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Behavioral Acts, and Narrative Themes in Autobiography
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Generativity may be conceived in terms of 7 interrelated features: cultural demand, inner desire,
generative concern, belief in the species, commitment, generative action, and personal narration,
Two studies describe the development and use of 3 assessment strategies designed to t1ap into the
generativity features of concern, action, and narration. A self-report scale of generative concern—
the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS)—exhibited good 1nternal consistency and retest reliability
and showed strong positive associations with reports of actual generative acts (e.g.. teaching a skill)
and themes of generativity in narrative accounts of important autobiographical episodes. In |
sample of adults between the ages of 19 and 68, LGS scores of fathers were higher than those of men

who had never had children.

The purpose of this article is to provide a conceptual and
methodological framework for the scientific study of genera-
tivity. Over 40 years ago, Erik Erikson (1950} introduced the
concept of generativity in the context of a life-span theory of
personality development. According to Erikson, generativity
“is primarily the concern in establishing and guiding the next
generation” (1963, p. 267). In Erikson's stage model, the polar-
ity of generativity versus stagnation is the psychosocial center-
piece of the seventh of eight major developmental stages, the
stage loosely associated with the middle-adulthood years. In
the ideal Eriksonian scenario, the adult approaches the issuze of
generativity after resoiving earlierdevelopmental issuesof adult-
hood: identity versus role confusion (Stage 5) and intimacy ver-
sus 1solation (Stage 6). As Erikson conceived it, once the aduh
has consolidated a sense of who he or she is (identity) and estab-
lished long-term bonds of intimacy through marriage or
friendships, then he or she is psychosocially ready to make a
commitment to the larger sphere of society as a whole and its
continuation, even improvement, through the next generation.
In generativity. the adult nurtures, teaches, leads, and promotes
the next generation while generating life products and out-
comes that benefit the social system and promote its continuity
from one generation to the next.
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From Erikson’s point of view, generativity may be expressed
in bearing and raising children, in that parents are actively in-
volved in providing for the next generation as epitomized in
their own offspring. But not all parents are especially genera-
tive, Erikson maintained, and generativity is by no means lim-
ited to the domain of parenthood. Cne may be generative in a
wide variety of life pursuits and in a vast array of life settings, as
in work life and professional activities. volunteer endeavors,
participation in religious and political organizations, neighbor-
hood and community activism, friendships, and even one’s lei-
sure-time activities. Some of Erikson’s most compelling exam-
ples of generativity appear in his psychobiographical explora-
tions of the lives of Maruin Luther (Erikson, 1958) and
Mahatma Gandhi (Erikson, 1969), both of whom appear o
have been their most generative in the bright light of public
action rather than in the private realm of friends and family.

Despite Erikson’s provocative analyses of generativity in case
studies (see also Erikson, 1975, 1976, 1980, 1982) and despite
the general upsurge of interest during the past two decades
among social scientists in adult development, research and
theorizing on generativity have been scattered, sparse, and un-
systematic. Browning (1975). Kotre (1984), McAdams (1985),
and Peterson and Stewart (1990) have made theoretical state-
ments about generativity that appear to expand on and depart
from certain Eriksonian notions, but no attempt to organize
these statements into a framework has been made, and no sys-
tematic theory of generativity has been offered. A few studies
have supported the general idea that generativity is indeed a
salient preoccupation for many Amecrican adults (Ryfl &
Heincke, 1983; Ryff & Migdal. 1984; Vaillant & Milofsky, 1980).
Others have assessed the relations between generativity and cer-
tain personality dispositions (McAdams, Ruetzel, & Foley,
1986 Van de Water & McAdams, 1989). For instance, Mc-
Adams et al. (1986) showed that generativity ratings of adult
interviews were positively correlated with the sum of power and
intimacy motivation assessed on the Thematic Apperception
Test.

Very little attention has been paid to the problem of measur-
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ing individual differences in generativity. To assess generativity
directly, previous studies have used global clinical ratings that
were based on the researchers’ reading of Erikson (Smarey,
Kuehne, Son, Hauser, & Vaillant, 1987), simple setf-ratings
(Ryff & Heincke, 1983), or standardized personality scales de-
signed to assess traits that seem to be components of generativ-
ity, such as dominance, nurturance, and breadth of interests
(Ryff & Migdal, 1984). Ochse and Plug (1986) reported a 10-
ntem self-report scale for generativity embedded in a large per-
sonality inventory purporting to assess each of Erikson’s first
seven stages. A similar measure has been developed by Hawley
(1985), embedded in an assessment of all eight Eriksonian
stages. Neither of these two short scales was designed with at-
tention to problems of discriminant and convergent validity,
Thus, in both cases, scores on generativity are highly correlated
with scores on many other stage scales in their measures—
scales that purportedly measure very different constructs. Fur-
thermore, neither scale has been used in a systematic program
of research on generativity designed to validate the measure
and the construct.

A Theory of Generativity

It is our belief that a systematic research program centered on
a complex construct like generativity must begin with a clear
and integrative theory What follows is a brief and schematic
outline of the theoretical framework that guides our research
and partly informs the development of initial assessment pro-
cedures. The theory draws from Erikson’s scattered writings on
generativity, but it also departs significantly from Erikson on
some key points. In addition, it brings together descriptive state-
ments about generativity offered in the writings of Becker
(1973), Browning (1973). Kotre (1984), McAdams (1985, in
press), and Peterson and Stewart (1990).

Generativity has been variously described as a need, drive,
concern, lask, and issue. It has been couched in terms of biologi-
cal and instinctual imperatives (a drive to reproduce oneself),
philosophical and religious longings (a search for transcen-
dence and symbolic immortality), developmental tasks (a stage
in normai growth), and societal demands (the integration of the
adult into a productive niche). It has been identified with behav-
ior (child rearing), with motives and values {concern for pre-
serving what is good and making other things better), and with
a general attitude toward life and the world (having a broad
perspective and understanding one’s place in the sequence of
generations). It is our belief that, unlike personality traits such
as extraversion (Eysenck), developmental stages such as formal
operations (Piaget), and social processes such as causal attribu-
tion (Heider), generativity is not readily construed as a single,
structured concept located “within” the individual. It is rather
more like the construct of attachment (Bowlby) and certain
other relational and multiply contextualized constructs that re-
quire the scientist to operate simultaneously on a number of
different levels and to take inte consideration the particular
relation or fit between the person and the environment. Like
attachment, the construct of generativity links the person and
the social world. It exists in a psychosocial space that subsumes
person and environment,

We view generativity as a configuration of seven psychosocial
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features constellated around the personal (individual) and cul-
tural (societal) goal of providing for the next generation. Figure
1 displays the seven features and their proposed interrelations.
The first two features—cultural demand (1) and inner desire
(2)—are viewed as ultimate motivational sources for generativ-
ity, and they combine to promote. in the adult vears, a
conscious concern (3) for the next generation. With the support
of a belief (4) in the goodness of the human species, concern
may stimulate generative commitment (5). The nature of an
adult’s generative commitments may reciprocally influence be-
lief and concern, as well. If demand and desire refer to funda-
mental motivational sources for generativity, then concern, be-
lief, and commitment refer to the resultant thoughts and plans
about generativity that the individual formulates in the adult
years.

