ED 043 702

AUT™HOR
TTTL®

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
PUR DATE
NOTF

"DKS PRICE
DESCRIPTOPRS

TDENTIFTERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
UD 010 649

Jackson, Jacauelyne Johnson

Negro Grandparents: Interactional and Subijective
Pole Aspects.

Duke Yniv., Durham, N.C. Medical Center.

Public Health Service (DM©TH), Washiaaton, D.C.
Apr 70

21p,

FP'RS Price M¥-$0,2% HC Not Availabhle from FNP5,
*Rehavioral Science Pasearch, Family (Socioloaical
Unit), *Family Relationship, *Tamily Pole,
Gérandchildren, *Grandparents, lLow Income, *Negroes,
Parent Child Pelationship, Southern States, Urban
Areas

Adams ¥inship Schedule

The focus of this paper is the role interactions ani

subjective chavacteristics of relationships hetween Yegro
arandparents and qrandchildren in a southern uchan low=-income area, A
nodified form of the Adams Kinship Schedule was used to collect the
data from personal interviews in the home settina. Findings irdicate
that qranimothers are important in kinship network with imvortant
tasks in the rearing of grandchildren: closer honds exist hetweern
aqrandmothers and1 their daudhters than between qrandfathers and their
sons: and therno were vresent extended or three-generational families
in urban arees. Most grandparents displayed strong affectional
closeness with their arandchildren, less value cencensus, and eveln
less close identification. The role of Ttrazier's "Granny" remains
visable, although declinina., f¥ot available in hard copy due to
matainal leglibility of oriainil document. ) (Author/h¥)

*



—«EMC e e e M s el Ll et s e w—t . —————_ - — - . g s S a
Aruton p c

-

EDO 43702

UD010649

IToxt Provided by ERI

L3

U D DEPARTUIALNT OF HEALTH, EOUCATH
& WILFANL Aiow

OFFICE OF EOUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRODUCID
EXACILY AS ALCEIVED FROM THE PERSON OR
ORGANIZATION ONIGINATING IT PO °8 OF
VIEW OR OPINKONS STATED DO NOT Nice$
SARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICH OF fOY
CATION POSITION O POLICY

: 1
hegro grandparents: Interactfonal and subjective role aspects

by

2
Jacquelyne Johnson Jackson, Pu.D.

As Rahana and Kahana (1969) have noted, most studfes of grandparents

have focused en grandparents, rather than on grandchildren. In that respect,
this paper does not differ from rmost such studies, for its focus {s also

upon grandparenthood as vieued by the grandparent. The paper does differ,
G—
hovever, from most such studies on grandparenthood in that {ts spreific
e O e e
fozus, is upon Negro grandparents--both grandwothers and grandfathers.
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Frazfer's (1939) classic description of "Granny: The Guardian of the
Generations" depicted an energetic, courageous, and devoﬁed "Granny' whose
prestige and importance were great during and after the Civil War. "Granny"
did not cease her watching "over the destiny of the Negro families as they
have moved in ever fncreasing numbers to the cifies during the present
century," wrote Frazier, but, gradually, rith the increase in the father's
authority in family relatfons and in the «conomic sudbordination of the woman,
there Qas a concomitant decrcase in the prestige an’ ifmportance of 'Granny."
Frazier made no mention therein of grandfathe;s.

Since Frazier's (1939) classic appeared, a number of changes (wany of
vhich he anticipated correctly) have occurred, and continue so to do, within
the sociocultural and sociceconomic environments of Negroes. Such change;
have, and will continue to have, frpacts upon Negro femilies, for, as Glazer
(1966) aptly observed, "...the family wakes the social conditions;..[?hé?

socfal condftfons make the family."

Purpose and wmathodology

Civen the types of changes which heve occurred, and vhich continue to

occur, one area of Interest might well be that of role fnteractions betueen

grandparencs and grandchildren in Negro communities. In fact,ESis paper has

e€s Its rajor purpose the presentatfon and analysis of scre data pertaining &
b SV
to interactional and sudbjective characteristics of relationships between

~—

grandpevreats resfding vithin 2 pradesinzntly lowsincere, urdza srea, scheds

uled for uvrdan reezial and the praadehiliesn sben they falt thew saw nsst
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oftea..Som; comparfcsons of grandparentel subgroups) as-pointed out™5clow,
I

Are-also~glven,.as well-as certain {mplications arfsing therefn.

