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A B S T R A C T

Objective: We describe sources expected to provide for future care needs among baby-boomers in their late
sixties and examine how expectations vary according to earlier health and social experiences. We hypothesised
that greater integration in social relationships across adulthood is associated with greater expectation of in-
formal care, and that greater morbidity over a longer time period is associated with greater expectation of formal
care.
Method: The MRC National Survey of Health and Development, a population-based birth cohort study set in
mainland Britain, provided data on care expectations for 2135 participants aged 68–69. The outcome was who,
besides the partner or spouse, is expected to provide for the future care needs, coded as adult children, other
relatives, friends/neighbours, paid/professional care, or no one. Adult children were taken as the reference
category and the latter two categories were combined as ‘formal care’ in the multiple regression analysis.
Results: 91% had an adult child, of whom 74% expected them to provide care if needed, and 11% expected
formal care. The latter rose to 33% of those with no adult children. Geographical distance to adult children (over
25 miles) was strongly correlated with expectations but, independently of this, lack of someone to help in a crisis
from midlife onwards and low social contact were associated with expecting formal care. Expectations did not
differ by number of chronic conditions, functional limitations or longstanding illness from age 60+ .
Conclusion: Those lacking social relationships in midlife onwards and those living further from adult children are
more likely to expect formal help with their future care needs. As personal care needs are projected to rise with
population ageing and families are increasingly expected to provide for these needs, initiatives to remove bar-
riers to smaller distances between ageing parents and their children and to support and maintain high-quality
family relationships across the life course should be considered.

1. Introduction

The challenges in meeting current and future social care needs and
expectations are being widely discussed [1]. Continued rises in the need
for long-term care are projected [2,3]. In Britain and other Western
societies, the majority of older people needing help and care with ac-
tivities of daily living receive this informally from family either from
their spouse or partner or their adult children [4,5]. As life expectancy
continues to increase at the oldest ages, more adult children with par-
ents needing care may be already at retirement age themselves and less
able to help. Care by adult children may or may not align with the
preferences and expectations older people, and future generations of
older people, have for their own care needs. Preferences and expecta-
tions may be changing in light of societal trends relevant for care

provision including smaller family sizes and increasing childlessness, an
increase in women’s paid employment, and increasing residential mo-
bility [6–8]. Understanding the expectations that the baby-boomer
generation has for their future care needs may help with planning and
identifying groups at risk of not having their needs met in the expected
way.

Studies have categorised preferences for informal, formal or mixed
(formal plus informal) support and found they depend on socio-
economic and demographic factors [9]. Higher educational attainment
is associated with greater preference for formal care [10,11], a pattern
which is reflected in actual receipt of formal support [12,13]. Being
married and having more contact with relatives is associated with a
greater preference for informal or mixed support compared to formal
support [9] whereas marital dissolution is associated with fewer

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004
Received 15 March 2018; Received in revised form 31 July 2018; Accepted 4 August 2018

⁎ Corresponding author at: The Health Foundation, 90 Long Acre, London, WC2A 9RA, UK.
E-mail addresses: mai.stafford@health.org.uk (M. Stafford), d.kuh@ucl.ac.uk (D. Kuh).

Maturitas 116 (2018) 116–122

0378-5122/ © 2018 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/BY/4.0/).

T

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/03785122
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/maturitas
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004
mailto:mai.stafford@health.org.uk
mailto:d.kuh@ucl.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004&domain=pdf


transfers to elderly parents in midlife [14,15] and may have long-term
consequences for later informal care.

Most previous quantitative studies are cross-sectional and con-
sidered only proximal factors. The impact of earlier health and social
experiences on later life expectations for different types of care has
received insufficient attention. Care-giving and receiving are a funda-
mental part of social relationships across the life course [16] so earlier
support exchanges may influence the extent to which a person feels able
to depend on an informal support network in older age. Chronic ex-
posure to poor health may also affect care preferences and expectations
[9] whereas the literature on the role of current activity limitations is
inconsistent [9,11,17,18]. The aim of the current study was to describe
the main sources expected to provide help with daily activities in a
population-based baby-boomer cohort approaching their seventies.
Arguably, expectations are based on a pragmatic assessment of a per-
son’s current and future circumstances and social care needs but they
are hypothetical in nature. We examine how these expectations vary
according to socioeconomic position, social networks, health, and care-
giving experience in middle to late adulthood. We hypothesised that i) a
more advantaged socioeconomic position would be associated with
greater expectation that care needs will be met formally; ii) greater
integration in social relationships across adulthood would be associated
with greater expectation of informal care, and iii) greater morbidity
over a longer time period would be associated with greater expectation
that needs will be met formally (by a paid professional) because in-
formal networks may not be able to provide intensive help.

