
in kin-relations. More than half of the daughters report frequent feelings of being
torn, (:onsiderably more than the percentage of mothers who report ambivalences
with the daughters. In contrast, for son-mother dyads as compared with mother-son
dyads, the pattern is quite different. All in all, opposite-sex ambivalence seems to
occur more often from the perspectives of parents, whereas same-sex ambivalence
seems to be more frequent from the perspectives of adult children.

For a next step of uncovering, we can differentiate these patterns by the personal
and the institutional dimension of ambivalence. This requires that we take indirect
measures into account and refer to the conceptual model of intergenerational
ambivalence. For this purpose, we developed an indicator for inferred ambivalence
based in a list of attributes that describe the relationship. ‘We associate attributes
such as “warm” or “loving” with the “convergence” pole. Attributes such as
“indifferent” or “superficial” represent the “divergence” pole. “Predictable” or
“inflexible” stand for “reproduction”; and “open to new experiences” or “full of
variety” are examples of “innovation.” '

Respondents rated the applicability of each attribute on a 5-point Likert scale.
Factor analysis helped in finding suitable attributes for constructing the respective
scale. Bach scale shows the same 5-point rating of applicability and therefore dis-
plays information about the average applicability of the four poles. When opposite
poles apply at the same time, we consider this as an indicator of ambivalence.
Thus, simultaneous applicability of “convergence” and “divergence” indicates
“personal ambivalence.” The combination of “reproduction” and “inmovation”
indicates “institutional ambivalence” (See appendix for a-full presentation of
these calculations, see Lettke, 2000a, 2002.)

Calculations show that, on average, respondents experience institutional
-ambivalences more frequéntly (47%) than personal ambivalences (31%) (table
not shown). This is a first indicator for the fruitfulness of this distinction, which is
confirmed by a comparison of parts a and b of Table 7. These two sections show
our data on the two dimensions we are looking at, split into dyads where — with
a few exceptions — the level of institutional ambivalence is bigher than that of
personal ambivalence.

This finding can be interpreted as an indicator that the tensions between closeness
and distance are seen to be of lower frequency than those between “reproduction”
and “innovation”; in other words, the tensions.regarding the modes of organizing
the family are higher. Moreover, it seems plausible, as the data in Table 7b show,
that the younger generation feels more ambivalent than do their parents. Here, we
are reminded of the thesis of “generational stake.” However, the results from this
study add an important -additional characterization to this thesis by locating the
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Table 7. Inferred Personal and Institutional Ambivalence (% Related to Dyads).

Respondent Person Referred to’
Father Mother Son Daughter
(a) Personal ambivalence? :
Father - - - 45 36
Mother - - 36 23
Son 44 18 - -
Daughter 32 22 - -
) histitutional ambivalence?
Father - - 43 37
Mother - - 41 30
Son ‘ 74 84 - -
Deughter 60 44 - o -

*Study 1999; N = 237 dyads; r = 0.201; confingency coefficient = 0.199.
bStudy 1999; N = 237 dyads; = 0.000; contingency coefficient = 0.325.

difference between the young and the old in the realm of structural-institutional
arrangements.

The data suggest that exploring further differentiations will be fruitful. On the
personal dimension, mothers and daughters both report low levels of ambivalence
in their relationships. The ratings in father-son dyads are higher. This result is
compatible with the conventional “wisdom” that relationships between mother
and daughters are often close, espemaﬂy if the latter are mothers themselves or
intend to become mothers.

In contrast, the son-mother dyad stands out, espec1a11y in regard to-differences
between the perspectives of sons and mothers, and the difference between
the personal and the institutional dimensions. Whereas mothers report more
ambivalences than sons do on the personal dimension, the opposite is the case on
- the institutional dimension. How can these discrepancies be explained?