The data ebout granaparents end thefr grandchildren were culled from a
larger an& continuing 3tudy of changing kinship rxelatfons among 8 sauthern,
urban, Negro sample currently involving the present urfter. Data were avail-
able, at the time of this writing, for o total of 68 grandparents (whose ages,
marital statuses, and subgroups are shoun in Table 1 below).

- . (Table 1 about here)

Comparfsons of signfficant differences (utilizing chi-square) in the
fnteractional and subjective characteristics were based upon three major

grandparertal subgroupfings: (a) grandnpthe}s and grandfathers; (b) younger

(.., under 50 éears of age) and older (f.e., 50 or wore §ears of age) grand-

parents; and (c¢) grandparents living elone and grandparents not 1living slone.

Future conparfsons between other subgroupings, such as betieen employed and
nonemployed grendmothers, euployed and nonewrployed grardfathers, grandmothers

with spouse and grandrothers without spouse, and grandfathers with spouse and

grandfathers without spouse, fn process, were not availadle for fnclusion herein.

Using F, no significent 2ge difference characterized grandparents livingy
alone end gprendparents not livins 2lone. Using t, grandfathars were signiffce

ently older than vare grendonthers (p>.001), due largely to the fect that no
grandfathers undar the age of 50 happon2d to have beea {ntervieuad thus far
in the largar study, &nd the younrazr 2randarstents vere sizeificantly yous

-t e S

than wore the sldor grandprreats (p>.001).
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These 68 grandparents had an approximate (approxiwate in that a few Ss
wexe not precise, including one S with "ubout 40"grandchildren) total of
391 grandchildren, or & mean of 5.8 grandchildren for each subjecf. About 12
percent had grandsons only; about 15 percent, granddaughters only. (See Table
2 for limited background data on these grandchildren.)'

. (Table 2 about here) .
=" A wodified form of the Adams' (1968) Kinsl.ip Schedule was used to collect
the data in personal {uterview scttings in the Ss' homes.

Also, following Adans.(l968), interactional characterfstics referved to

the "frequency of Interaction and kinds of or occasions for interactfon with'
grandchildren, including "telephoning and ietter writing, or the non-face-to-
face weans of keeping fn touch." His eighf "eontact types' (i.e., home visit-
fng, social activities, voluntary organizgticns, vorking together at the saice
occupation and location, ritvals, communication, aid received from a specific
relative, and aid given to a speciffc relative) uwere rodffied.

The seven '"contact types” utflized were those of 1) hone visiting; 2)

poclal activities (including reading); 3) e¢h.rch; &) luxury gifts; 5) corzun-

Jeation; 6) aid recefved from grendchildren; end ?7) afd piven to grandchildren.

A word about the category of "social ectivities": althouzh en open cate-
gory was provided for "other' responses aboul social activities in the radified
fnstrureat, only an extrenzly rinute percentage of the subjects reported ény
othes socfal sctivities with their grendshildren than those 2bout vhich they

were quetried direoctly.
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One problem may be that the principal finvestigator was unduly influen-
ced (on a subconscious level) by‘her daughter's (and only child) age (three
years) during the ftem-sclection process. In retrospect that appears to have
fnfluenced the iten-sclection of social oactivities occurring regularly betveen
grandparents and grandchildren.

Additionally, and in the same vefn, these conceptions of regular grand-
parent-grandchild activities were probably also influenced by a middle-class
wodel of intexactional patterns between grandparents and grandchildren.

Thus, the analysis of the preliminary data f{n the larger study (s por-
tinn of vhich {s reported in this paper) has, at the very least, reemphasized
the fact that predowinantly low-income subjeets are much less likely than are
middle-class subjects to expand upon their.reSponses fn an {nterview setting,
or to suggest ncw responses. Hence, it {s useful to ettempt to list 81l poss-
ible relevang, resbonses existing in reality and vhich would ncrm2lly emexge
1f the "correct' questions are proffered.

