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Generativity in Multiple Roles 

Shelley M. MacDermid, 1,3 Laura G. De Haan, 2 and Gabriela Heilbrun t 

Interest in the Eriksonian notion of generativity and its role in the lives of mature adults 
has recently increased. In the present study, we examined generativity separately in the roles 
of wife, worker, and mother, and examined the utility of our strategy relative to more global 
measurement strategies in explaining variation in well-being. Two samples of employed moth- 
ers were studied, one sample employed in private industry and the other in a university 
setting. Statistical analyses demonstrated that measurement equivalence existed across the 
two samples (i.e., that the patterns and magnitudes of factor loadings did not differ signifi- 
cantly). For 8 of 11 indices of well-being examined across the two samples, role-specific 
measures of generativity explained significantly greater variation than did global measures. 
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Matured adulthood, then, means a set of vital involve- 
ments in life's generative activities . . . .  Some such 
combination [of generative ways] must assure the vi- 
tality of an order of care to those wide areas of adult 
involvements which, according to a Hindu expres- 
sion, guarantee the "maintenance of the world." All 
this, in short, leads to a participation in areas of in- 
volvement in which one can learn to take care of 
what one truly cares for. (Erikson, Erikson, & 
Kivnick, 1986, p. 50) 

INTRODUCTION 

Interest in the Eriksonian notion of generativity 
and its role in the lives of mature adults has recently 
increased (see, e.g., Hamachek, 1990; Kotre, 1984; 
McAdams, 1988; McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992; 
McAdams, de St. Aubin, & Logan, 1993; McAdams, 
Ruetzel, & Foley, 1986; Ochse & Plug, 1986; Peter- 
son & Stewart, 1990; Ryff & Heincke, 1983; Snarey, 
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1993; Van de Water & McAdams, 1989). Occupying 
much of adulthood, generativity concerns focus on 
"establishing and guiding the next generation" (Erik- 
son, 1963, p. 267). Generative expressions may in- 
clude productivity and creativity in addition to 
procreativity (i.e., guiding one's own children). In ad- 
dition, the basic strength or virtue of care is associ- 
ated with generativity whereby generative individuals 
take care of what they care for (paraphrased from 
Erikson et al., 1986). 

Although generativity has sometimes been con- 
sidered a traitlike characteristic transcending con- 
texts (suggested by the use of personality trait 
inventories to measure generativity; e.g., Ryff & Mig- 
dal, 1984), there are suggestions that generativity 
may be more or less possible in certain circum- 
stances. Neugarten (1968a) observed that "the higher 
the individual's career position the greater was [his] 
willingness to explore the various issues and themes 
of middle age" (p. 94). Thus, generative expressions 
are likely to vary across roles or settings depending 
upon both internal and external circumstances. 

Ryff (1987) has characterized as "unfortunate" 
the lack of attention to social roles and macrolevel 
social influences in personality research. Consistent 
with her call for renewed attention to links between 
personality and social structure, scholars recently 
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have suggested more complex ways of thinking about 
role involvements and generativity (Josselson, 1987). 
For example, McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) 
have distinguished generative concern from commit- 
ment and behavior, recognizing that generative goals 
may be distinct from generative action. Stewart and 
Gold-Steinberg (1990) discussed the "breadth of ex- 
periential worlds" in their qualitative study of three 
politically generative women. Van de Water and 
McAdams (1989) established a link between life 
commitments and global generativity. 

This research represents another effort to link 
Social roles and midlife development. We examined 
generativity separately in the context of three roles 
and compare the utility of our measurement strategy 
relative to more global measurement strategies in ex- 
plaining variation in well-being. We applied our strat- 
egy to two samples of women who were all workers, 
wives, and mothers. 

This role-specific strategy was inspired by Water- 
man (1985), who has pointed out that different facets 
of identity may develop at different rates during ado- 
lescence and, thus, should be attended to separately. 
Midlife researchers have echoed Waterman in their 
calls for greater recognition of the importance of un- 
derstanding adult development in the context of mul- 
tiple roles (Archer, 1992; Hornstein, 1986; Josselson, 
1987; Juhasz, 1989). Kroger and Haslett (1991), for 
example, have provided empirical evidence of signifi- 
cant intraindividual variability across identity domains 
over the life course. The utility of domain-specific 
measures has been demonstrated in aging research by 
Lachman (1986), who showed that domain-specific 
measures are more sensitive to changes related to ag- 
ing and their correlates. Lachman's results led her to 
conclude that "age differences can be more clearly 
and consistently defined with domain-specific meas- 
ures" (p. 39). Understanding individual differences in 
intraindividual patterns of perceived generativity 
across domains or roles may illuminate some of the 
complexities of adult development. 