2. Data & methods

The MRC National Survey of Health and Development is a re-
presentative sample of 2815 men and 2547 women who were born in
England, Scotland and Wales in one week in March 1946. The 24th data
collection was conducted between 2014 and 2015 when study members
were aged 68–69 years. Of the 2816 people in the target sample living
in mainland Britain, 2370 (84.2%) completed a postal questionnaire. Of
the remaining 2546 (47%) study members: 957 (18%) had already
died, 620 (12%) had previously withdrawn permanently, 574 (11%)
lived abroad, and 395 (7%) had been untraceable for more than 5 years
[19]. Study members found to be still living in Great Britain (n=2698)
were invited to have a home visit by a research nurse: 2149 (79.7%)
completed this. For this data collection, we obtained ethical approval
from the NRES Queen Square REC (14/LO/1073) and Scotland A REC
(14/SS/1009). The main adult sweeps prior to this were conducted
when study members were 26, 33, 43, 53, and 60–64 years.

2.1. Expectations for future care

During the home visit, participants were asked who would be most
likely to provide help in the event that they (and their spouse or
partner) needed help with daily activities because of sickness, frailty or
disability. Responses were coded as: daughter or son; other family
member; friend, neighbour or voluntary worker; paid professional help.
Ten participants who were unable to nominate a person were combined
with those who nominated paid professional help in the analysis. The
spouse or partner was not permitted as a response option because this
would likely be collinear with current partnership status [20,21]. Par-
ticipants were asked to nominate only one source and where two or
more were nominated (n= 737), these were coded according to the
priority order listed above (e.g. if both daughter and other family
member were nominated, the response was coded as “daughter” for
analysis).

Information on family factors, socioeconomic position, character-
istics of the social network, care-giving experience, and health was
collected at several ages.

2.1.1. Family factors
Marital status and marital transitions were captured at each adult

sweep. Geographical proximity to the nearest adult child was captured
at age 68–69.

2.1.2. Socioeconomic position
We included occupation of the head of the household at age 53 (the

most recently available data preceding changes related to retirement),
coded using the Registrar General’s classification. We also included
highest educational qualification attained by age 26 (when most par-
ticipants in this cohort had finished full-time study).

2.1.3. Characteristics of the social network
These included both quality and quantity of social contact. At ages

68–69 and 60–64, study members reported the frequency of visits with
family not living in the same household and with friends. We combined
these to create a cumulative social contact score with high values in-
dicating greatest contact. At ages 60–64, 53 and 43, they reported
whether they had any friends, neighbours or relatives who would help
if a problem or crisis came up. These were also combined to create a
cumulative score. At age 43, study members were asked whether they
were emotionally close to their surviving parents.

2.1.4. Care-giving experience
This included hours of care provided for someone frail or with a

disability within or outside the home at ages 68–69 and 60–64. These
were combined to classify participants into those who provided no care,
those who provided 20+ hours of care at both ages, and those pro-
viding intermediate levels of care. At age 43, we identified study
members who provided at least weekly help with personal or household
tasks for a parent who was unable to look after themselves.

2.1.5. Health
At age 68–69, we captured the burden of disease by distinguishing

participants with 0, 1, 2, 3+ doctor diagnosed diseases over the pre-
vious ten years. The research nurse asked the participant about 19
disorders: heart failure, angina, myocardial infarction, hyper/hypo-
tension, stroke, diabetes, transient ischaemic attacks, cancer, chronic
lung disease, asthma, osteoarthritis, rheumatoid arthritis, osteoporosis,
serious eye trouble, depression, epilepsy, Parkinson’s disease, memory
problems and kidney disease.

We also captured health-related limitations in six daily activities
(walking ¼ mile, walking up and down stairs, difficulty keeping bal-
ance, bending down and straightening, reaching arms above head, and
holding, gripping or turning something). Study members additionally
reported longstanding illness that limited their usual activities at ages
68–69 and 60–64.

2.2. Statistical analysis

We first described expectations for those with and without a living
child at age 68–69. Correlates of expectations for the sample with at
least one child were then identified using multinomial regression
models including i) gender only, ii) all covariates. Estimates are pre-
sented as average marginal effects, interpreted as the change in prob-
ability of the outcome per one unit change in exposure. (In preliminary
analysis, we tested whether associations with any of the covariates were
modified by gender and found no evidence for this, hence we present
gender-adjusted rather than gender-stratified models.) For all analyses,
we restricted the sample to those with observed data on care expecta-
tions and used multiple imputation by chained equations to impute
missing covariate data in 20 datasets, under the assumption that these
were missing at random.

Participation at the home visit at age 68–69 was highest among
those with a higher number of prior contacts with the study, those with
better self-rated health, and those with non-limiting longstanding
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illness (compared with no longstanding illness and limiting long-
standing illness) [19]. Of the 2149 who participated in the age 68–69
home visit, 2135 provided data on expectations for their future care and
form the analytical sample for the current study. Fifteen of these were
excluded because they nominated a son-daughter but did not have a
live child at age 68–69.