Generative action (6) may be motivated directly by cultural
demand or inner desire, as the arrows in Figure | indicate. But
the most personally efficacious, psychologically fulfilling, and
socially valuable behavioral expressions of generativity are of-
ten the products of the adult’s reasoned commitments to genera-
tive endeavors and goals. Thus, ideally, generative action stems
directly from commitment, which itself is enhanced by belief
and stimulated by concern, which in turn has its ultimate
sources in inner desire and cultural demand. Generative action
—which includes the behaviors of creating, maintaining, and
offering to others—may reciprocally influence subsequent gen-
erative commitments. Finally, the particular meaning of the
complex relations among demand. desire, concern, belief,
commitment, and action is determined by the person’s narra-
tion (7) of generativity—the subjective story the adult creates
about providing for the next generation. In any particular aduit
life located in a particular social and historical context, the
seven features of generativity are organized in a unique and
self-defining way. A full understanding of generativity in a
given person’s life, therefore, requires a full examination of all
seven features.

In suggesting that generativity belongs in a particular stage in
the human life cycle, Erikson alerts the reader to the fact that
generativity is an issue for adults, not for children. The theory
presented in this article, however, rejects the concept of a
cleanly demarcated stage of the life span devoted exclusively to
generativity. Erikson’s stage mode} implies much more struc-
tural change in adult personality development than most con-
temporary experts and virtually all data would support (£,
Flavell, 1982; McCrae & Costa, 1990; Peterson & Stewart,
1990). Yet, Erikson is certainly right in situating generativity, in
a general fashion, in adulthood. One of the reasons generativity
emerges as a psychosocial issue in the adult years is that society
comes to demand that adults take responsibility for the next
generation, in their roles as parents, teachers, mentors, leaders,
organizers, “creative ritualizers” (Browning, 1975), and
“keepers of the meaning” (Vaillant & Milofsky, 1980). Genera-
tivity is prompted by the developmental expectations encoded
in cultural demand. The demand is normative and age graded.
As adults move through their 30s and 40s, those who are unable
or unwilling to contribute to and assume responsibility for the
next generation, usually through family or work, are considered
to be “off time™ (Neugarten & Hagestad, 1976) and at odds with
the “social clock™ (Helson, Mitchell, & Moane, 1984). In addi-
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tion to such developmental expectations, the feature of cultural
demand includes the many and varied occupational, ideclogi-
cal, and life-style opportunities and resources. as well as the
constraints, that a particular soctety offers the adult to shape
and motivate his or her generative inclinations. The feature of
cultural demand in generativity, therefore, encompasses a wide
spectrum of factors and forces external to the individual, and
much of this domain remains unexplored in contemporary psy-
chological research.

A second major source of generativity is inner desire, Gener-
ativity is frequently described in motivational terms as a need,
instinct, or drive, producing a desire or want. Two kinds of de-
sires have typically been identified: (a) a desire for symbolic
immortality and (b) a desire to be needed by others. Kotre
(1984) defined generativity as the “desire to invest one’s sub-
stance in forms of life and work that will outlive the self ™ (p.
16). McAdams (1985) invoked Becker’s (1973) concept of her-
oism in describing generativity as partly the creation of a self-
defining legacy that may be offered to society and to succeed-
ing generations as a gift. As such. adults desire 1o defy death by
censtructing legacies that live on. In addition, the generative

{Behavior)

{Meaning)

Seven features of generativity.

adult expresses a felt “need to be needed” (Stewart et al., 1988, p.
56), a desire to nurture, assist, or be of some important use to
other people. These two desires would appear to be derivatives
of two general motivational tendencies in human lives, aptly
described by Bakan (1966) as agency and communion (cf. Mc-
Adams, 1988; Wiggins & Broughton, 1985). The desire for im-
mortality would appear to be one manifestation of agency, as a
tendency to assert, expand, and develop the self in a powerful
and independent way. The desire to be needed by others would
appear to be one expression of communion, as the general ten-
dency to relate to others in loving, caring, and intimate wavs,
even io be at one with others.

Cultural demand and internal desire combine to promote in
adulthood a conscious concern for the next generation. Thus,
developmental expectations about making a contribution 10
the next generation and inner desires for agential immortality
and communal nurturance come together in adulthood to pro-
mote the extent to which the person cares for and about the
development of the next generation. Writes Erikson, “care” is
“the widening concern for what has been generated by love,
necessity or accident” (1964, p. 131). Adults may translate their
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CONSCIOUS CONCErn into generative commitment, taking respon-
sibility for the next generation by making decisions and estab-
lishing goals for generative behavior. Commitment may be en-
hanced, or undermined, by what Erikson has called a “beliefin
the species” (Erikson, 1963, p. 267; Van de Water & McAdams,
1989). This is a basic and general belief in the fundamental
goodness and worthwhileness of human life specifically as en-
visioned for the future. To believe in the (human) species is to
place hope in the advancement and betterment of human life in
succeeding generations, even in the face of strong evidence of
human destructiveness and deprivation. When such a belief is
lacking, the adult may find it difficult to make a strong com-
mitment to generative action, because it may appear that a gen-
erative effort may not be very useful anyway.

Guided by commitment, which itself is a product of demand,
desire, concern, and belief, generative action may be expressed
in any of three loosely related guises: creating, maintaining, or
offering. One meaning of generative behavior is to generate
things and people, 1o be creative, productive, and fruitful, to
“give birth,” both figuratively and literally. Indeed, Stewart,
Franz. and Layton (1988) identify productivity as one of four
main themes in generative content of personal documents, and
McAdams (1985) emphasizes that generativity, uniike simple
altruism or general prosocial behavior, involves the creation of
a product or legacy “in one’s own image,” a powerful extension
of the self. Equally generative is behavior that involves the con-
servation. restoration, preservation, cultivation, nurturance, or
maintenance of that which is deemed worthy of such behavior,
as in nurturing children, preserving good traditions, protecting
the environment, and enacting rituals (in the school, home, or
church) that link generations and assure continuity over time
(Browning, 1975; Erikson, 1982). Finally, generative behavior
sometimes involves the seemingly selfless offering up of that
which has been created or maintained, passing something or
someone on to the next generation as a gift, granting the gift its
own autonomy and freedom (Becker, 1973; McAdams, 1985).
For example, the truly generative father is both a self-aggran-
dizing creator and a self-sacrificing giver. Biologically and so-
cially, he creates a child in his own image, working hard and
long to promote the development of that child and to nurture
all that 1s good and desirable in the child. But he must eventu-
ally grant the child his or her own autonomy, letting go when the
time is right, letting the child develop his or her own identity,
make his or her own decisions and commitments, and ulti-
mately create those offerings of generativity that wiil distin-
guish that child as someone who was “given birth to” in order to
“give birth to”