A role-specific strategy avoids two potential 
problems encountered in the study of generativity. 
One problem is that it is difficult to separate gen- 
erativity from occupancy of particular roles--parents, 
for example, might seem more generative than non- 
parents simply because they have children. Vaillant 
and Milofsky articulated this dilemma in their 1980 
study in which clinicians assigned generativity ratings 
based in part on subjects' occupancy of roles in which 
they had responsibility for other adults. Erikson and 

others have emphasized, however, that occupying a 
role is not necessarily a perfect indicator of, or sub- 
stitute for, the quality of experience in that role 
(Barnett & Baruch, 1985; Baruch & Barnett, 1986). 

A different problem arises when measurement ' 
strategies are adopted which try to isolate generative 
expression by referring to behaviors that may occur 
in a variety of roles [e.g., "I help people to improve 
themselves" (Ochse & Plug, 1986); "I am proud of 
what I have accomplished" (Darling-Fisher & Leidy, 
1988)]. With these strategies, interroie variation, if it 
exists, will not be evident. 

We have focused specifically on women because 
women's development during middle age, in spite of 
increasing attention, has been understudied (Gergen, 
1990). Neugarten (1968b) and Merriam (1979) have 
lamented a scarcity of well-controlled cross-sectional 
studies, which would lay foundations for good theory 
by providing careful descriptions of relevant phenom- 
ena. Progress toward understanding women's devel- 
opment  during midlife has been hampered  by 
emphases on biological determinism and chronologi- 
cal age, which ignore much of the variability in 
women's lives (Archer, 1992; Barnett & Baruch, 
1978). For example, early studies of women's midlife 
experiences focused on menopause, based on an un- 
founded assumption that women would experience a 
crisis as they lost the ability to bear children (Neug- 
arten, Wood, Kraines, & Loomis, 1968). Specifically 
with regard to generativity, "it has been generally as- 
sumed that women's major generative role is moth- 
erhood" (Stewart & Gold-Steinberg, 1990, p. 544; see 
also Gergen, 1990; Neugarten, 1968a). Such stereo- 
types have not been limited to research on women: 
"The core assumption has been that work is [men's] 
chief activity, their 'master role,' the very essence of 
what makes them men" (Cohen, 1978, p. 57). A more 
valid view may be that adult men and women derive 
their identities from both work and family. 

In addition to becoming more inclusive with re- 
gard to which roles are being examined, it is impor- 
tant to attend to a variety of generative expressions. 
Several scholars (e.g., Kotre, 1984; McAdams, 1988; 
McAdams et al., t986; Peterson & Stewart, 1990, 
1993; Stewart, Franz, & Layton, 1988; Stewart, Franz, 
Paul, & Peterson, 1991) have focused on the degree 
to which generative expressions are "agentic" (i.e., 
self-asserting and directed toward mastery) or "com- 
munal" (i.e., affiliative and directed toward connec- 
tion with others) and the possible need for balance 
between them (Stewart & Malley, 1987). Kotre 
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(1984) and Snarey (1993) have focused on multiple 
loci of generative expression, including biological, pa- 
rental, and societal targets. 

The approach with which this study is perhaps 
most conceptually aligned is exemplified in a series 
of empirical examinations of the fiction, diaries, and 
letters of British writer Vera Brittain. Diverse gen- 
erative themes were identified from Erikson's work 
and then tracked over time in the documents. The 
four themes were productivity (for Brittain, also a 
creative act), parenting, caring for others, and a need 
to be needed. Generativity in different domains ebbed 
and flowed during World War II as Brittain context 
and roles shifted (e.g., with the departure and return 
of her children). 