We may hypottiesize that, when asked directly about the feeling of being torn,
respondents immediately associate this feeling with the personal aspects of their
relationships, that is, with the overall sentiment of closeness vs. distance. As has

been shown, personal ambivalence is least frequent in the perspective of the sons
in son-mother dyads. Another explanation points to latent ambivalences. This.
indicator is used when respondents state that they “seldom” or “never” feel torn,
even though we are able to identify ambivalences by indirect measurement. With
regard to the personal dimension, we find on the average of all dyads 13.9% latent
ambivalences. In the institational dimension, the level is nearly twice as high:
24.7% (no tables given).
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Table 8. Attributed Latent Ambivalence (% Ré’iated to Dyads).

Respondent ' Person Referred to

Father Mother Son 1aughter

(a) Latent personal ambivalence® :
Father . - - 23 11

Mother - - 17 10
Son 22 1 - - —
Daughter ) 14 0 - -
(b) Latent institutional ambivalence®
© Father - - 18 15
Mother - - - - 18 10
Son 44 . 56 ) - -
Daughter ) 30 ' 22 - - -

agtudy 1999; N = 237 dyads; r = 0.497; contihgency coefficient = 0.281.
bStudy 1999; N = 227 dyads; r = 0.007; contingency coefficient = 0.388.

Keeping in mind the lower dégree of inferred personal ambivalence (see above),
we suggest that these aspects of a relationship are more clear-cut. In other words,
the chances for latent personal ambivalence to remain covert or unnoticed are
rather low. A potential for personal ambivalence will give it a predominant status
in relationships, so that family members feel an urgent need to deal with the
situation. These aspects of the relationship are so central that they require action
by the subjects.

The analysis shows almost no evidence of latent or covert personal ambivalence.
In contrast to this finding, latent institutional ambivalence varies with respect

 to different parent-child relationships (see Table 8). Interestingly enough, latent

ambivalences are here more common among children with regard to their parents
than vice versa. The most striking result confirms our assuruption that latent
institutional ambivalence can be ascribed especially to son-mother relationships
(56%) — a finding which merits more attention in future research.

Dealing with Ambivalences

~ The foregoing results confirm the existence of overt and covert expressions of

ambivalence. The differences between parents and ‘adult children and between
genders are indicators of a’ multi-facetted picture of intergenerational relations
which is also valid for the evaluation of ambivalence as such. Two further questions
‘arise: What kind of correlations can be found with information on the quality of
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Table 9. Ambivalence and Quality of Relationship (%)

Quality of Relationship
Good * Fair “Poor
Often 29 ’ 7 7
Seldom 71 29 28

Source: Study 1999; N = 120 persons; r = 0.000; Spearman = —0.419.

relationships, and what kind of strategies do the respondents apply in order-to deal
with ambivalence? ‘

The first of these two aspects is the subject of other studies (see, for example,
Pillemer, Chap: 5 of this volume). The overall impression shows that higher
frequencies of reported ambivalence g0 together with judgments about poorer

quality of relationship. In one way, ouf results are in line with these findings, as’
shown by Table 9.

Eecause ambivalences may cause poor relationships, however, and because

poor relationships may lead to feelings of being torn, it is difficult to determine the
direction of causality in these situations. According to binary logistic regressions,
the quality of a relationship is more likely to be regarded as an independent
variable, and its effect is stronger for parents than for children. In addition,
quality of relationship is also seen as a dependent variable. Further investigation
should concentrate on the relation between these two causes. Are they linked
with different kinds of relationships or families, or can we imagine combining
temporal structures? One could imagine that latent ambivalences cause poor
relationships and these relationships could result in manifest ambivalences that
- deteriorate the relationship even more. This thought points to the importance of
seeing relationships in terms of their dynamic qualities. In this regard, Lettke
(2000b) draws attention to the formative power of socialization for parent-child
relationships throughout life. Lang (Chap. 8, this volume) concentrates on the
quality of relationships in later phases of parent-child relationships and on the
impact of “filial maturity.” To clarify this issue, longitudinal data will be needed.
The same is true with respect to strategies people use to deal with ambivalence.
The Konstanz model, as outlined in Chap..2, shows a distinction of four basic
types and uses two basic instruments to get information about this issue. The first
instrument is developed around the question of how families handle ambivalent
situations in general. The second instrument consists of two vignettes, namely the
request for money and the choice of a partner/spouse as noted above. Answers
could be given to statements that attempted to express maxims characteristic of
the four strategies, namely: to preserve consensually (“solidarity™), to mature

" 1. How family members. 26 . 57 . 1
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Table 10. Strategies for Dealing with Ambivalences in Different Questions (%).