The last feature of generativity is narration. We conceive of
generativity within the larger context of McAdams’s (1985,
1987, 1990, in press) life-story theory of adult identity. Accord-
ing to this view, the adult defines him- or herself in society by
fashioning a personal myth or life story thai provides life with
unity, purpose, and meaning. The process of identity develop-
ment in adulthood, therefore, 1s the gradual construction and
successive reconstruction of a personal myth integrating one’s
perceived past, present, and anticipated future while specifying
ways in which the individual fits into and distinguishes him- or
herself in the social world. Rather than viewing identity as part
of a psychosocial stage for late adolescence and young adult-

hood, McAdams suggests that identity development is t#e ma-
jor psychosocial issue for the preponderance of one’s adult life-
time, and generativity is incorporated within it as one of many
different and important aspects. In the context of an evolving
personal myth, an adult constructs and seeks 10 live out a gener-
ativity script, specifying what he or she plans to do in the future
to leave a legacy of the self for future generations. The genera-
tivity script is an inner narration of the adult’s own awareness of
where efforts to be generative fit into his or her own personal
history, into contemporary society and the social world he or
she inhabits, and, in some extraordinary cases, into society’s
own encompassing history. The generativity script, which may
change markedly over the life course, addresses the narrative
need in identity for a “sense of an ending” (Charme, 1984;
Ricoeur, 1984), a satisfying vision or plan concerning how, even
though one’s life will eventually end, some aspect of the self will
live on through one’s generative efforts. The generativity script
enables the persconal myth to assume the form of “giving birth
10 As Erikson writes, in midlife and after, the adult is increas-
ingly likely to define him- or herself as “I am what survives me”
(1968, p. 141).

This article focuses on three of the seven features in the pro-
posed theory of generativity—generative concern, action, and
narration. We describe the development and use of () a 20-item
self-report scale, the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS), which
primartly assesses individual differences in generative concern;
(b) a2 behavior checklist that includes a number of everyday
actions that are suggestive of generativity; and (c) a thematic
assessment of critical autobiographical experiences that taps
into generative narration in one’s self-defining life story. The
article thus provides a theoretical and assessment framework
for the study of generativity and lays the groundwork for subse-
quent explorations of generativity from the multiple perspec-
uves encompassed in all seven features of the construct (Mc-
Adams, Logan, & de St. Aubin, 1992).

Study [: Construction of a Scale

The construction and validation of the LGS followed the
general sequential procedure for developing self-report scales
for personality constructs adopted by Jackson (1971 Jackson &
Paunonen. 1980) and others (e.g., Wiggins, 1973). According to
this procedure, a scale is developed with an eye toward both
theoretical and empirical criteria. ltems are rationally derived
from theory; the item pool is then reduced and refined through
various empirical procedures that maximize internal consis-
tency and convergent and discriminant validity while minimiz-
ing the influence of response styles. Two samples were used in
the current study—one containing adults ranging in age from
19 10 68 years and the other containing a much more restricted
range of college undergraduates. Results were also obtained
concerning (a) age and sex differences in generativity and (b)
retations between generativity scores on the LGS and one’s pa-
rental status.

Method

Subjects. The first sample (adult sample) consisted of 149 adults (66
men and 83 women) ranging in age from 19 to 68 years {(Af = 32.7 years.
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sp=107 years). Of the t’ota‘l, 69 subjects (46.3%) i_nd:c:'m:d that they
were married; 68 (45.6%) qu:cateq that they were single; and 12 (8.1%)
indicated that they were exthe( 41vorceq or w1dowec}. All of l.he sub-
in were volunteers who participated in the study in the spring and
Jef:mer of 1988 and were not paid for their participation. All were
suld that the study concerned “adults’ attitudes about work and family”
}l?he subjects in the adult sample wcre' recruited inv a number of ways.
Approximately one fourth of the subjects were f_'rlcnds and acquain-
tances of the graduate students who were collectmg‘data _for tr_le proj-
ect. and they were asked to complete several quesnonnam:g in their
spare 1ime. The other three quarters of the sample were regrum.ed from
the following places of employment: (a) a large urban um\te{sny (fac-
ulty and secretaries), (b) an urban. hospital (nurses, techmc_sans, apd
staﬁ'). {c)a large supermarket (cgshlers gnd other employees, 1ncl.udmg
managers). and (d) a community servu;e agency. Data on socioeco-
nomic status and ethnicity were not ol_)tamed. but the sample appeared
to be predommant!y working and middie class fmd mo§tly White. In
the adult sample, the mean age for_ men was slightly higher than for
women (34.9 vs. 31.0 years, respectively), ((147) = 2.26, p < .05).

The second sample {college sample} consisted of 165 college under-
graduates {105 women and 60 men) attending a large urban university
i 1988-1989. All were volunteers. About half of the subjects were
enrolled in classes in introductory psychology, for which their partici-
pation 1n the study provided them with course credit. The other half
were enrolled in various undergraduate courses in psychology. They
recerved na course credit for participating,

Procedure. All of the subjects completed the following self-report
scales in the designated order:

First. they completed a very brief demographic form indicating
their age. sex. marital status, and number of children (if any).

Second. they completed a 1 7-1tem scale assessing Socal Desirability
(SD). The SD scale was from Ochse and Plug (1986) and is designed to
assess the extent to which a subject tends to endorse statements thatare
deemed to be especially socially acceptable (e.g., “I have kind thoughts
about everybody ™). Subjects rated each item on a 4-point scale as fol-
lows. (0) the statement never applies to you, (1) the statement only occa-
sionally applies or seldom applies to you, (2) the statement applies to vou
fairiy often. and (3) the statement applies 1o you very often.

Third. the subjects completed a 10-item scale on generativity from
Ochse and Plug’s (1986) measure of Eriksonian stages. The scale incor-
porated the same 4-point rating procedure used 1n the SD scale. Ochse
and Plug report high internal consistency for their short generativity
scale (Cronbach’s alphas around .75) and rather high correlations (over
.40} between generativity and many of the other scales making up their
measure, especially industry versus inferiornty (Erikson’s fourth stage),
wdentity, and intimacy. Though the latter finding may be consistent
with Ertkson’s general proposition that positive outcomes in an earhier
stage of development (e.g., industry) should predict positive outcomes
1n a later stage (e.g.. generativity), 1t can aiso be interpreted as suggest-
ing a problem in discriminant validity of Ochse and Plug's generatvity
measure In addition. generativity was fairly highly correlated with
social desirabifity 1n Ochse and Plug’s samples of 1,475 South African
Whites (7 = .34) and 384 South African Blacks (r = .38).