In the present research, we have considered five 
generative themes: productivity, procreativity or guid- 
ing the next generation, creativity, nurturance or care, 
and mastery or achievement. The first four themes are 
explicitly mentioned by Erikson as manifestations of 
generativity (Erikson, 1963; Erikson et al., 1986; Hul- 
sizer et al., 1981). The last theme was chosen because 
it is implicated in the work of generative individuals 
"to develop and maintain those societal institutions 
and natural resources without which successive gen- 
erations will not be able to survive" (Erikson et al., 
1986, pp. 73-74). 

In an earlier investigation (MacDermid, Heil- 
brun, & De Haan, in press), we explored two genera- 
tive themes, procreativity and productivity, in the 
industry sample used in the present study and a sub- 
sample from Baruch and Bamett's (1978) research on 
women ~ in the middle years. Our findings showed that 
levels of generativity varied significantly across roles 
and that the strength of interconnections between 
generativity and well-being varied across roles. In the 
present study, we examined all five generative themes 
of interest with the primary aim of comparing the util- 
ity of role-specific and more global measures of gen- 
erativity in accounting for variation in well-being. We 
again expected women's reports of generativity and 
the strength of connections between generativity and 
well-being to vary across role domains. 

METHOD 

Participants 

Two samples were used in this research; all data 
were collected during 1991 and 1992. In order to 

control role occupancy, women were selected for 
each sample who were involved in all three of the 
following roles: worker, wife, and mother. 

Industry sample 

All employees (n = 367) of a medium-sized 
bank in a community of approximately 50,000 people 
were invited to participate in a study of families and 
jobs, in their workplace and during work time. 
Screening questionnaires administered to the 257 
employees who volunteered for the study (70%) 
identified individuals who had worked at the bank 
for at least 6 months, who lived with a spouse or 
partner, and who had children no younger than 6 
years of age. Of the 68 women that satisfied these 
conditions, 59 (87%) completed longer question- 
naires tapping well-being, role-specific and global 
generativity; the 49 women aged 35 years or older 
were included in the sample for the present research. 
(We chose to limit our sample in terms of chrono- 
logical age and family stage to ensure that all mem- 
bers of the sample were, demographically at least, 
truly "midlife" according to most definitions.) Back- 
ground characteristics of the generally middle-class 
and predominantly European-American sample are 
described in Table I. All participants had between 
one and seven children ranging in age from 6 to 43 
years. 

University Sample 

Participants here were all employees of a large 
midwestern university. To include respondents at a 
wide variety of occupational levels, individuals 
working in several schools (e.g., education, health 
sciences) and administrative units were invited to 
participate in a study of work and family life. All 
employees in each unit (total n = 1,000) were sent 
letters and forms from a university office on which 
to indicate interest and eligibility information. Of 
the 536 employees who returned the screening 
forms, the 298 employees who reported having 
youngest children 6 years of age or older and were 
willing to participate were sent a questionnaire [97 
additional employees with children under 6 years 
were included in a different study (Buchanan, 
1993)]. Fifty-four percent (n = 161) of the eligible 
respondents with children school-aged or older re- 
turned completed questionnaires; of these, 87 were 
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Table I. Demographic Characteristics of Samples (Sample Sizes Vary Because of Missing Data) 

Industry sample University sample 

n Mean SD Range n Mean SD Range Test (t) 

Age in years 48 43.7 6.9 35-62 87 42.6 5.6 35-64 n.s. 
Number of children 49 3.0 1.7 1-7 85 1.9 0.7 1-4 4.3 f 
Age of youngest child 49 17.1 6.4 6-30 84 12.5 4.5 6-26 4.4/ 
Education a 49 2.7 0.9 2-5 84 3.7 1.7 1-7 4.9 f 
Hours worked per week 49 39.9 7.3 16-55 86 41.3 9.0 20--80 n.s. 
Occupational prestige b 49 47.7 7.6 26-72 84 46.6 14.8  22.3-73.5 n.s. 
Annual income (000s) c 49 16.6 7.5 3-40 72 19.1 7.9 2.8-40 n.s. 
Spouse education a 49 2.9 1.3 1-7 83 3.8 1.8 1-7 3.2 e 
Spouse's job prestige b 47 42.3 13.1 16-78 78 49.5 15 .5  22.3-86.1 2.7 e 
Spouse's income (000s) 38 29.2 11.9 9.6-64 70 35.8 17.5 8-100 2.3 d 

aEducation was indicated using the following categories: 1 = some high school or less; 7 = postgraduate work beyond master's degree. 
bOccupational prestige was indicated using the N.O.R.C. codes which assign values in the 20s to service workers and clerks, in the 40s 
to sales representatives and bookkeepers, and in the 70s to managers and college and university school teachers. 