Management Strategies N = Persons
Questions

Solidarity ~ Emancipation  Atomization  Captivation

5 120

LY

handle ambivalent
situations ’

2. Reactions in case of 54 28 10 7 ; 116
requested financial
support by children

3. Reactions to ) 65
children’s choice of a
partner

25 3 3 110

Source: Study 1999.

recipr@cally (“emancipation”), to separate -conflictually (“atomization”), and to
conserve reluctantly (“captivation”). :
Table 10 lays out the distribution of the answers. It sho?vs., first, t.hat two
strategies dominate, namely solidarity and emancipation. This is plausible ‘and
understandable if we consider, first, that the interviewees were asked to Iespgnd
to overt statements. We also cannot exclude the possibility that they are.adaptmg
their answers to what they perceive as a certain social desirability. Indeed, one
may criticize the typology for not being neutral in regardlof all four types.
Nevertheless, we do acknowledge the existence of strategies that secem less
favorable. Furthermore, the findings show a clear difference between .the general /
statements and the answers to specific situations as described by the' Vlgne‘ttes.
The strategies of solidarity and emancipation differ ip the weight given to
the poles of reproduction and innovation, whereas the two instruments differ
in concrete situations. The findings suggest, therefore, that concreteness lowers
the acceptance of or readiness for innovative cogdu;t. Concomitantly, one may
argue that both vignettes appeal to loyalty, Wluch involves a ‘s‘trongéf wz}l tS
keep the family together, and therefore “solidarity” ov¢balances emancipation.
From a methodological point of view, the question is always Open as to how
close vignettes are to the real experiences of the respondents. Thetefore, further

3 nt of alternative ingtruments.
research may include the development of alternative inst

Correlations Between Ambivalence Indicators

‘We conclude this presentation of the data with a matrix that summarizes correla-
tions among the different measures of ambivalence used in this exploratory study.
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ct and indirect measurement and point to new analytic

SUMN{ARY AND CONCLUSION S

Our exploratory quantitative stud confl i 1
perience ambivalence overtly and};overlt?islf ftféiiireizg i T oo laten ex
vary fr.om absence to different degrees of intensity and appear in different form
‘Thus, 1n accordance with the other studies contained in this volume and resear ?1
confiucted elsewherg (Connidis, 2001; Daatland & Herlofson, 2001: Jeke(;i
2002; SPanglerj 2002), the empirical relevance and fruitfulness ’of the ’conce ;
of ambivalence is confirmed. The general hypothesis that intergenerationgl

relationships require dealing with ambivalence see
orientation for research.

Empirical work on intergenerational ambivalence is still in its beginrﬁng stage

Therefore, research by necessity is exploratory. This is true for the Konstanz

project, the basic orientation of which relies heavily on conceptual work Liischer

presents in Chap. 2 of this volume. For thi i i
‘ - § Teason, its design and
analysis represent but o oy st

ne of several types of research strate 1 i
) 2y possible at
developmental stage of the approach. The characteristics of t . i

opm : his strategy ma
be seen in the breadth of 1ts research instruments, as presented in “Researcg

DeSlgn al’ld IIIStI uIIlentS abo ve. I ur thEI‘IIlorﬁ, as mentloned Caﬂler, tw O dlﬂerent
versions ()f [he q UeSt{OIdeI € were un)ed‘ one fOI pa] CntS aﬂd one fO} aduI t
C] 111d] C1. ' )