Fourth, the subjects completed a 14-item scale designed to assess
generauvity. developed by Hawley (1985). The subject rates each phrase
on a S-point scale from O not ar all hke me 10 4 very much like me. The
items are rationally derived and indeed seem to have considerable face
validity. Yet it appears likeh that scores on this scale could be hughly
correlated with social desirability in that many of the items {e.g,
“bored” and “uninvolved with life"—indicating stagnation as opposed
10 generativity) suggest socially very undesirable kinds of responses.

Finally, the subjects completed a 39-item version of the LGS. Each
itemn was rated on the same 4-point scale used for SD and for Ochse and
Plug’s {1986) generativity measure. The 39 items were a subset of ap-

proximately 60 original items generated by a team of researchers who
were thoroughly familiar with the following sources on generativity:
Erikson (1963. 1969); Kotre (1984);: McAdams (1985); McAdams e; al.
(1986); Stewart et al. (1988); and Van de Water and McAdams (1989).
We sought to cover a wide range of generative content associated with
an individual’s concern for the next generation with items that were
structurally simple and easy to understand. A substantial number of
items were phrased in the negative (a low score would mdicate high
generativity) to minimize the influence of social acquiescence re-
sponse sets.

Results

LGS, Data from both samples on the 39-item version of the
LGS were used to delineate the best 20 items 10 compose the
final version of the LGS. First, descriptive statistics on each of
the 39 items on the LGS were examined. Those items for which
the subjects showed little variability in responding were
dropped from the final version of the scale. Second. each item
score was correlated with the total score for the 39-item LGS.
Those items showing low and statistically nonsignificant pari-
whole correlations were dropped from the final version of the
LGS. Correlations for each of the LGS items and the total
scores on the two other generativity measures and on social
desirability were also obtained. Items were chosen that showed
relatively high correlations with either or both generativity
scales (generally above .30) and low and nonsignificant correia-
tions with social desirability (generally below .20). The same
procedure for determining the quality of items was followed in
both samples. The two samples revealed strikingly similar pat-
terns of intercorrelations in this regard.

The Appendix lists the 20 best items from the above analysis.
These composed the current version of the LGS used in our
study. In both the college and the adult samples, each of these
items showed relatively (a) wide variability in response, (b) high
correlations with the total LGS score, (c) high correlations with
external measures of generativity {convergent validity) devel-
oped by Ochse and Plug (1986) and by Hawley (1985), and (d)
low correlations with the response style of social desirability
(discriminant validity). Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the 20
items 1n the final LGS version were calculated for both sam-
ples. For the adult sample, alpha = .83: for the college sample,
alpha = .84. These values suggest that the scale has high inter-
nal consistency.

The LGS items cover many of the most salient ideas in the
theoretical literature on generativity. At least 4 of the items
directly concern passing on knowledge, skills, and so on, to
others, especially {o the next generation (Items |1, 3,12, and 19).
Four concern making significant contributions for the better-
ment of one’s community, neighborhood. and soon (Items 5.15,
18. and 20). At least 6 items concern doing things that will be
remembered for a long time. will have a lasting impact, and will
leave an enduring legacy (Items 4, 6, 8. 10, 13, and 14). Two
items emphasize being creative and productive (tems 7 and 17),
and 4 items underscore caring for and taking responsibility for
other people (Items 2, 9, 11, and 16). With respect to these last 4
items, the original set of 39 items contained a fairly large num-
ber emphasizing caring for other people (e.g., nurturance). But
most of these were too highly correlated with social desirability
to be included in the final version of the scale. One resull was
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that virtually all items referring 1o caring for children have been
eliminated (the one possible exception being Item | | on adopt-
ing children). Thus, the scale cannot be said to “discriminate
against” adults who do not have children, even though child
rearing receives considerable attention in theoretical writings
on generativity.

A factor analysis of the 20 LGS items was performed, sepa-
rately, for each of the two samples. In both samples, a first
generai factor of Positive Generativity (with loadings from a
number of positively worded items) accounted for 26% (adult)
and 29% (college) of the variance, whereas a second factor of
Generative Doubts (with loadings from such negatively phrased
items as 2, 14, and 15) accounted for an additional 10% (adult)
and 9% (coliege) of the variance in LGS scores.

Adult sample: Sex, marriage, and children. Mean scores for
the 20-item LGS did not differ as a function of sex (men: M =
40.8. SD = 7.9; women: M = 42.0, SD = 7.0). Neither were sex
differences observed for the generativity scales of Ochse and
Plug (1986) and Hawley (1985). Women did score significantly
higher on social desirability, however {(147)=3.36, p<.01. The
LGS was strongly correlated with scores on the other two mea-
sures of generativity, rs{147) = .66 and .67, ps < .001; and only
modestly correlated with social desirability, r(147) = .21, p <
.05. This is not surprising in that the 20 items composing the
final version of the LGS were explicitly chosen, in part, for
their strong correlation with the generativity scales and their
weak correlation with social desirability. Generativity concern
was uncorrelated with age for the entire sample and within the
female subsample. However, among men. there was a nonsigni-
ficant trend, r(64) = .23, p < .10, for generativity to be positively
associated with age.

To examine the relations among sex, marriage, having chil-
dren, and generativity, a series of two-way analyses of variance
(ANOVAs) was performed. In the first set of ANOVAs, the vari-
ables of sex {men vs. women) and marital status (married vs.
single; the data from 12 subjects who were eijther divorced or
widowed were dropped from this analysis in that they were
currently not married, though they had at one time been so}
served as independent categorical predictors of the continuous
variables of generativity (as measured on each of the three
scales) and social desirability. These analyses produced no sig-
nificant effects beyond the aforementioned main effect (posi-
tive relationship) of sex on social desirability (women scoring
higher).

In a second set of two-way ANOVAs, the variables of sex and
having children (yes vs. no) were paired as independent predic-
tors. A yes referred to being or having once been a parent of a
child. These analyses yielded striking findings for the LGS (but
not for any of the other measures), especially among men. The
ANOVA vyielded a significant main effect for having children,
F(l1,143) = 10.26, p < .002; and significant interaction effect,
F(1,143)= 6.57, p= 01.

Figure 2 displays the important interaction effect. As can be
clearly seen, the relationship between having children and gen-
erative concern as assessed on the LGS is markedly strong
among men but only mildly evident among women. Men who
are or who have been fathers showed a mean generativity score
0f45.2, as compared with men without children, who showed a
mean score of 38.2. The comparable means among women are
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42.2 and 41.5, respectively. These differences cannot be attrib-
uted to marital status, in that marital status was unrelated to
LGS scores for both sexes. Rather, it is whether a man has ever
been a father 10 a child that seems 1o make a difference in
predicting his generativity score on the LGS. The resuit is espe-
cially noteworthy in that no items on the LGS explicitly deal
with being a father and raising children.