In any case, the reader should be avtare especfally of this lir{tation.

The subfective characteristics (also following Adzms, 1968) involved

larézﬁy those of

vo.8ffecticnal ¢loseness, value cousensus, {dentification, and
obligatfon. Deteraination of affectional ¢loseness {8 {n ensuer
to the question: "Houw close would you say you feel to your...?"
Respoases of "quite close" 2nd “eutrerely elose" are cordbined
end designated as strong fealinzgs of ¢losencss. Value consensus
is ascerteinad by the follouing qu=stion: Do you and your...
egree fn your idess sad opiniars zdovt the thinzs yeu coansfler
really f:rporient In 1{£2?" Ansuers of "ves, corpletaly,” 2nd
yes, to 2 grost ortant’ splesv to dnticata sueditantial velua
consensus, as disticet from valu2 divergence. Idealizatien of or
fdentification vith the telative fs doterrined by responses to

..—EMC...,...._.......--..W.-..-...\._-.....................- ———— —— e
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this question: "Would you like to be the kind of person your...

18?" Close identification {s based upon the responscs "yes, com-

pletely,’ and "in most ways.' Feelings of obligatfon are ascer-

tained...by asking...how important certain reasons for keeping in

touch are in relation to 2 particular relative (pp. 14-15).

| FINDINGS

When the data were controlled for grandparents with at least one son
with offspring and at least one daughter with offspring, who efther both
resided elsevhere, the grandchild {dentified as the one seen most often was
that of the S's daughter's child, as opposed to the son's child, a finding
vhich {s consistent with Young and Willwott's (1957) observation that grend-
¢hildren usvally have more frequent fnleraction with their mother's mother
than with their father's mother. The rare exceptions occurred in the cases of

8s' whose sons' children resided with them.

INIERACTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS. Table 3 contains percentaze distributions

of the first five "contact types" for S2 who had interacted with the grand-
¢hild vhon they saw most often in the given activity at least once during the
past year,
(7able 3 about here)

“Available responses included daily, weekly or nore often, monthly or
wore often but less than veekly, 2 few tir2s during the past year, several
tirces ?uring the past year, at least once durfng the past year, and never dur- ,
ing the past yeasr. They are reported only for et least once during the past
year, inasmuch &s the vast rajority of the Ss failed to report enay greater

tegularity of frequaney of occurrance. 1nat i3 2 sseend lisdtation of this

study.




One possible explanation of the lack of regularity {is thetlsOme of
the Ss (less than half) had no grandchildren residing within the same city.
Future analyses of these data, with the addition of new Ss Pased vpon & break-
down of Ss with grandchildren residing in the sare household, Ss with grand-
children residing in the same city but not in the same houschold, and Ss with '
no grandchildren 1iving withig the same cfty, shculd fsolate some effects of
locale differences.

The seven Ycontact type' patterns of interactional activities between
érandparents and thelr grandchildren revealed some differences between tge

comparatfive subgroups, as discusced below.

——————

iving alone, and grandmothers reported engagemoent in visiting with their

grandchildren than did their respective counterparts. This pattern held true
even vhen the data vere controlled to exclude grandchfldren living in the

gane houschold as the grandpsrent. Grandpareuts living elone end grandperents

not 1fving elone, could be distinguvished, as expected, in that the latter re-

ported greater fiequency of contact with grandchildren (p>.05), Scme S§s with
grandchildren in thefr liousehold reported home visit.ng with grandchildren

elsevhere,

Soc.2l ectfvities. Specific 2ctivity fters were golng to the parke aad/or

walking, asttendfing rovies, grecery shopping, shepping other than grocevy shepp-
inz, and texinz local trips ot vicatfons with grendchildrea,

Most Ss {fntevacted v/prardehiidran infresnently fn these ectivities. Tne

\- SO Wy o il W S b e ol Ay i g~ e B T L Ly vy SS 4 e gy
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modal form of interaction shopping other than grocery shopping, (as cen be
seen {n Table 5, which contains the rank position, in decrecasing order of
(Table 5 about here)
frequency 6f occurrence, of these activities). Jofnt movie attendance was
quite rare.
Reading as an interactfonal activity, oacﬁrred almoest solely with younger
grandchifldren, especially those under six or seven years of age.