3. Results

Over 90% of study members at age 68–69 ha d an adult child and
44% of them lived less than 5 miles from their nearest adult offspring
(Table 1). Almost 70% were married (either in their first or subsequent
marriage). Over 40% had provided care for someone frail or with a
disability between age 60 and 69, 3% provided this for 20 or more
hours a week. Just under 50% had at least one functional limitation and
14% had a longstanding illness that limited their usual activities since
age 60–64 or younger.

Almost 75% of study members with a living child expected to be
cared for by their daughter or son in the event that they (and their
spouse) needed help because of sickness, frailty or disability (Table 2).
Whilst 11% of those with a living child expected to be cared for by paid
professionals, this figure rose to 33% of those with no living child. Over
40% of those with no living child expected their future care to be
provided by a friend or neighbour. There were no statistically sig-
nificant gender differences in expectations for care.

The remainder of the analysis was based on those with a living adult
child at age 68–69. Due to small numbers of never married participants
with a living child (n=4), this group was also dropped from the re-
mainder of the analysis. Gender-adjusted models are summarised first.
As anticipated, geographical proximity was strongly associated with
expectations. Those living 25–100 miles away from the nearest child
had 23.5% lower probability of expecting care from a daughter or son
than those living within 5–25 miles (Table 3), 16.1% higher probability
of expecting care from a friend/neighbour and a 6.4% higher prob-
ability of expecting care from a paid professional/no-one. Being sepa-
rated/divorced was associated with lower probability of expecting care
from a daughter or son and higher probability of expecting care from a
friend/neighbour or paid professional compared with those who were
married. Remarried participants had 8.4% lower probability of ex-
pecting care from a daughter or son compared with continually married
participants. Socioeconomic advantage, whether captured by education
or by occupational social class, was associated with lower probability of
expecting care from a daughter or son and higher of expecting a friend/
neighbour to provide future care.

Several social network characteristics were associated with ex-
pectations. Those with low compared with high frequency of contact
with friends and relatives had 27.0% lower probability of expecting
future care from a daughter or son and 14.6% higher probability of
expecting future care to be provided by a paid professional. Not being
able to rely on someone for help in a crisis between the ages of 43 to
60–64 and not being emotionally close to a parent at age 43 were also
associated with higher probability of expecting a paid professional to
meet any future care needs.

Table 1
Characteristics of the analytical sample (with complete data on expectations for
future care).

Total
(N=2120)
%

Men
(N=1039)
%

Women
(N=1081)
%

P for gender
difference

Family factors
Geographical proximity to nearest adult child 68–69y 0.07
No adult child 8.9 9.4 8.4
Overseas 1.9 2.2 1.7
>100 miles 8.5 9.2 7.8
25–100 miles 11.0 11.2 10.7
5–24 miles 17.5 16.6 18.4
1–4 miles 22.7 22.5 22.9
<1 mile 15.7 13.3 18.0
In same household 5.6 6.4 4.9

Marital history up to 68-69y <0.001
Never married 2.6 2.7 2.6
In first marriage 55.5 59.9 51.3
Remarried 14.3 14.6 13.9
Separated/divorced 10.6 8.7 12.4
Widowed 7.6 3.9 11.1

Socioeconomic
position

Education 26y <0.001
Below O-level 36.8 35.6 38.0
O-level or equivalent 19.6 14.0 25.0
A-level or equivalent 27.6 29.3 26.0
Degree level 10.8 15.8 6.1

Head of household social class 53y <0.001
I/II (more
advantaged)

47.7 55.9 39.9

IIINM 23.9 10.3 37.0
IIIM 15.1 24.3 6.2
IV/V (less
advantaged)

12.7 8.5 16.6

Characteristics of the social network
Frequency visit

relatives & friends
60–64 & 68–69y;
mean (sd)

10.3
(2.7)

9.96
(2.7)

10.75
(2.6)

< 0.001

Help in a crisis 43, 53 & 60–64y
Low 2.5 2.9 2.2 0.02
Medium 11.9 14.1 10.1
High 85.6 83.1 87.8

Emotionally close to parents 43y 0.07
Close to one or both 63.3 60.2 66.3
Not close to either 14.9 16.0 14.0
Not applicable 16.4 17.1 15.6

Care-giving experience
Looking after frail/disabled person

60–64 & 60–69y
0.6

No 57.9 58.6 57.4
Giving some care 38.9 38.7 39.1
Giving 20+ hrs/
week at
one or both ages

3.2 2.8 3.6

Care of own parents when SM 43y 0.04
No care needed 86.3 86.2 86.4
Care needed but SM
did
not provide