College sample: Sex differences. For the college sample, the
intercorrelations between LGS and the other three self-report
scales mirror those obtained for the adult sample. Again, LGS
was strongly correlated with the generativity scales designed by
Ochse and Plug (1986) and by Hawley (1985). The correlation
between LGS and SD was .10 (ns). Unlike the adult sample,
clear sex differences emerged in the college sample on all four
scales, as exhibited in Table . Thus, college women score signif-
icantly higher than college men on all three scales of generativ-
ity, including the LGS,

Data from the adult sample and the college sample were
combined to assess differences between the two groups. A two-
way ANOVA with sex and sample {adult vs. college) as the two
independent predictors showed significant main effects forsam-
ple and for sex on the LGS. As can be seen in Figure 3, adult
women scored the highest on generativity, followed by adult
men and college women (whose scores were virtually identical},
and finally by college men (who showed the lowest scores on
LGS). The mean LGS score for the college men {(37.2) was
slightly lower than the LGS score for those men in the adult
sample who did not have children (38.2), though this difference
was not statistically significant.

When the data from the two samples were combined, LGS
scores proved to be modestly but significantly associated with
age, r(312) = .17, p < .05: and with social desirability, {312} =
17, p < .05.

Discussion

Data from 149 adults between the ages of 19 and 68 and from
165 college students provide initial evidence for the viability of
a new self-report measure of individual differences in genera-
tivity concern, the Loyola Generativity Scale. The 20-item scaie
shows good internal consistency and has low correlations with
social desirability. In the adult sample, generativity was posi-
tively associated with having or having had children, though it
was unrelated to marital status per se. The effect for parental
status was especially strong among men, who tended to show
relatively low generativity scores if they had never been fathers-
Given the correlational nature of the data, we do not know if
high generative concern among men is a predictor or a conse-
quence. or both, of parental status. Still, the results suggest the
provocative possibility that having children is mere intimately
linked with a man’s generative concern than with a woman’s.
Clearly, more research on this topic is needed. Among the col-
lege students, women scored significantly higher on generativ-
ity than did men. In general, age was positively associated with
generativity when the two samples were combined, and the
adult samples as a whole scored significantly higher on genera”
tivity than did the college sample.

The LGS appears to be a promising measure for generativily
concern. Concern for the next generation may lead to genera
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Figure 2. Mean Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) scores as a function of gender and
whether the subject has (or has ever had) children (adult sample).

tive commitments in an aduit’s life and the eventual display of
generative behavior. It would be expected, therefore. that LGS
scares should be modestly but significantly associated with re-
ports of generative behavior. Study 2 assessed generative behav-
Jor directly through simple counts of real-life generative acts. In
addion. themes of generativity were sampled in autobiographi-
cal narranves 1o explore the extent 1o which the facets of con-
cern. action, and narration are interrelated in the broad do-
main of generativity.

Study 2: Behavioral Acts and Autobiographical Themes

In Study 2, we obtained test-retest data on the LGS and
examined how LGS scores for generative concern relate 1o 1n-

Table L
Means and Sitandard Deviations for Four Scales in
the College Sample by Sex

Men Women
Scale M SD M SD t

Loyola Generativity Scale 37.2 88 404 15 245
Ochse & Plug (1986)

Social Desirability

subscale 256 60 287 57 3.30*

Generativity subscale 188 40 214 35 432%%=
Hawley (1985) Generativity

subscale 88 67 113 68 229*
*p<05. ™ p<.0l. ***p< 001

dexes of generative behavior and generative narration as as-
sessed in objective reports of real-life behavioral acts and in
open-ended descriptions of personally meaningful autobio-
graphical events. Simple counts of concrete behavioral acts are
useful in personality research, as both a direct assessment of
some personality dispositions {e.g., Buss & Craik, 1984) and as
external validation evidence for measures of internal behav-
ioral dispositions. Although in the present study we clearly do
not adopt the view that generativity can be reduced to a list of
discrete behavioral acts. we do believe that act counts are one
potentially fruitful approach 1o assessing the action component
of generativity, and they can provide further evidence of the
predictive validity of the LGS. The focus on autobiographical
events affords a second. albeit subjective, perspective on action
and allows one to assess generative narration through the con-
tent analysis of personal experiences. The assessment of person-
ality themes in fantasy (McClelland, 1961; Winter, 1973) and
autobiographical (Combs, 1947; McAdams, 1982, 1985) narra-
tives has enjoyed some success in the history of the social
sciences. though few previous studies have examined themes of
generativity in such narratives (but see Stewart et al., 1988).

Method

Subjects. A total of 23 male and 56 female subjects, ranging in age
from 25 to 74 vears (M = 45, SD = 9.4}, participated in the study. The
subjects were obtained in two different ways. Approximately 25% of
the subjects volunteered to participate in the study by responding to
employee notices placed on bulletin boards at two businesses (an archi-
tectural firm and an insurance agency) in the greater Atlanta, Georgia
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area. We were able to draw on personal contacts to recruit subyects
from these firms. Participation was purely voluntary, and subjects
were not paid. The remaining 75% of the subjects were obtained
through an urban midwestern umiversity. Students in introductory psy-
chology classes earned credits by participating in research prajects or
by obtaining the participation of their parents. In this study, parents of
students served as subjects.

Procedure. At the initial contact. subjects were asked to complete a
small packet of measures that included (a) the 20-item LGS (described
in Study 1), (b} a behavior checklist. and (c) autobiographical recollec-
tions. {In addition. the subjects completed two measures of ego devel-
opment and personality traits, but these data are not inciuded in the
present article) The subjects were asked to complete the measures in
thetr spare ime and mail them back 10 the researchers in an enclosed
stamped envelope. The subjects were then recontacted 3 weeks after
their packets were returned and were asked to complete the LGS a
second tme. to obtain an estimate of test-retest reliability,

The behavior checkhist consisted of 65 items phrased as behavtoral
acts. Of the total, 49 acts were chosen to suggest generative behaviors,
and 16 were chosen as acts that appeared to be rrelevant to generativ-
ity. Examples of purported generative acts included “taught somebody
askill!” “read a story to a child.” “attended a community or neighbor-
hood meeting,” “donated blood.” and “produced a piece of art or
craft.” The generauve acts covered a wide spectrum and inctuded some
acts that would be expected to have a very low base rate (e.g.. “invented
something™ or “became a parent™). By and large, each act corre-
sponded to one of the three main behavioral manifestations of genera-
tivity: creating, maintaining, or offering. Examples of acts purporiedly
unrelated to generativity inciuded “began a diet to lose weight.” “read a
nonfiction book.” “went to a musical concert.” and “sent somebody
flowers.”