CThree outliers with values between $58,997 and $114,000 were excluded from respondents' annual income information in the university 
data; information on them included: $20,353.4 (11, 151.7) 2,791-114,000 2.2 '/. 

dp< .05. 
ep < .01. 
/p < .001. 

mar r ied  mothers  with comple te  generativity data 
and were included in the current  investigation. 

As Table I shows, although both samples were 
middle class, the university sample appeared to have 
a socioeconomic advantage over the private-industry 
sample.  The women in the university sample had 
fewer children and their youngest children were sig- 
nificantly younger than those of  the women in the 
industry sample. Although women in the university 
sample were more educated, their work hours, job 
prestige, and income did not differ from the women 
in the industry sample. The husbands of women in 
the university sample,  however,  were significantly 
m o r e  educated,  and had higher job prestige and 
greater  incomes than the spouses of  women in the 
industry sample. The availability of  higher education 
to the families of  women in the university sample at 
reduced cost may explain some of  these demographic 
differences. It  is also possible that applicants for po- 
sitions at the university required more education in 
order to be considered qualified. 

We do  n o t  c o n s i d e r  o u r  s a m p l e s  to  be  
"matched";  rather,  we see their socioeconomic di- 
versity as increasing the rigor of  the test of our role- 
s p e c i f i c  m e a s u r e s  o f  g e n e r a t i v i t y  a c r o s s  the  
samples. 

Measures 

Role-Specific Generativity 

Measures of  generativity in the worker, parental,  
and spousal roles were constructed using items devel- 
oped by Baruch, Barnett, and Rivers (1983) to indi- 
cate respondents '  perceived rewards and concerns in 
each role. A total of  38 items about  the worker role, 
and 30 and 37 items about the parental and spousal 
roles, respectively, were administered. All items for a 
particular role appeared in one section in our ques- 
tionnaires, but these sections were separated by items 
measuring other constructs. Based on scholarly litera- 
ture (Erikson, 1963; Erikson et al., 1986; Hulsizer et 
al., 1981; McAdams et al., 1986; Ryff & Heincke, 
1983), our research team chose one reward and one 
concern item to represent the best example of  each 
of five possible ways of being generative within each 
role (productivity, procreativity, creativity, mastery, 
and care), yielding 10 items for each role. For exam- 
ple, "Feeling proud of how they are turning out" and 
"Disappointment in what they are like" were our a 
priori choices of items reflecting the productivity as- 
pect of generativity in the parenting role. 

In order to gain some sense of the validity of  our 
a priori selections, we distributed three card decks, 
each containing the whole pool of  items for a particu- 
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lar role, to three judges (two female and one male, 
ranging in age from about 30 to 50 years). The judges 
were instructed to select the five reward and five con- 
cern items in each role that best exemplified the five 
generative expressions. The judges all were familiar 
with the concept of generativity (e.g., two judges had 
published in the area of adult development and one 
was a specialist in gerontology) and each of them read 
the descriptions we had used to make our a priori se- 
lections. After the judges had made their item selec- 
t ions,  we ca lcu la ted  pe rcen tage  ag reemen t  
[agreements/(agreements + disagreements)] and Co- 
hen's kappa (percentage agreement corrected for 
chance; Cohen, 1960). Percentage agreement ranged 
from 68% to 87%, with an average of 78%; Cohen's 
kappa ranged from .22 to .62, with a mean of .43. 

Since our initial interrater reliabilities were only 
fair (Fleiss, 1981; described in Bakeman & Gottman, 
1986), we examined the judges' ratings and when at 
least two of the judges chose a particular item to rep- 
resent an aspect of generativity that differed from our 
a priori choice, we altered our choice to conform to 
that of the judges. We then calculated adjusted agree- 
ment and kappa coefficients. Adjusted agreements 
ranged from 76% to 92% with a mean of 84%; ad- 
justed kappa coefficients ranged from .32 to .77, with 
a mean of .59. We consider our adjusted interrater 
reliabilities to be adequate (Fleiss, 1981; described in 
Bakeman & Gottman, 1986). Since agreement re- 
quired that the judges not only agree that a given item 
reflected generativity, but also which specific aspect 
of generativity was indicated, the adjusted values may 
be considered somewhat conservative. A list of the 
final items selected appears in the Appendix. 