5.3 5.3 5.2

SM provided care 2.3 1.4 3.1

Health
Number of chronic conditions 68-69y 0.3
0 25.1 26.8 23.5
1 34.3 34.2 34.3
2 20.0 19.2 20.8
3+ 20.6 19.8 21.3

Number of functional limitations 68-69y <0.001
0 51.4 64.7 38.6
1 25.9 19.9 31.6
2 9.8 6.1 13.4

Table 1 (continued)

Total
(N=2120)
%

Men
(N=1039)
%

Women
(N=1081)
%

P for gender
difference

3 5.9 4.0 7.8
4–6 7.0 5.3 8.6

Limiting longstanding illness 60-64 & 68-69y 0.06
No 64.8 67.6 62.2
At one age 21.3 19.2 23.1
At both ages 14.0 13.2 14.7
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Table 2
Expectations for future care for those with and without a living child at age.68–69.

Has a living child
(N=1945)

Does not have a living child
(N=175)

Expect care to be provided by Total (N=1945)
%

Men
(N=947)
%

Women
(N=998)
%

Total
(N=175)
%

Men
(N=92)
%

Women
(N=83)
%

Daughter/son 73.8 73.9 73.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other relative 49 5.8 4.0 25.1 26.1 24.1
Friend/neighbour 10.1 9.9 10.2 41.7 37.0 47.0
Paid professional/

no-one
11.2 10.4 12.0 33.1 37.0 28.9

Table 3
Social and health correlates of expectations for future care based on n=1941 participants with a living child. Estimates are average marginal effects.

From daughter or son From other family From friend/neighbour From paid profession/no-one
nominated

Gender
adjusted

Fully
adjustedb

Gender
adjusted

Fully
adjustedb

Gender
adjusted

Fully
adjustedb

Gender
adjusted

Fully adjustedb

Female (vs male) −0.2 −2.0 −1.9 −2.9 0.4 1.0 1.7 3.6
Family factors
Geographical proximity to nearest

adult child 68-69Y
Overseas/100+ miles −44.0 −41.0 6.5 9.1 24.9 23.2 12.6 8.7
25–100 miles −23.5 −21. 1.0 1.8 16.1 14.8 6.4 4.3
5–25 miles Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref
< 5 miles including in same
household

14.6 13.6 −1.8 −2.0 −5.2 −5.0 −7.5 −6.5

Marital history to 68-69ya

Continually married Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref
Remarried −8.4 −3.8 0.9 0.0.3 3.6 1.5 3.8 2.0
Separated/divorced −17.9 −10.5 4.0 2.6 8.2 4.9 5.6 3.0
Widowed −6.7 −8.4 5.9 5.9 3.4 4.5 −2.5 −2.0

Socioeconomic position
Education age 26

per 1 level increase
−3.8 0.4 −0.9 −1.8 2.4 1.7 2.2 1.2

Head of household social class age 53
per 1 level increase

−3.3 −0.4 2.2 0.5 1.9 −1.2 1.2 −0.2

Characteristics of the social network
Frequency visit friends & relatives 60-

69y
Low −27.0 −7.6 0.2 −1.8 12.1 1.7 14.6 7.6
Medium −11.0 −3.4 2.1 1.0 3.4 −1.2 5.5 3.6
High Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref

Help in crisis age 43-64y
Never −21.2 −10.3 1.3 1.6 2.9 −1.0 17.0 9.6
Sometimes −10.1 −6.1 1.0 0.9 0.1 −1.6 9.1 6.8
Often/always Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref

Emotionally close to parents 43y
Not close to either −9.3 −5.0 −1.2 −1.2 5.2 3.3 8.2 3.0
Not applicable 2.4 −1.2 −1.6 −0.9 −1.2 0.6 0.3 1.6
Close to at least 1 parent Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref

Care-giving experience
Looking after frail person 60-69y Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref
No −1.4 −5.8 0.2 0.0 0.3 −0.4 0.9 0.9
Giving some care

Giving care 20+ hrs/wk
−4.8 −4.2 0.2 0.3 −0.9 −1.0 5.6 4.9

Care of own parents 43y
No care needed Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref
SM did not provide care −11.5 −4.9 2.0 2.2 7.1 3.0 2.1 −0.3
SM provided care −8.3 −8.8 3.0 2.1 0.4 0.9 5.0 5.9

Health
Limiting longstanding illness 60-69y
No Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref Ref
At one age −1.7 −2.1 −1.8 −1.7 0.9 1.5 2.5 2.3
At both ages 3.4 3.6 −2.4 −2.5 −2.4 −1.6 1.3 0.5

Bold indicates p < 0.05.
a Never married study members were excluded from analysis due to small numbers with living children.
b Includes all variables listed in the Table.