Church. Older grandparents, grandparents living elone, and grandfatherxs

reported church activities (most often jofnt attendance at regular morning
worship services) with grandchildren less frequently than did younger grand-

pavents, grandparvents not_living alone, and grandmothers respectively.

Younger grandparents were sfignfficantly more likely to ve accompanied
by or to accompany a grandchild to a church activity than vere glder grand-
parents (p>.05), attributadble, in part, to greater shared residen;es amenz
the former, Joint church activity tray also be related to age (i.e., as both
fnereased in ege, thefr jJoint church attendance decreased).

Juxury pifts. During the past year, with the excecption of younger arsnd-

pareats, the Ss reported luxury gift-giving, which ray be due to such recsons

as those of &) the greater likelihcod of ycurzer grandpateats beinz ecployed;

I 2rancpatents

b) grandpareats deing rore prone to present younger grandchildrean with luxury

gifts (including espscially toys), vhile rore practicel gifts are given to

. . al
222083 2w rula

older grandchildren; end ¢) {n st 2 instancss, voups

{,s
f
l

tore likely to have fewer grandchildren than 22 ¢lder srandparents.




Communication. The two non-facc-to-face communication patterns invest-

igated were those of a) telephonelfor all grandparent-grandchild pafrs having
access to tclephone service; and b) written correspondence from grandchild.en
residing elsevhere to their grandparents, and from the latter to the former.
About one-fourth to one-third of each of the grandparental subgroups
with grandchildren out-of-town reported that they had weitten to thesr grand-
children at least once during the preceding yeer. A larger percentage usually
reported fhat they had received written correspondence from such grandchildren.
On the vhole, written communication appéared to be infrequent.

A
Although grandfathers and grandparents not 1ivineg slone were more likely

to report no conmmunication during the past year by telephone than weve gurend-

pothers end gprandparents livinz alone, and older prandparents only were signif-

icantly different ((p>.05). About 86 percent of the youngex prandparents report-

ed no non-face-to-face fnteraction (due, perhaps, to the younger ages of thefr
grendchildren and the greater possibility of grandchildren residing with then),

vhile only about 36 percent of the plder grandparents were so'categorized.

Few 8s communiceted with grandchildren via telephone ronthly or wore fre-
quently. Most Ss reporting at least one such telephone call attributed ft to
& speclal occasien or an enargency.

pld recefved frem grerdchildrea. Are grandchilcren uscful? ds cen be seen

in Table &, about 50 porcent of the grendfsther

tn

y 25 pcrcent of the grandiothers,

.

1}

20 porcent  of tha yoursor and abdbout 33 pavcent o

rn

the elder sr2ndsarents, and

-
about 25 porcent of grondaarenis Mwir- slen
AR :

-
LR -0y

L

.
-y
..
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and edrut 37 parcent of

}
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parents not living alone. All felt that grandchildren were 'not wmuch help

at all."

Nevertheless, further inquiry about specific items of assistance reveal-

ed that most grandparents did regard themselves as having received some aid

from their grandchildren durxing the past year. The wodal responses (ignoring,

wvhere necessary, the category of '"not much help at all") for grandmothers,

grandfathers, grandparents mot living alone, and older grandparents were the

same: "a feeling of usefulness." Grandparents living alone and younger graud-

parents had a modal response of 'visits."

Thus, th? }wo areas in which these grandparents felt grandchildren were
WA~

most oftenﬁwere not really areas of mate€rial assistance, but areas of psychol-

ogical support and/or compéniopship.

Grandchildren were usually not of assistauce to grandparents in writing

letters, reading, etc., nor in the area of transportation. lhey also differed

significantly in that grandparents living alone vere much more likely to be

visited by grandchildren thzn were grandparents not living alone (p>.05).