Beyond assessing ambivalence in direct and indirect ways, we tried to discover /

ms to be an appropriate general

how the respondents deal with ambivalence and how they evaluate the experience |

of it. Given its breadth, the Konstanz project differs from research strategies that
concentrate on one or two specific issues or on data representing one family role
Such stra?egles, in the early phase of an approach, have their advanta&es ancyl thei :
slzc‘)rtcorfm?gs. However, each of them may contribute in its wav to the :dvmppmpﬁ
of knowledge. ‘ ) R
We see the guiding idea of “uncovering” ambivalence step by stép from th
explicit to tk'le.implicit, as appropriate and useful. Thig approach undeniaytbly stem:
from the origins of the concept of analysis in psychiatry and psychotherapy: i
other words, it tends toward an interpretative mode of looking at results eEZz} 111;

onships. These experiences
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those results are géined with quantifative instruments. Such a process allows us
to build a bridge between using ambivalence as a general (inferprefative) concept

 and using it as a research construct. )

This research strategy also allows us to account for the fact that people may
become aware of their ambivalence and develop a conscious attitude toward it. To

“that end, in the closing section of the interview, we asked people to look back and

to comument on the topics we addressed. A large majority of respondents reported
that our questions about ambivalence were clear, understandable, and referred to
situations with which they were familiar — evidence of a widespread awareness of

" the topic at hand.

In this connection, it is of interest that ambivalence is judged as both positive
and negative, or at least is accepted as a fact of life. This insight has to be discussed
in light of the correlation, documented above, between the intensity of feeling torn

- and the quality of relationships. Attempts to get further clarification may include

‘exploring the possibility of a curvilinear function between experiential awareness
of ambivalence and the quality of relationships. We need to explore which
conditions can activate socially creative behaviors as solutions to problematic
situations, and for what kind of personalities. More generally speaking, the
postulate of the interplay between creativity and ambivalence is an important
and challenging issue that merits further attention on both the micro- and the
macro-social levels of sociological inquiry.

Throughout our analysis, the distinction between the personal-subjective and
the institutional-structural dimensions of ambivalence generated distinct findings.
‘What does this mean? These two dimensions refer to differences in the experience,
the perception, and the awareness of ambivalence. In our view, and in the light of
our conceptual work, this confirms an understanding of ambivalence that includes
not only emotions (“mixed feelings™), but also tension between social cognition
and volitions. '

One area with broad implications concerns the role of gender in the experience of
ambivalence. On this point, our results, as well as those from other studies, are still
far from being conclusive. The topic has several implications. One may speculate,
for example, if men and women differ in their susceptibility to ambivalent feelings |
and thoughts. Gender research and theory is reluctant to attribute psychic traits to

~either of the sexes without controlling for social and cultural conditions and for
the role of influence and power. But the guestion remaing as to whether specific
gender dyads are more vulnerable to ambivalence, as psychoanalytic writers have
suggested historically. Our findings show results that can plausibly be interpretedto
support that they are. We see, for example, more institutional ambivalence between
sons and fathers and sons and mothers. The special relevance of the institutional
component may be caused by specific cultural expectations both parents may have
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ponier o et , the correlation
: 1 ambiv. i
belongmg may be high and may have its traces in le]izltlgzszll acizgeiz %izeianoﬁal
mstanc§, changes in the understanding of gender as such. The searchpfo D:ti ngor
theoretlcally coherent explanations about the connection and the: inte laxf; Tonger
gerider {and age) is an Important desideratum on the research acend? e
The Konstanz study makes an attempt to assess strategies of dbealmg and coping
o

with ambivalence. Four different patterns, on different levels of sociality, have been.

deduced from‘ the model. We applied two kinds of methods to reach the result

namefly, questions about the approval and disapproval of general statemeﬁts Sd
r;actmns tq vignettes presenting daily situations. Althouch the results c-onﬁan

d1ff§rences in the reactions, further explorations are needed: ihis i.s particulari truHn
for instance, with respect to the influence of social strucu’lres. Better resultz .
alsq I?e found by focussing the attention on critical instances in the life course mag
the history of the relationships (see Pillemer, Chap. 5 of this volume). To sun; ?11;‘

¢ It is useful to ci:lfferentiate between two dimensions or kinds of ambivalences:
pgrsonal (referring to .subJective closeness vs. distance) and institutional (refer—v
fing to structural and institutional reproduction vs. innovation). ‘

e It is also useful to distinguish between indicators for manifest (overt or direct)
anc} latent (covert or indirect) ambivalences.