M. Stafford, D. Kuh Maturitas 116 (2018) 116–122

119



Care-giving experiences were not strongly associated with care ex-
pectations although those who did not provide care for their own infirm
parents at age 43 had 11.5% lower probability of nominating a
daughter or son compared with those whose parents did not need care
at that age. In addition, those giving 20 or more hours care per week in
their sixties had a 5.6% higher probability of nominating a paid pro-
fessional to provide for their own future care needs (though this dif-
ference was not statistically significant).

Number of chronic conditions, functional limitations and long-
standing illness were not strongly associated with care expectations
(Supplementary Table 1). For this reason, and because of possible col-
linearity between the health indicators (with a polychoric correlation
coefficient for health-related limitations and longstanding illness of
0.66), we included only longstanding illness at ages 60–64 and 68–69 in
the main analysis.

Several of these correlates were inter-related and the associations
described above were attenuated on mutual adjustment. Expectations
did not differ by socioeconomic factors in the multiply-adjusted ana-
lysis and subsidiary analysis indicated that socioeconomic differences in
expectations were primarily explained by geographical proximity to
adult children. A total of 65% of those with low educational attainment
lived within 5 miles of an adult child compared with 30% of those with
a degree level qualification (Supplementary Table 2). However, the
lower probability of expecting future care from a daughter or son re-
mained among those who lived further away from their children, were
separated/divorced, had low social contact, had long-term lack of
someone to help in a crisis, and had low emotional closeness to their
own parents in mid-adulthood. Independent of other covariates, a
higher probability of expecting a paid professional to provide for future
care needs remained among those who lived further away from their
children, had low social contact, and had long-term lack of someone to
help in a crisis.

4. Discussion

We examined who, besides the partner or spouse, would be ex-
pected to provide for the future care needs of a population-based
sample of baby-boomers approaching their seventies. People may be
optimistic about the extent to which they will receive support when it is
needed [22]; others have suggested that expectations may lie between
preferences and actual availability [20]. Almost three in four of those
who had a living child expected them to meet their future care needs,
but we also found that one in five of those with a living child and three
in four of those without a living child expected their future needs to be
met by a friend/neighbour or a paid professional. Marital history and
proximity to adult children were strongly associated with expectations
but, independently of these factors, aspects of the social network
through mid to later adulthood were associated with who was expected
to provide care. In particular, those who lacked contact with friends and
relatives and those who did not earlier have someone to rely on in a
crisis were relatively more likely to nominate a paid professional.
Chronic conditions and functional limitations, on the other hand, were
not related to expectations.

In contrast to most studies which have focused on preferences, we
considered expectations for provision of future care needs. The ex-
pectation that adult children will provide care is in line with current
figures on who actually provides care. Among older people currently
receiving personal care, adult children, along with spouses, are the
main providers [4]. Almost 45% of participants in this study were living
within five miles of an adult child, a factor which facilitates informal
care from adult children [23]. Nevertheless, we do not know whether
the nominated children would be willing or able to provide care. A
study based in the United States found parents in the United States
anticipated needing more help from their adult children than their
children anticipated them needing [24].

One in ten participants nominated instead a friend or neighbour. As

expected, this was relatively more likely among those who had frequent
contact with their friends. Whilst this higher contact might make it
more likely that a level of support is forthcoming, it has been noted that
friends and neighbours tend to provide emotional support and some
tangible support [25] but less frequently provide help with tasks which
are intensive or include personal care [26]. This group may therefore be
overly optimistic about the care they will receive from friends and
neighbours and may be at risk of not having any future care needs fully
met informally.

One in ten participants nominated formal care, rising to one in three
among those who did not have a living child. The proportion is in line
with earlier estimates showing around one in ten men and one in five
women aged 75 and over who have an activity limitation receive some
formal care [27,28]. We did not collect information on whether parti-
cipants expected the cost of this formal care to be met from their own
funds or funded by the state, but the number of over 65 s in Britain
receiving state-funded care has been falling steadily over the last
decade [4]. In gender-adjusted analyses, socioeconomic advantage was
associated with a higher probability of nominating a professional to
meet future care needs, as has been found in other studies [9–11]. Al-
though this may partly be due to costs, in our study this was explained
by the greater geographical proximity of more socioeconomically dis-
advantaged participants to their adult children. Given increasing levels
of educational attainment as well as increasing residential mobility
across successive generations, expectations to rely on formal care might
increase in future years. Geographical proximity may also indicate
greater emotional closeness for some families. In our study, lack of
emotional closeness to own parents in mid-adulthood and lack of
someone to help in a crisis earlier in adulthood was associated with
lower expectation that a person will rely on their own children for any
future care needs. This illustrates how the receipt of personal care in
later life is an integral part of multiple forms of care-giving and re-
ceiving in social relationships across the life course [16,29].