The-latter-and expectedly so-were much more likely to receive assistance with

house or yard chores than were the former (p>.05). Younzer grandparents were

also more likely to receive sowe assistance with house or yard chores (p>.03),

and advice from grandchildren with ruch greater frequency (p>.05) than did

older graprdozrents.

id givon to granlchildron. Soma "Gronnies' yet exist! About 44 pevcent

— b b s

of the grvonli-athavs, about 535 povrcesat of zrandosronts neot liwin: slone, ond

]
A ruiToxt provided by ER
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ebout 82 percent of the younger grandparents were directly involved in pro-

viding child care for their grandchildren., In addition, although in far '
smaller proportions, grandparents "keep the children after school until the
parent(s) come home" (mosE often the mother, and most from work).

COmpérétive subgroup differences were also present: younger grandparents,

as compared with older grandparents, were far more likely to provide financial

assistance directly to the grandchild or to the grandchild's parent(s) (p>.0l1),
luxury and nrecessary gifts (p>.01), child care (p>.001, and housing (p>.05);
grandmothers participated more often in child care (p>.05); and'grandgarents

Al

vho lived with others engaged {n greater interaction in child care (p>.001),

and in luxury and neressary gift-giving (p>.05).

In all probability, older grandparents participated less {n child care,'

especially at the time of this study, since their grandchildren were generally
older than were the grandchildreﬁ of the younger grandparents, but, perhaps,
participated more actively when the grandchildren were younger. Childrearing
roles appeared w/greater frequency among Ss vhose grandchildren were not mem-

bers of intact, nuclear families.

SUBJECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS. In addition to qualitative measures of affec~
tional closeness, value consensus, and idéntification, data were also elicited
on satisfaction of present contact w/and the prime initiator of contacts with
-grahdchildren (as shown in Table 6 below).

(Table 6 abuut here)

Affectional cinizonoss. A1) of thoe younger grandparents and most of the

Bt e e S e SBT AEW S P AL LD N A YT A R ¢ e [N T o - — e
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remaining subgroups verualized strong affectional closeness to grandchildren.

Crandmothers verbalized "extreme closeness'" to grandchildren much more often

than did grandfathers (p>.05).

. While 1nsign1fican§,grandg{rents not living alone tended to relate greater
closeness to grandchildren than did grandparents living alone, suggesting that
affectional closeness, under some circumstances, grows stronger when grandchild-
ren live at least near (and sometimes with) grandparents (especially grand-

wmothers) and vhen they are in the earlier age cycles.

Value consensus. Value divergence between gréndparents and grandchildron
was more typical than substantial value consensus. Iuterestingly, the highest
) .

proportion of grandparents indicating substantial value consensus with their

grandchildren was found among grapdfathers! Older grandmothers especially were

characterized by value divergence.

Identification with grandchildren. Close identification with grandchildren

was the exception. Grandmothers had no pattern of close identification. Only
about 5 percenf: of grandparents living with others exhibited close identific-
ation. Most Ss would like to be the k;nq of person the grandcﬁild vas "only
in several ways"..Almost one-fifth of the Ss stated that they would '"aot at
all" like to resemble the grandchild. -

Iwportance of keepirg in touch. Although in the winority, a substantial

proportion of the grandparental subjects (sce Table 6) felt that an obliga-
tion of "keeping in touch' with grandchildren was only '‘somewhat important",

Nona thought it was uvnimportant. Grandnarents not livirg alone (68.27%) and

younzer grandnavants (70.9%) felt che odlization was "very important’ pore

e LT I S
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often than did the remaining comparative groups: Grandmothers (46.2%) and

grandparents vho lived alone (45.0%) were least likely to coasider the oblig-
ation of keeping in touch as being 'very important'.

Younger grandparents were the only Ss who felt enjoyment was a "very im-

portant" reason to keep in touch more often than was an obligation. For each
of the remaining groups; a larger percentage, therefore, felt that the motive
of obligation outweighed that of enjoyment.