On the behavior checklist, the subject responded to each act by

specifving how often during the previous 2 months he orshe had per-
formed the given act. The subject marked a 0 if the act had not been
performed dunng the previous 2 months, a | if the act had been per
formed once during that period, and a 2 if the act had been performed
more than once during the previous 2 months. The researchers ob-
tained individual item scores as well as composite scores of the genera-
tive acts (summing across the 49). the acts irrelevant to generatWity
(summing across the 16). and total acts (summing across all 63). i

Subjects were asked to describe in detail five autobiographical €p”
sodes: a recent peak experience. a recent nadir (low point) expertence.
an experience of commitment, an experience involving a goal. and an
imagined future experience. (Note that the fifth experience does not
correspond to a real event from the subject’s past but rather describes
an event that might happen sometime in the future) For each episode.
the subsect was asked to describe the episode in at least a wrtie?
paragraph and to address the following questions: What happened 11
the episode? When did it happen” Where did it happen? Who was
involved? What were you thinking and feeling? What might this €P"
sode say about who you are, who you were, who you might be, of how
you have developed over time? ( Verbatim instructions for the five recol-
lections may be obtained from us)}

We developed a content analysis system for coding themes of generd”
tivity in the autobiographical episodes. For each episode, the presenc
(score 1) or absence (score 0} of each of five generativity them<$ was
determined. The five themes are )

1, Creanng. any reference 10 the subject’s creating new products. nr
tiating projects, or generating new ideas, or desiring to do so. Examples
include “I wanted to create something that . . ™ “six copies of my
newly published book arrived . . ™ and* . . build a successful com*
pany”

2. Maintaming any reference 10 the subject’s putting forth effort
toward sustaining an ongoing product, project, or tradition. Th!
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de examples of upkeep, improvement, or continuation of
would i luhat is already 1n existence. Examples include “I was work-
tnovatiO“ project my wife and I had undertaken onacondo
g on e d “We were there because it was the tradition in our family
pnit. - an ght Mass at Christmas.”
o go 1o =" any reference to giving of the self or the self’s products
3. Offering r knowledge} or the desire 10 engage in such giving to
g, money OExa mples include “I wanted to provide her with comfort
other pcop}fﬁ was extremely painful but I refused any medications
o 3|?d pirth] because I didn’t want anything to affect the baby”
[while gn{lﬂgn eration. any reference to a purposive and positive interac-
4 Naugeindlvidual or individuals in a younger generation. Exam-
von ‘:,':1:32 «] took my sisters’ two kids bowling . . [, “My wife. my-

|e[s : nd our two children made a picnic. . . and “I asked two of my
sell. 8

estudents. - 7 ) )
Erald“;:vmbg[ic immortality any reference to leaving a legacy, having an
5 3l

influence, or leaving behind preducts that will cutlive one’s
enduniré istence. Examples include “You have to teach the children
physical exsle they will be taking care of the planet long after we are all
now b eflatl:.ulv bélieve that my book will become a part of that history
gon¢ and “That hntle piece of land will go to my kids.”
‘T-u'/o independent coders, blind to all‘other information about the
cts, scored the autobiographical episodes for themes of generati-
SUb%es c;res were summed across themes and episodes for each subject
e nie at a total generative theme score for each subject. (Individual
;E:r;e and ep1sode scores were also used in subsequent data analysis)
Interrater reliability was calculated as a correlation betwe.en th‘e total
scores of the two raters. The correlation was .88. suggesting high 1n-

midni

terrater reliabiiity,

Results

A total of 71 of the 79 subjects completed the LGS for the
1.week retest. Test—retest reliability of the LGS over the 3-week
period was .73, p < .001. suggesting moderately high temporal
stability. Mean scores on the LGS were not significantly differ-
ent for the two administrations (M = 39,53, SD=8.67 at Time1;
and M= 40.17, SD = 8.65 at Time 2; ns).

To create a generativity score from the behavior checklist,
scores were summed across the 49 generative acts for each sub-
ject. These generative act scores ranged from 10 to 61 (M =
32.37, SD = 11.24). Scores on generative acts were positively
and very significantly associated with LGS scores. H{77) = .59,
p < .001. Correlations were also calculated for each of the 49
items as they related to LGS scores. Of the 49 individual items
assumed to suggest generativity, 24 showed statistically signifi-
cant correlations {p < .05} with the LGS, and 11 indwvidual
items were significant at the p < .01 level. Carrelations for the
11 items most strongly associated with the LGS are shown 1n
Table 2. These 11 items may be viewed as a short list of genera-
tive behaviors that are endorsed frequently enough to show a
reasonable amount of variability in the sample and that mani-
fest the strongest bivariate relations with scores on the LGS,
The correlation between the total score summed across these | |
items and LGS was extremely high, r(74) = .75, p < .001.

The behavior checklist also vielded scores on 16 acts that
were considered to be unrelated to generatwvity Summing
across these 16 acts for each subject, total scores ranged from |
1017 (M=35.73. 5D = 3.48). Total scores on unrelated acts were
positively associated with the total scores on the 49 generative
acts, (76) = .38, p <.001. However, the correlation between the
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Table 2
Eleven Acts Showing Highest Correlations With LGS Scores

Act Correlation with LGS

1. Drew upon my past expenences
to help a person adjust to a

situation. 56
2. Taught somebody a skill. 45%
3. Served as a role model for a young

person. 44**
4. Told somebody about my own

childhood. 43
5. Provided constructive criticism

about somebody’s performance. 43

6. Restored or rehabed a house, part
of a house, a piece of furniture,
elc. 36"
7. Did something that other people
_considered to be unmque and

" impontant. 36"
8. Made a decision that influenced

many people. 33+

9, Performed a community service. 31

10. Produced a plan for an
organization or group outside my

own family. .30~
| t. Sewed or mended a garment or
other objects. .30*

Note. LGS = Lovola Generativity Scale.
*p<.0l. **p<.00l.

total scare on acts unrelated to generativity on the one hand and
LGS on the other was nonsignificant, #(74) = .18, In addition,
only 1 of the 16 individual items for acts unrelated to generativ-
ity was significantly associated with the LGS. The item “Took
an out-of-state vacation” correlated with LGS, r(74) = .23,
p < .05. Thus, it would appear that the strong association be-
tween generativity scores on the LGS and on the behavior
checklist is not simply due to any tendency for the subjects
scoring high on the LGS to endorse more activities overall on
the behavior checklist. More generative people are not simply
more active.

Of the 79 subjects sampled initially, only 64 provided com-
plete accounts for all five of the autobiographical episodes re-
quested. Therefore. 15 subjects left at least one of the five experi-
ences blank. Response rates in this regard ranged from a high of
73 complete responses for nadir experiences to a low of 66
complete responses for future experiences. Intercorrelations
among the five generativity themes vielded 3 {out of 10) signifi-
cant correlations: 7(61)= .41, p < .01 between thematic catego-
ries of offering and next generation. r61)= 40, p < .01 between
mainiaining and symbolic immortality; and r61) = .25, p < .05
between offermg and symbolic immorality. Total generative
theme scores were modestly positively correlated across the five
episodes. although only 2 of the 10 intercorrelations reached
staustical significance {generativity as expressed in peak and
nadir experiences—#{65] = .28, p < .05—and generativity ex-
pressed in peak and future experiences—r{63] = .25, p < .05).