Experiencing divorce was associated with lower probability of no-
minating an adult child to provide personal care compared with those
whose first marriage remained intact. In gender-adjusted analysis this
was seen for those who remarried as well as those who did not re-
partner. Other studies also found that unmarried people have lower
expectations for help from adult children [9,20] and lower inter-
generational support in later life [30] especially for fathers [29] though
some studies did not find lower levels of support from adult children
among parents who had been divorced [13,31]. The association we
found between divorced status and expectations was partly attenuated
by adjustment for frequency of contact with family and friends and
closeness to own parents, as expected given evidence that marital dis-
solution can reduce the quantity or quality of family ties [30,32]. This
further illustrates the role of social connectedness across the life course
and across generations for later life care, and raises concerns about the
implications of the rise in divorce rates that we have seen in recent
decades.

We considered multiple health indicators based on doctor diagnosed
conditions, functional limitations and limiting illness over the previous
ten years. None of these was strongly related to expectations, a finding
which stands in contrast to our hypothesis that long-term and severe
illness would be associated with a greater expectation that care needs
would be met formally. Possibly we had insufficient numbers of se-
verely limited participants in this population-based sample, though
others also found no association between current health needs and
preferences [9].

Methodological strengths of the study include a large sample size, a
population-based sampling frame, high response rates at all sweeps,
and lack of confounding by age. We included prospective measures of
socioeconomic position, characteristics of the social network, care-
giving experience and health from earlier adulthood. Limitations of the
study should be noted. We did not allow participants to select more
than one source to provide for their future care needs. A previous study
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which allowed multiple sources (up to a maximum of four) to be no-
minated found mean number of expected caregivers was 1.7 [20]. That
study allowed self and spouse to be nominated, however, and these
options were commonly selected so our restriction may not have missed
key sources for most participants. However, this restriction also meant
that we did not allow mixed informal plus formal support as an option,
in line with the hierarchical model of care, which has empirical support
[20]. Nevertheless, mixed formal care and informal care (in line with
the complementary model of care [33]) is the preferred option for many
[9]. We did not specify whether the help would be needed over the
short or long-term. Nor did we specify the tasks that help would be
needed with and we acknowledge that preferences vary according to
the nature of the condition and the care task [34]. We did not consider
daughters and sons separately because we did not have full information
on live adult children at this age, but having a daughter available lo-
cally has previously been associated with greater likelihood of ex-
pecting to rely on an adult child [20]. Attrition is inevitable after 70
years of follow-up, with socioeconomically disadvantaged and less
healthy individuals more likely to not respond [35]. However, in our
multiply-adjusted analyses, health and socioeconomic position were not
related to expectations. We are not aware that other studies based in
Britain have described expectations among this baby-boomer genera-
tion but we note that social care provision and preferences vary across
nations with different social norms and social policies [36–38] and may
not be generalizable to other nations or birth cohorts so replication in
other settings would be valuable.

This study set out to describe people’s expectations for their future
care provision at age 68–69. This is timely because from age 70 on-
wards, older people tend to be net receivers of support from their
children but at younger ages they tend to be net support providers [39].
We focused on expected sources of personal care in the scenario that
this is not available from the spouse. Lack of social relationships was
linked to greater expectation to use formal care in later life. The
strongest correlate was geographical distance which may partly be a
consequence of emotional distance. Personal care is increasingly being
provided informally by family members, especially spouses and adult
children. Notwithstanding questions regarding the benefits to care re-
cipients and providers of this strategy, if the trend is to continue then
we need to tackle factors that might be a barrier or provide incentives
for doing so. These findings suggest this might include reducing barriers
to residential mobility in later life, such as the costs of moving home
[40] so that geographical distances between parents and children can
be reduced. It might also include greater support to build and maintain
high quality family relationships across the life course.

Contributors

Both authors planned the study, interpreted the results, edited the
paper and approved the final version.

Mai Stafford conducted the statistical analysis and drafted the
paper, and is guarantor accepting full responsibility for the work, had
access to the data and controlled the decision to publish.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

Funding

This work was supported by the UK Medical Research Council
[grant numbers MC_UU_12019/1; MC_UU_12019/2; MC_UU_12019/5].

The funders had no involvement in the collection, analysis or in-
terpretation of data or the writing of the report.

Ethical approval

This study abided by the human rights code of ethics and guidelines.
Ethical approval was obtained from the NRES Queen Square REC (14/
LO/1073) and Scotland A REC (14/SS/1009).

Provenance and peer review

This article has undergone peer review.

Research data (data sharing and collaboration)

Data used in this publication are available to bona fide researchers
upon request to the NSHD Data Sharing Committee via a standard ap-
plication procedure. Further details can be found at http://www.nshd.
mrc.ac.uk/data. doi: https://doi.org/10.5522/NSHD/Q102; https://
doi.org/10.5522/NSHD/Q103.