Satisfaction with present contact. Grandparents who did not live alone

were more satisfied with the present contact with grandchildren'than vere

grandparents living alone (p>.05), as was also true for younger grandparents

as compared vith older grandparents (p>.05). About 2 percent of the older

grandparents and about 4 percent of the grandparents not living alone did

express their desire to have less fréquent contact with grandchildren. Older

grandparents and grandparents living alone, for the wost part, desired greater

frequency of contact with grandchildren (i.e., they did not see them as often
as they wculd like to).

Ss were asked to list reasons vhy grandchildren should live near their
grgzaparents and vhy grandchildren should not live near their grandparents.
Their varying responses may be instructive. '

Of the 68 Ss, 20.6 percent gave only the response of not knowing or of

never having thought about it, while 14.7 percent replied explicitly (end, on

occasion, emphatically) that grandchildren should pot live near their grand-

parcants, for such reascns as:
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"Don't think they should live close "

",,.Each generation has to go for himself,"

"nnecessary for them to live near grandparents at all,"

"When they grow up they should move and lead their own lives,"

", ..do not want to be worried with them,"

"o, too much trouble, Children don't do right these days,'

"Grandchildren shouldn't live near their grandpasrents because it
tends to spoil the child." |

"They should stay near their mother and father instead."

Responses of the remaining 64 7 percent could be categorized as those
of a) grandparents primarily needing grandchildren(e.g., '"You never know
what is going to happen. I may need tiueir help anytime;" "Grandparents
would enjoy seeing grandchildfen more and knowing what they are doing;"
"Grandchiidren can be a lot of help to thei; grandparents;' "The grandmother
has great love for grandchildren;" and "One reason is probably as you get
old you neecd them to be able to do something for you, such as wait on you
or go to the store."); b) grendchildren prim~rily needing grandparents (e.g.,
""So they will love their grandparents. One day they might have to live with
their grandparents;' "Grandparents can take care of grandchildren better
than mothers;'" "Grandparents can help parents with children;™ "“So grand-
children can have proper care;' "So they can'help take care of the grand-
child. I really feel like the baby is my baby as much as her mother fs.");

¢) wutual na2od

N

(e.g., "To keep 2 closer fanily;" "Bacause ue need ecch otheyr;"

“"Everyone should be close arcund their family,')

O NI B ey e e gy T a o n . @ [ VP R - oo -
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These responscs could also be subdivided by a) instrumentality (exchange
of waterial goods and services), and by b) affect.

Almost 31 percent of the grandparents felt that they could give no
reason to justify grandchildren not living near their grandparents. About
24 percent felt that parents should have the prime responsibility for reaging
childfen; as exemplified by such direct responses as:

"Parents should raise their oun children;" "Parents ﬁeed_to be young to
raise children, so children'shouid stay with parents;" "Your children should
not try to burden you down with their_children;" and "Grandchildren should be
with their pareants fn thetr ouvn house' (Italics added).

All of the varying responses probably reflected the particular Ss oun
grandparental experiences. One example was the response of "They should go
where their husbands say." In this particular cése, the grandparent's daughter
had refused to accompany her husband to an out-of-toun location, and the sub-
sequent husband-wife scparation had place the brunt of childrearing of the
grandchildren upon the S,

- Ihe remaining responses were of two types: 3) grandchilarén should not
live near grandparents as the latter tend to spoil the former, which according
to several subjects could contribute adversely to independent developmant of
the grandchild; and b) grandparents were '"too old" to '"be bothered or worried"
or grandparents had '"other things to do," or 'more fish to fry,"

Prime {nitiators of grandoarent-zrandchild contact. Face-to-face contact

betucrn grancparents and grondchildren was, according to the subjects, usually

PR 30, g M Bt s B S g S S Y P P o B WA § A b YR P g Pt P o -0 P - —— Were—n - s o S - -
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not initiated by the Ss, or so they said. The reported modal initiator for

younger grandparents, as was also true for grandfathers and grandparents

living alone, was most often thé spouse or another individual; for older grand-

parents, grandmothers, and grandparents not living alone, the grandchild's

parent(s); Grandchildren rarely initjiated face-to-face contact. Grandfathers
and grandmothers differed on this variable (p>.05) in that the former report-
ed that they never initiated su?h contact, and in that the grandchild's parent
was the most frequent initiator of such contact.