Total scores on generative themes summed across the five
autobiographical episodes ranged from 4 to 18 (M= 8.75, SD =
2.93). The total theme scores were significantly associated with
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both LGS, ri61) = 40, p < .01; and the sum of 49 generative
acts, r{61) = .45, p < .001; suggesting substantial convergence
among the three methodologically distinct assessments of gen-
erativity. The correlation between generative themes and the
short index of | | generative acts was also significant, r61)= 40,
p < .001. As Table 3 shows, the individual theme of offering
(summed across the five episodes) showed the strongest associa-
tion with both the LGS and the generative acts. whereas the
theme of maintamning also showed a significant association with
generative acts. With respect to particular autobiographical
episodes, total generativity theme scores on nadir experiences
showed significant associations with both the LGS and genera-
tive acts. Of the four other episodes, goal experiences correlated
significantly with LGS, whereas generative theme scores on
peak. nadir, and future experiences all correlated significantly
with generative acts.

Few sex differences were observed in the data. LGS and be-
havior checklist scores did not differ by sex. With respect to
generativity themes In autobiographical recollections, men
showed a slight but nonsignificant trend to score higher on
creating than did women (Ms = 2.4 and 1.8, and §Ds = .87 and
1.26, respectively), 1(61) = 1.82, p < .10. No significant age ef-
fects were observed. The LGS, checklist, and theme scores
were all unrelated 1o age. A large percentage of the subjects in
the study were parents (90%), making it impossible to examine
the relations between generativity and parental status. Genera-
tivity scores on all measures were unrelated to the number of
children in the subject’s family.

Discussion

Data from 79 adulis between the ages of 25 and 74 vears
showed how three different measures of generativity appear to
converge on the construct. Assessments of a general generative
concern (the LGS), of real-life generative acts displaved during
a 2-month period (the behavior checklist), and of generative
themes contained in narratives of autobiographical episodes
showed statistically significant intercorrelations at .40 and

Table 3
Correlations of Generarvuy Themes in Autobrographical
Episodes With LGS Scores and With Generative Acts

Theme and tvpe of eprsode LGS Generalive act
Theme
Creating 22 24
Maintaining .22 29#*
Offertng 3 31
Next generation .10 BR
Svmbolic immortality 21 21
Episode
Peak .20 30*
Nadir 35* 41>
Commitment 24 29*
Goal 28 07
Future 15 26*
Total 40+ 45%*

Note, LGS = Loyola Generativity Scale.
*p <05 **p<.00L

higher. All three measures are themselves aggregates in which
test iterns, generative acts, or theme and episode scores are
pooled to provide scores with maximal reliabslity and represen-
1ativeness (Epsiein, 1979). Disaggregating the act and narrative
measures revealed that particular single acts and certain theme
and episode scores showed stronger relationships with the LGS
than did others. In addition, the LGS itself showed modestly
high test-retest rehiability over a 3-week span.

Somewhat surprisingly. generativity scores in Study 2 were
unrelated to age and gender. Whereas Study 1 suggested a slight
tendency for women to score higher than men on the LGS and
for LGS scores 10 increase slightly with age. Study 2 provided no
support for these trends with any of the three assessment strate-
g1es used. The assessment procedures of Study 2 did not suggest
a simple developmental picture for generativity. The study did
not provide any clear support for the common developmental
notion, found first in Erikson, that generativity becomes an
increasingly salient psychosocial concern as one moves from
voung 10 middle adulthood. One should be cautious in inter-
preting this resuit. however. in that the sample for Study 2 was
not obtained 1n an ideal way for testing age or cohort differ-
ences. The design emphasis was on the validation of measures
rather than on the testing of age~stage hypotheses. No attempt
was made, for instance, to sample representatively across the
adult life span. Future research using larger and more carefully
drawn samples is clearly needed. including. for instance. stud-
ies with random samples stratified by age {McAdams et al.
1992),

General Discussion

This article provides a conceptual and an assessment context
for the study of generativity in adult lives. Generativity encom-
passes the seven psvchosocial dimensions of cultural demand:
inner desires for symbolic immortality and to be needed by
aothers; concern for the care and development of the next genera-
tion; a belief in the goodness and worthwhileness of the human
species developing from one generation to the next: commut-
ment to generative pursuits: generative actions, in the forms of
creating. maintaining, and offering up: and the personal narrd:
tion of generativity as a key feature of an adult’s evolving and
self-defining life story. In Study 1. we described the develop-
ment of a 20-item self-report scale—the LGS—designed 10 85
sess individual differences in generative concern. Among me?
especially. having been a parent was positively associated with
scores on the LGS. In Study 2. LGS scores significantly pre”
dicted 1ndexes of generative acts on a behavior checklist and
themes of generativity in autobiographical narration. Thus. 35
sessments of generativity from the standpoints of concern. a¢”
tion. and narration would appear to converge on tht general
construct of generativity from three different but related an-
gles. )
The assessment of generative narration using autobtographi-
cal episodes provides a personologically rich sampling Oﬁh,e
meaning of generativity in adult lives. If adults provide thetr
lives with a sense of identity through the autobiogfaphlccfI
narratives they create and tell (McAdams. 1985. 1990). then n
would appear that generativily runs through some tife stories %
a dominant and recurrent thematic line, whereas it finds verY
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1 thematic expression in others. The individual differences
}mlc' idly portrayed when contrasting the peak experiences
are Vlv‘l;l d by two women in the study. The first is a 29-year-old
desct cof three who scores extremely high on both the LGS
mom;; enerative behavior checklist. The peak experience in
and ttoryg is the birth of her third child. The narrative contains
?;:;es of creating, maintenance, and next generation:

Peak Experience OnMay — I gave birth te my third child who
was also my first son, This particular “laber” was my most diffi-
cult but was probably pretty normal to the nurses and doctor pres-
ent. It Jasted 16 hours and dqe to complications [ was on oxygen
and pitossun, 2 drug used 1o induce labor, and 1 was pretty miser-
able. My baby, husband, doctqr, and Various nurses were present. 1
was feeling pain and exhaustion and th_:s labor lacked_thc “excit-
ng” feeling 1 had with my first two children. | was wishing that
our baby would hurry up. When John was born [ felt _rehef first
and great joy second. My husband was much more excited about
having ason than | thought he would_bc—be, my husband, began
to crv and gave mea warm hug. Holding this tiny newborn creates
and stirs feelings which are truly too t;erpendous to write on
paper. This event is important because 1t is the begmmng of a
special relationship and responsibility which will Jast a lifetime.