Acknowledgements

We thank MRC National Survey of Health and Development study
members for their ongoing commitment to the study.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary material related to this article can be found, in the
online version, at doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.
004.

References

[1] J. Dixon, Making the NHS and social care system sustainable, Br. Med. J. 357
(2017) j1826.

[2] C. Jagger, J.C. Collerton, K. Davies, A. Kingston, L.A. Robinson, M.P. Eccles, et al.,
Capability and dependency in the Newcastle 85+ cohort study. Projections of fu-
ture care needs, BMC Geriatr. 11 (2011) 21.

[3] L. Pickard, R. Wittenberg, A. Comas-Herrera, B. Davies, R. Darton, Relying on in-
formal care in the new century? Informal care for elderly people in England to
2031, Ageing Soc. 20 (2000) 745–772.

[4] National Audit Office, Adult Social Care in England: Overview, National audit of-
fice, London, 2014.

[5] L. Pickard, R. Wittenberg, A. Comas-Herrera, D. King, J. Malley, Care by spouses,
care by children: projections of informal care for older people in England to 2013,
Soc. Policy Soc. 6 (2007) 353–366.

[6] E.M. Brody, P.T. Johnsen, M.C. Fulcomer, What should adult children do for elderly
parents? Opinions and preferences of three generations of women, J. Gerontol. 39
(1984) 736–746.

[7] L.H. Ryan, J. Smith, T.C. Antonucci, J.S. Jackson, Cohort differences in the avail-
ability of informal caregivers: are the Boomers at risk? Gerontologist 52 (2012)
177–188.

[8] J. Robison, N. Shugrue, R.H. Fortinsky, C. Gruman, Longterm supports and services
planning for the future: implications from a statewide survey of baby boomers and
older adults, Gerontologist 54 (2014) 297–313.

[9] M. Pinquart, S. Sörensen, Older adults’ preferences for informal, formal, and mixed
support for future care needs: a comparison of Germany and the United States, Int.
J. Aging Hum. Dev. 54 (2002) 291–314.

[10] G.R. Lee, J.K. Netzer, R.T. Coward, Filial responsibility expectations and patterns of
intergenerational assistance, J. Marriage Fam. 56 (1994) 559–565.

[11] A. Hajek, T. Lehnert, A. Wegener, S.G. Riedel-Heller, H.H. Konig, Factors associated
with preferences for long-term care settings in old age: evidence from a population-
based survey in Germany, BMC Health Serv. Res. 17 (2017) 156.

[12] K. Glaser, R. Stuchbury, C. Tomassini, J. Askham, The long-term consequences of
partnership dissolution for support in later life in the UK, Ageing Soc. 28 (2008)
329–351.

[13] K. Larsson, M. Silverstein, The effects of marital and parental status on informal
support and service utilization, J. Aging Stud. 18 (2004) 231–244.

[14] M. Wadsworth, Social and historical influences on parent-child relations in midlife,
in: C. Ryff, M.M. Seltzer (Eds.), The Parental Experience in Midlife, Chicago
University Press, Chicago, 1996.

[15] L.E. Pezzin, R.A. Pollak, B. Steinberg Schone, Parental marital disruption, family
type and transfers to disabled elderly parents, J. Gerontol. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci.
63 (2008) S349–58.

[16] A. Milne, M. Larkin, Knowledge generation about care-giving in the UK: a critical
review of research paradigms, Health Soc. Care Commun. 23 (2015) 4–13.

[17] E. Borowjak, J. Kostka, T. Kostka, Comparative analysis of the expected demands
for nursing care services among older people in urban, rural, and institutional

M. Stafford, D. Kuh Maturitas 116 (2018) 116–122

121

http://www.nshd.mrc.ac.uk/data
http://www.nshd.mrc.ac.uk/data
https://doi.org/10.5522/NSHD/Q102
https://doi.org/10.5522/NSHD/Q103
https://doi.org/10.5522/NSHD/Q103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2018.08.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0085


environments, Clin. Interv. Aging 10 (2015) 405–412.
[18] S. McEachreon, A. Salmoni, R. Pong, R. Garg, G. Viverais-Dresler, Anticipated

choices among self-, informal, and formal care by older Canadians, J. Health
Psychol. 5 (2000) 457–472.

[19] D. Kuh, A. Wong, I. Shah, A. Moore, M. Popham, P. Curran, et al., The MRC National
Survey of Health and Development reaches age 70: maintaining participation in
older ages in a birth cohort study, Eur. J. Epidemiol. 31 (2016) 1135–1147.

[20] G. Spitze, R. Ward, Gender, marriage, and expectations for personal care, Res. Aging
22 (2000) 451–469.

[21] C. Harrefors, S. Sävenstedt, K. Axelsson, Elderly people’s perceptions of how they
want to be cared for: an interview study with healthy elderly couples in Northern
Sweden, Scand. J. Caring Sci. 23 (2009) 353–360.