* It seems important to look closely at the Interplay between gender and generation
(e.g. between parents and adult children, and types of dyads). '

° We geed to explore furth.er the connection between the intensity and the kind of
ambl‘valen‘ce, the evaluatlonxof’ the experience of ambivalence, and the quality of
relationships. The interdependence may not be linear,

. ;)NE need fu.rther k_nowledge about the modes pebple use to deal and cope with am-

ivalence, including the processes of negotiations between the young and theold

These desiderata will require multi-methodolo gical approaches, further conceptual
refinements and cooperative efforts. d
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APPENDIX

This appendix summarizes the key measures in the Konstanz study. We would
remind the reader that the items presented below are based on the instruments
used in Germany, and thus may not appear completely idiomatically accurate.
The original instruments are available from the authors in both a German and an
English version.

Direct Measures of Ambivalence

These measures ask directly about overt ambivalences, i.e. ambivalences of which
respondents were conscious in a variety of degrees. We asked respondents how
often (frequency) they feel torn in a relationship (very often, often, now and then,
seldom, never). Then we asked them to Judge these situations with respect to how
stressful they are (very stressful, stressful, only a little stressful, not stressful at
all). Next, we asked respondents to rate these ambivalences in terms of whether
they considered them positive or negative factors in their lives (very positive, more
positive than negative, equally positive and negative, more negative than positive,
very negative). As a measure of what we call their concern about ambivalence,
we asked how often they had already thought about such things in the past (very
often, often, now and then, seldom, never).

Next, we presented a series of possible contradictions in family relationships.
We asked respondents to think about their relationship with a given person, and
then report to what extent they agreed (highly, somewhat, partly, tend not to
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agree, not at all) with the statement. To uncover institutional ambivalences, Wa
asked them to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each of the following

.

statements:
[Person] lives her/his own life, but our relationship remains the way it has always been.

Between [person] and me everything remains the same, even when changes in relationships
appear important and necessary.
[Person] can do whatever she/he wants, but she/he should not forgét that family members have
mutnal obligations. ‘
To assess ambivalences in the personal dimension, we asked them to indicate the
extent to which they agreed (highly, somewhat, partly, tend not to agree, not at

- all) with each of these statements:

[Person] and I often get on each other’s nerves, but nevertheless we feel very close and like
each other very much.

My relationship with [person] is very intimate, but that also makes it restrictive.

Although I love [person] very much, I am also somietimes indifferent toward him/her.

Indirect Measures of Ambivalence

To assess ambivalence of which respondents may haye been unavx.'arela, we
developed a question that addresses a total of. 14 attributes of ampwa ence.
The measure addresses the intensity of institutional and persopal d1naen31ogs
of ambivalence. In this measure, we asked respondems to think abf)ut th.elr
current relationship with a certain person and say to what extent the fo]lownig
descriptions apply (highly apply, somegwhzft gpply, Paxﬂy .apply, ter}zidn;)gouot
apply, do not apply at all). To assess theh ms‘?‘tutlonal d@leJ?S1onk; we ‘as geXib]e t
the applicability of attributes representing repr()ducthn iuc as ‘m;’ h ,

“restrictive,” and “stuck in a rut,” and of terms representing mnovanorf such as
“open to new experiences,” and “changeable.:f.’ To assess the personal dl{gen‘smrfi
we analogously asked about the applicabglty of attmbutj:s ’such as -7?V1§g’f
” “solicitous,” “reliable,” and “close” in the sense of “convergence,” and o