Who calls whom? The grandparent was most likely to initiate calls among

the younger grandparénts and the grandfathers, while the grandparents living

alone were about as likely to call as the grandchild was to call them. Grand-

children were more likely to call older grandparents, grandmothers, and grand-

parents not living alone.

Grandfathers were significantly more likely to initiate the telephone
communication and, thus, significantly less !ikely to be called by the grand-

child than were grandmothers (p>.05).

In any case, a majority'cf these predoninantly low-inCOme‘grandmothers
resembled Frazier's (1939) "Granny.'' Grandfathers were of less, but probably
of increasing importance.

Discussion

Perhaps the most general inpression derived from these findings is that
of their startling (to socu?) similarity to comparable findings derived elseo-
where about grandparoat-zrandehild roles and patterns. If that be a valid in-

pression, then the somatiras unduo enphasis upoan the "peculiarity of "Graonay"
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among Nzgro Americans has certainly been not only unwarranted, but probably
also quite erroneous.
These findings, e.g., seem to be in general agreement with such findings

as those of Shanas, et al. (1968), Streib (1958), Townsend (1957), and Young

&L
and Willmétt (1957), which, in one or more instances, emphasize such aspects
as the usually vivid presence of grandmothers especially in kinship networks,
with one of their more important tasks being involvement in rearing of grand-
children; greater 1ﬁvolvement of grandmothers ehnn of grandfathers in activi-
ties with grandchildren; closer bonds betwecen grandmothers and their daughters
and grandchildreu tﬁan is true for grandfathers and sons; and, in some respect,
the presence of extended or three-generational families in urban areas.

In any case, a majority of these predominantly low-income grandmothers
resembled Frazier's (1939) "Granny.' Grandfathers were of less, but prolably
of increasing, importance. Most of these grandparents, given the choice, prefer
having grandchildren living near, but not with them. Most prefer.younger to
older grandchildren (cf. Kahana and Kahana, 1968), but there is some indication
that very old grandparents become increasingly concerned about having grand-
children available for largely instrumental assistance, The latter {s coupled
with a psychological need of feeling that somcone will be on hand to assist,
should such a need arise.

Although the relationship among affectional closeness, value consensus;

and identification with grandchild is not yet clear, affectional closencss is

probably nore positively covvelatad with value consensus than uith identifica-
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]
tion. Ss responses to the identification item reflected such generational
| gaps as those of appearance, fashion, and taste (e.,g., clothing and hair
styles, language expressions, smoking and drinking behavior) to a far greater
extent than fhé value consensus  {tem.

The value consensus item more nearly reflected ;greement about morals or

- ethics considered to be sacred, .nd, in that sense, could be viewed more near-
ly as Sumner's '"mores,'" while the fdentification aspects deal more with his
"folkways." In any cése, one emergent research need is that of examining the
relationships between and among affectional closeness, value coﬁsenSus, and
identification with grandchildren.

| Since-data gre'also being collected about the subjectsﬂ relationships
with their mothers, fathers, oldest and youngest children, sibling closest
in age, cousin known best, and best friend, some comparisons about the rela-
tionships with grandchildren and other relatives and friends would be of use’
in helping to '"locate" grandchildren among the circle of relatives and friends
(cf. Jackson, 1969a; Jackson, 1969b; Jackson, 1969c).

Since this was a cros;-sectional sample, comparisons by age (f.,e., young-
er and older grandparents) might well be spurious ones. However, some of the
differences between younger and older grandparents ciced herein would certain-
ly held up under longitudinal examination, inascuch as they seem to be differ-
ences characteristic of the ages of the grandparents and of the grandchildren.

The interactional characteristics, vwhile appearing to b. fairly restricted,
are probably typical of such patterns among a sirmilar sample; due to the effects

of such factovs as inadequata incor2, transpovtatfon, and awvareness of and
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familiarity with available resources.

Employment as a factor in grandparental roles was allided to, but a
larger sample {s necessary in order to obtain some relatively clear-cut
patterns. The probability is that employment relates at least to the exten-
sion of the range of interactional characteristics, including luxury gift-
giving.