[22] D.P. Hogan, D.J. Eggebeen, Sources of emergency help and routine assistance in old
age, Soc. Forces 73 (1995) 917–938.

[23] E. Bonsang, Does informal care from children to their elderly parents substitute for
formal care in Europe? J. Health Econ. 28 (2009) 143–154.

[24] H.S. Walz, Adult children and their parents’ expectations of future elder care needs,
J. Aging Health 19 (2007) 482–499.

[25] B. Suanet, T.C. Antonucci, Cohort differences in received social support in later life:
the role of network type, J. Gerontol. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 72 (2017) 706–715.

[26] C. Deindl, M. Brandt, Support networks of childless older people: informal and
formal support in Europe, Ageing Soc. 37 (2017) 1543–1567.

[27] E. Breeze, M. Stafford, Receipt and giving of help and care, in: J. Banks, C. Lessof,
J. Nazroo, N. Rogers, M. Stafford, A. Steptoe (Eds.), Financial Circumstances, Health
and Well-Being of the Older Population in England The 2008 English Longitudinal
Study of Ageing, Institute for Fiscal Studies, London, 2010, pp. 348–385.

[28] A. Vlachantoni, R.J. Shaw, M. Evandrou, J. Falkingham, The determinants of re-
ceiving social care in later life in England, Ageing Soc. 35 (2015) 321–345.

[29] E. Grundy, Reciprocity in relationships: socio-economic and health influences on
intergenerational exchanges between Third Age parents and their adult children in
Great Britain, Br. J. Sociol. 56 (2005) 233–253.

[30] M. Kalmijn, Gender differences in the effects of divorce, widowhood, and re-
marriage on intergenerational support: does marriage protect fathers? Soc. Forces 3
(2007) 1079–1104.

[31] K. Glaser, C. Tomassini, R. Stuchbury, Difference over time in the relationship be-
tween partnership disruptions and support in early old age in Britain, J. Gerontol. B
Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 63 (2008) S359–68.

[32] T. Cooney, P. Uhlenberg, The role of divorce in men’s relations with their adult
children after mid-life, J. Marriage Fam. 12 (1990) 158–181.

[33] N. Chappell, A.A. Blandford, Informal and formal care: exploring the com-
plementarity, Ageing Soc. 11 (1991) 299–317.

[34] E. Litwak, Helping the Elderly: the Complementary Roles of Informal Networks and
Formal Systems, Guildford, New York, 1985.

[35] M. Stafford, S. Black, I. Shah, R. Hardy, M. Pierce, M. Richards, et al., Using a birth
cohort to study ageing: representativeness and response rates in the National Survey
of Health and Development, Eur. J. Ageing 10 (2013) 145–157.

[36] W.C. McCormick, C.Y. Ohata, J. Uomoto, H.M. Young, A.B. Graves, W. Kukull,
et al., Similarities and differences in attitudes toward long-term care between
Japanese Americans and Caucasian Americans, J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 50 (2002)
1149–1155.

[37] M. Iwasaki, M.E. Pierson, D. Madison, S.M. McCurrey, Long-term care planning and
preferences among Japanese American baby boomers: comparisons with non-
Japanese Americans, Geriatr. Gerontol. Int. 16 (2016) 1074–1084.

[38] M. Pinquart, S. Sörensen, A. Davey, National and regional differences in preparation
for future care needs: a comparison of the United States and Germany, J. Cross.
Gerontol. 18 (2003) 53–78.

[39] P.A. Dykstra, T. Fokkema, Relationships between parents and their adult children: a
West European typology of late-life families, Ageing Soc. 31 (2011) 545–569.

[40] McCarthy, Stone, Stamp Duty and Housing for Older People, October, Accessed on
13th July 2018 from Institute of Public Care, 2016, https://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/
publications/IPC%20Stamp%20Duty%20and%20Housing%20for%20Older
%20People.pdf.

M. Stafford, D. Kuh Maturitas 116 (2018) 116–122

122

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-5122(18)30196-8/sbref0195
https://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/publications/IPC%20Stamp%20Duty%20and%20Housing%20for%20Older%20People.pdf
https://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/publications/IPC%20Stamp%20Duty%20and%20Housing%20for%20Older%20People.pdf
https://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/publications/IPC%20Stamp%20Duty%20and%20Housing%20for%20Older%20People.pdf

	Expectations for future care provision in a population-based cohort of baby-boomers
	Introduction
	Data &#x200B;&&#x200B; methods
	Expectations for future care
	Family factors
	Socioeconomic position
	Characteristics of the social network
	Care-giving experience
	Health

	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Contributors
	Conflict of interest
	Funding
	Ethical approval
	Provenance and peer review
	Research data (data sharing and collaboration)
	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary data
	References