(33
1 - -
s indifferent,” and “superficial” in the sense of

terms such as “cool,” “easy-going,

3 39
divergence. _ .
For the analysis of indirect ambivalence, we calculated a respective ambivalence

value on the basis of 14 attributes for the institutional and persgnal relationship
dimensions. First, on the basis of a factor analysis, for each subject we summed
the ratings of the attribute of a pole, divided it through the number of attributes,
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and rounded off. For each pole we obtained an additive sum index (Cronbach’s
alpha amounts for the reproduction scale 0.636, for innovation 0.684, for
convergence 0.874, and for divergence 0.837). For each relationship dimension,
we calculated an ambivalence value from the respective two indices according to
Griffin’s formula (P + N)/2 — (P — N), where P and N stand for the index values
of respectively one pole. (See Thompson, Zanna & Griffin, 1995, p. 369. On
methodological problems in connection with the measurement of ambivalence,
see Lettke, 2002; Lettke & Klein, in this volume.)

Querying how family members respond when situations arise in which those

involved aren’t exactly sure how to act (because of ambivalence) provided five

of the remaining ten attributes for the measure. We asked respondents to indicate

which of the following statements applied to their family when such situations
arise:

We almost always rely on the way we’ve done things in the past.
More often than not we rely on the way we’ve done things in the past.
We both rely on what has worked in the past and experiment with new ways.
More often than not we experiment with new ways.
We almost always experiment with new ways.
The remaining five attributes of the measure de

which the respondent and the other famil

preserve family harmony, or whether they will allow conflicts to occur, We asked
the respondents to think about themselves and a family member and say which
of the following applies to how they and that family member act when situations

arise that force them to choose whether to try to preserve family harmony or allow
contlicts to occur:

tive from asking the extent to
y member will do everything possible to

We almost always try to preserve family harmony.

More often than not we try to preserve family harmony.

We both try to preserve family harmony and allow conflicts to occur.
More often than not we allow conflicts to occur.

We almost always allow conflicts to occur.

Dealing with Ambivalence

Our third set of measures addresses how fami

lies manage and deal with ambiva-
lence. One measure gathers information ab

outthe general patterns of emancipation,

i
{
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atomization, captivation, or solidarity that may be present. We askAed respondents
to indicate which of the following courses of action best cha‘xactenzes how mem-
bers of their family respond to situations that appear contradictory to them, and to
family relationships that seem to be ambivalent:

‘We discuss things, above all in order to understand one another, even if in the end we cannot
find clear solutions. (emancipation)

Since discussions only make existing tensions worse, we prefer to avoid one another and do
not talk about such things. (atomization)

Our discussions usually end when someone forces the others to accept his or her viewpoint.
(captivation)

‘We look for a compromise until everyone is satisfied. (so;idamy)

A second part of this measure employs two V_ignettes. The first is ali)‘outbpartelzg S
continuing financial support of their offspring, and the second is about the
ing’s choice of partner. ,

Off;‘irenxlfgsnztlte conceﬁning the issue of financial support addresses parents’ uncer-
tainty about how they should react when an adult'chﬂd agks ther.n for m(éziey, i{\;i
though he/she is earning money and also lives a life that is otherwise in i,pen o
of them. We ask if any of the respondent’s children hE.IS asked for rr.lon?,y, an| 1d
s0, how the respondent reacted. Then we provide a ChO}ce of alternatives oriente
toward the types of response suggested by the schematic model. R

The vignette addressing how parents respond tq theg offspring’s ¢ OIC; !
(marriage) partner gathers information ab.out a sg;uauon that can p]fesetheir
dilemma for parents. Parents often have mixed feelings abgut the part?e? :
child has selected and vacillate between joy and reservaﬂong Therej. ore, we
asked: Has the choice of (marriage) partner Ef 'onf;e of your children given you

i e pros and cons of this choice’ .

Calllrsletktloe t?}lur']lkdroe\rlz t;luegtionnaire, we adapted the vignettes to the perspzctlve of
the children. In both cases, the answers that respondents were t.o choose between
were worded so as to correspond to the patterns of the schematic model.