__S_g_nin:a_r_'z .

This paper, based upﬁz‘giﬁ%zgfliiiﬁidsizzﬂ*fzgfriiiTizigiiz_lowfincoff
sou?hern, KNegto grandparentibghrough personal interview§ using a modified
fqrm of' the Adams' Kinship Schedule, provides a preliminary report of a com-
parison of intera’ct'ional (i..e., hoﬁe 'visi.ting, social activities, church,
luxury gifts, communication, aid received from grandchildren, and aid given to
grandchildren) and subjective (principally affectional closeness, value consen-
sus, and fdentification) characteristics of %elationships with the grandchild-
ren seen most often for three grandparental, c0mpar;tive groups: a) younger
(i.e:, under SO years of age) and older (i.e., 50 or more years of age) grand-
parents; b) grandmothers and grandfathers; and ¢) grandparents’liQing alqne
and gran@parents not living alone,

The findings indicate that, where applicable, the grandchild seen rwost
often'is.usually a &aughtér's (aﬁd not a son's) offspring; that younger érand-
parents (ali of vhom were grandmothers), grandmothers, and grandparents not
living alone tended to be involved with greater frequency in interactional

roles with grandchildren than did older grandparents, grandfathers, and grand-

parents living alon2; that most grandparents displavad stveng affcctlional
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closeness with their grandchildren, less value consensus (vhich was highest
emong grandfathers), and even less close identification.

Among thz implications of the data, in addition to the need for further
research and some longitudinal data from the sample-at-hand, are those vhich
suggest thét, given a choice, most of these grandparental cubjects assume re-
sponsibility of‘childreéring for grandchildren vhen they feel they must for
the "sake of the children," but most prefer grandchildren to live near thenm,
and not with them, and to be reared by their own parents; most of the grand-
parénts tend'to be more attached to younger, than to older granéchildren, which
way be attributed to a better 'need-fit," including those of energy levels and
afféction needs; and that, among some of the grandmothers in this sample, the

role of '"Granny" remains viable, although declining.

) e i s ottt e r——m e < s rap — e 2% n 1 &t % B AT R T A P . B g - e




21

References cited

Adams, Bert N.: Kinship in an urban setting. Markham Publishing Co.,
Chicago, 1968.

Blenkner, Margaret: "Social Work and Family Relationships-in late. life with
some thoughts on filial maturity," Ethel Shanas and Gordon F. Streib (eds.)
Social Structure and the Family, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J.
1965. '

Frazier, E. Franklin: The Negro family in the United States. The University
of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1939.

Glazer, Nathan: "Foreword.' In: E. Franklin Frazier, The Negro family in the
United States. The University of Chicago P:ess, Chicago (revised and abridg-
ed edition), 1966, pp. vii-xvii{i.

Jackson, Jacquelyne J.: '"Kinship relations among older Negro Americans.'" Paper
read at the Sth International Congress of Gevrontologzy, Washington, D. C.,
August, 1969a.

Jackson, Jacquelyne J.: "Urban Negro kinship relations." Paper presented at
the annual meeting of the American Sociological Association, San Francisco,
California, Septamber, 1969b.

Jackson, Jacquelyne J.: 'Changing kinship roles and patterns among older per-
sons in & black community." Paper read at the annual meeting of the American
Psychological Associstion, Washington, D. C., September 1969c.

Kahana, B . and Eva Kzhana: "Grandparenthood from the perspective of the devel-

oping grandchild." Mimeographed paper, Washington University, St. Louis, Mo.,
1969. .

"Shangs, Ethel and Gordon Streib: Social Structure and the Femilv: generational rel-
ations, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1965.

Streidb, Gordon F.: "Femily Patterns in Retir:zment,” J. of Social Issues, 1%4:46-60.

Tounsend, Peter: Tne Tamily Life of O0ld People. Rutledge and Kegan Paul, London,
1957.

Young, Michael anrd Poter Willrott: Fznily and Xinship in East londeon. Rutledse
and Kegzn Paul, Landon, 1957,

- ———