By contrast, a 45-year-old mother of two describes a very
différent peak experience. This second woman scores relatively
Jow on both the LGS and the generatvity behavior checklist.
Her life-story high point concerns renewed love and intimacy,
but no generativity themes emerge:

Peak experience About three years ago [ was feeling down. We
had just moved to abigeventin my life. However, I feit that
my husband, B, and I were drifting apart. T was going to work in
the city every day and | had developed a friendship with L. a
vounger man at work—nothing more than a friendship. But I felt
that B and 1 were drifting further and further apart and I didn't
know why. 1 even expressed the feeling that B didn't love me to my
best friend. C. All she could say was that she was sure B still loved
me very much but I thought she was just trying to make me feel
better. Later that day I got home and B was home—and our chil-
dren weren't. We started to 1alk (which 1s unusual because B is not
much of a talker). He told me that he had taiked 10 C earhier. it
seems he was jealous of my relationship with L and was feeling
very insecuré. | can't express the happiness I felt when [ learned
that Bstill loved me—in fact he was jealous of L. He thought I was
attractive enough to have this younger man interested 1n me—and
me with him. [ was elated naturally. I assured B that I loved him
and him only but | was certainly on cloud nime. My husband of
twenty years was actually jealous—and he still loved me as much
asever. We went out that evening for the most romantic dinner ['ve
ever had

Themes of generativity also appear in illuminating ways in
persons’ descriptions of the lowest points in their life stories. In
this account of a nadir experience, a 50-year old woman turns
the death of her husband into a story of rebirth and renewed
generative commitment, including themes of creating, main-
taining, and next generation. Her account shows that genera-
tivity 1s as much a matter of creating products and outcomes
that benefit the self as it is of creating things that will benefit
others.

Nadir experience: On my husband died a1 age 56 of a hean
attack. I felt angry, frightened and guilty for being angry. My hus-
band had worked.hard all of his life and to die before retirement
seemed to me like such a waste. Before my husband died. I had
waorked part time sometime and mostly no time outside the home.
After about three months of disillusionment and confusion. 1 de-
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cided that | had no choice but to get off my duffand do something
1o help myself. Before my husband ded. he had purchased several
pieces of property for income. There was no income because all of
the property needed repairing. So [ began a project. My two sons,
my daughter, and myself have been repairing the buildings. One
building is ready to be rented. | received a promotion on my job.
My daughter is back in college. My sons are working full time
repairing the other two buildings. We are not out of the woods yet
but we can see a light at the end of the tunnel.

The conceptual scheme for generativity integrates ideas
found in the writings of Erikson, Kotre, Browning, Stewart,
McAdams. and others. [t rejects the concept of a discrete stage
of generativity in aduithood and substitutes the notion that gen-
erativity may become a salient issue for adults as they grow
older because of increasing cultural demand. It contends that
generativity cannot be understood from a single personal or
social standpoint, but that it must instead be viewed as a psy-
chosocial patterning of demand. desire, concern. belief. com-
mitment, action, and narration. While the seven facets of gen-
erativity may shade into one another, they suggest multiple per-
spectives from which the complex construct of generativity may
be viewed. No particular perspective is prototypical or essen-
tial. Adults are generative in different ways, sometimes through
their beliefs and concerns, sometimes through their commit-
ments and actions, and so forth. To comprehend the nature of
generativity in a given adult’s life, the unique patterning of de-
mand, desire, concern, behef, commitment. action, and narra-
tion within that person’s life, sttuated in a particular social and
historical context, must be assessed. interpreted. and evalu-
ated.

The two studies reported herein lay the groundwork for ins-
tial assessment. interpretation. and evaluation by providing
data from three different measurement strategies—self-report
of generative concern. behavioral acts. and narrative themes in
autobiographical episodes. The three strategies would appear
to hold promise for further research applications, as in studies
of the manifestations and origins of individual differences in
generativity. Nonetheless. other measurement strategies are
needed if generativity is to command the broad and deep empir-
ical scrutiny that this rich theoretical construct deserves. Links
between generative desires (for immortality and the need to be
needed) and other aspects of generativity (action, belief, etc)
have never been explored in the empirical literature. The ways
in which cultural demands can promote and hinder the develop-
ment of generative concern, belief, commitment, and action
also await systematic empirical examination. With the excep-
tion of Kotre (1984). researchers have not attempted to under-
stand how mature adults create meaning in generativity and
how they engage 1n personal narrations of generativity that as-
sume 1mportant positions within their own evolving stories of
self and identity. By thematically analyzing autobiographical
episodes, the current studv makes a modest move in the direc-
tion of Kotre’s (1984) rich qualitative analysis. But more “thick
description” of generativity is desperately needed in the scien-
tific hierature. What kinds of life stories do especially genera-
tive men and women construct? What life trajectories do they
specify? What formative experiences do they appropriate
within their self-defining life stories to explain how it is they
came to adopt especially generative roles and values in life?
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Future studies of generativity might do well to adopt both quali-
tative and quantitative methodologies to explore questions such
as these.

And there are, of course, important developmental questions
to address. Whether one adopts Erikson’s discrete-stage posi-
tion or our contention that generativity arises gradually in adult-
hood as a result of increasing cultural demand, most scholars
would agree that generativity is a manifestly adult issue in the
life cycle. Whereas children may be altruistic and prosocial,
only adults are generative, we would contend. Only adults are
entrusted with the responsibilities of caring for the next genera-
tion, and only adults are aware of their place in the sequence of
generations as producers {Stewart et al.,, 1988), creative ritual-
ists (Browning, 1975), and keepers of the meaning (Vaillant &
Milofsky, 1980). One could even argue that the desire for sym-
bolic immortality (Kotre, 1984) and the need to be needed
(Erikson, 1963)—the twin motivational desires in generativity
—are not experienced by most children and adolescents with
the kind of urgency and salience that theorists claim adults
report. The current article provides some conceptual and meth-
odological tools for examining more closely developmental hy-
potheses about generativity Although the current findings
offer little support for any particular developmental viewpoint,
a framework is offered for further exploration of age and cohort
effects in generativity and of the development of different fea-
tures of generativity over the adult life span.
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Appendix

Loyola Generativity Scale

. ltry to passalong the knowledge I have gained through my exper-
€nces.
1 do not feel that other people need me.
I think ! would Iike the work of a teacher.
| feel as though 1 have made a difference to many people.
1 do not volunteer to work for a charity,
_ 1 have made and created things that have had an impact on other
people.
1 1ry to be creative in most things that | do.
" | think that I wiil be remembered for a long time after I die.
9. I beheve that society cannot be responsible for providing food and
shelter for all homeless people,
10. Others would say that I have made unique contributions to society.
11. If] were unable to have children of my own, I would like 1o adopt
children.
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fe "l |

12. 1 have important skills that 1 try to teach others.

13. I feel that T have done nothing that will survive after 1 die.

14. In general, my actions do not have a positive effect on others,

15. 1 feel as though I have done nothing of worth to contribute to
others.

16. I have made many commitments to many different kinds of peo-
ple, groups, and activities in my life.

17. Other people say that I am a very productive person.

18. Thave a responsibility to smprove the neighborhood in which I live,

19. People come to me for advice.

20. I feel as though my contributions will exist after 1 die.
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