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Figure 6. Parents' Employment Transitions and Parents' Ambivalence
Toward Children by Parents' Race/Ethnicity

Ambivalence Research Questions Independent Variables Association of Ambivalence with

e Children’s transitions (used as proportion variables) TranSItlonS

— Moving into and out of parents’ home

e [ntimate relationships are inherently full of contradictions; individuals
desire mutual support but also want autonomy (Luescher and pillemer 1998)
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Table 2. Coefficient(Standard Errors) from the Regressions of Children's Transitions, Parents' Transit
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and Confounding Factors on Change in Parents' Ambivalence Toward Children from 2006 to 2010

— Union formation or dissolution

— These contradictory feelings may lead to ambivalence — Job loss or gain
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

— Implications for relationship quality and parental well-being (Fingerman et al. — New parent S : % White
2012; Kiecolt and Salva 2011) Moving In - 0.416(.61) - 0.468(.61) - 0.399(.61) § 0 W Hispanic
e Parents’ transitions Moving Out I 0.722(.27) **I I 0.683(.27) **I - 0.535(.29) =
Losing Job 0.078(.27) 0.062(.27) 0.055(.27) g . Black

— Union formation or dissolution

Gaining Job - 0.183(.34) - 0.184(.34) - 0.142(.34)

Forming a Union - 0.636(.24) ** - 0.791(.35) * - 0.789(.35) *
Dissolving a Union - 0.868(.34) ** 0.859(.34) ** 0.789(.34) **
New Parent 0.268(.27) 0.277(.27) 0.339(.28)
Parents' Transitions

Declining Health 0.220(.17) 0.202(.17) 0.188(.16)
Improving Health - 0.076(.19) - 0.076(.19) - 0.115(.19)
Gaining a Job - 0.375(.24) - 0.342(.24) - 0.327(.24)
Quiting a Job 0.048(.14) 0.069(.14) 0.079(.14)
Becoming Widowed - 0.041(.22) - 0.073(.22) - 0.097(.22)

Divorcing or Separarting - 0.522(.39) - 0.397(.40) - 0.378(.40)

I 0.299(.15) *I 0.155(.22) 0.188(.22) Conclusions
Note: * p< .05 ** p< .01 *** p<.001

Model 4 also controls for gender, age, race/ethnicity, education, depressive symptoms, assets,
home ownership, children's average age, and any child living within ten miles of the respondent

e Ambivalence is often strongest during status transitions (spitze and Gallant
2004)

— Job loss or gain

Data and Sample — Health declines or improves

Figure 2. Children’s transitions
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— Prior research focuses on how children’s transitions relate to parents’
ambivalence; this study extents prior research by examining both
parents’ and children’s status transitions
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trar — Children’s residential independence is negatively associated with

parents’ ambivalence prior to inclusion of confounding factors

Figure 4. Proportion of Children Moving out and Parents'
Ambivalence by Parents' Race/Ethnicity

— Children’s union dissolution is positively related to parents’ ambivalence
toward children, while children’s union formation is negatively related
to parents’ ambivalence

atus TRANSIEEP e considered Dependent Variable Transitions
are non-normative

Figure 3. Parents’ Transitions

ransitions are often rela t in intimate

S (Willson et al. 2006)

e Parents’ transitions yield few significant results
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— Prior to the addition of children’s transitions to the model, parents’
union formation is negatively associated with ambivalence toward
children
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Limitations and Future Directions

Questions used to construct ambivalence are not child-specific
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Proportion of Children Moving Out

e No measures of children’s ambivalence toward parents

narents’ lives may relate to ambivalence tow Difference in Ambivalence Transitions

Luescher and Pillemer 1998)
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Figure 5. Proportion of Children Moving In and Parents' Ambivalence
by Parents' Gender

e Cannot capture between-wave transitions

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics
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