It is important to note that the pools of items 
used to construct our role-specific measures were not 
identical across roles. Although the item differences 
across roles raises the possibility of variation in the 
meaning of generativity across roles, such instability 
is not eliminated simply by applying the same words 
to what may be quite different contexts. We relied 
on our judges to identify those items that best exem- 
plified generativity from pools of items that had been 
designed specifically for the roles in question. 

Establishing Measurement Equivalence 

In order to determine whether the measures of 
role-specific generativity were comparable in the pri- 
vate-industry and the university samples, the factor 

structures in each sample were compared using LIS- 
REL VII software (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988). We 
conducted maximum-likelihood tests of a series of 
nested models, as recommended by Joreskog (1979). 
Each model specified the same pattern of factor load- 
hags in which reward and concern items loaded on 
separate but correlated factors. The first model tested 
the hypothesis that the magnitudes of the loadings of 
items on the factors were not equal across the samples 
(an "unconstrained" model); the second model tested 
the hypothesis that loadings were equal (a "con- 
strained" model). Measurement equivalence is usually 
said to exist across samples if the difference between 
chi-square tests of the fit of each model (a change in 
chi square test) is not significant. When equivalence 
has been established, the adequacy of the fit is as- 
sessed using criteria including: a chi square/degrees 
of freedom ratio of less than 2.0 (Joreskog, 1979; 
Tanaka & Huba, 1984); a goodness-of-fit (GFI) index 
of .85 or better (Barnett, Marshall, & Sayer, 1991); 
root mean square residuals (RMSRs) less than .10 
(Rupp & Segal, 1989); and t-tests of the significance 
of each individual factor loading. 

Because the sample size did not permit simulta- 
neous estimation of the fit of the model to the data 
for all roles, each was analyzed separately. In order to 
maximize fit, it was necessary to drop one item from 
the worker role (this item is shown in bold in the Ap- 
pendix). As shown in Table II, the change in chi square 
from the unconstrained to the constrained model was 
nonsignificant in all roles. We, thus, concluded that the 
patterns and magnitudes of factor loadings were 
equivalent in the industry and the university samples. 

Turning to assessment of the adequacy of fit of 
our model to each of the data sets, all root mean 
square residuals were less than .10. The ratio of chi 
square to the degrees of freedom was 2 or less in all 
cases. Goodness-of-fit indices were .84 or better in the 
university sample and .82 or better in the industry 
sample. Further, all the items in all the roles loaded 
significantly on the respective factors. Based on these 
results, we did not reject the equivalence model. Al- 
though the fit likely could have been improved by per- 
mitting some correlation among the error terms for 
the items, there was no clear theoretical rationale for 
doing so and we thus took the more conservative ap- 
proach of constraining all such correlations to zero. 

Scale scores for role-specific generativity were 
calculated by reverse-scoring the negative items and 
summing all 10 items. Sums were used rather than 
factor scores because they are easier to interpret and 
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Table II. Change in Chi Square Across Unconstrained and Constrained Measurement Models 

Industry a University Change in 

z2/df Z 2 (d~ OFI RMSR GFI RMSR z2(df) 

Parental role 

1.8 121.3 b (68) .83 .07 .86 .06 
1.7 130.3 b (76) .82 .08 .85 .06 8.99 (8) 

Spousal role 

1.4 97.5 b (68) .85 .06 .91 .04 
1.5 111.t b (76) .82 .09 .90 .06 13.58 (8) 

Worker role 

2.0 106.0 b (52) .90 .03 .85 .06 
2.0 119.2 b (59) .86 .05 .84 .07 13.17 (7) 

aGFI = goodness-of-fit index; RMSR = root mean square residuals. 
bp < .01. 

Table III. Characteristics of Measures 

NO. 

of Possible 
items range 

Industry sample University sample 

Mean SD Range Alpha Mean SD Range Alpha t-Test 

Predictor variables 
Global generativity a 9 10-50 37.7 4.9 26--50 .63 39.5 5.1 26-50 .69 
Global generativity b 16 16-96 75.6 6.2 63-95 .57 . . . .  
Role-specific generativity 

Worker 9 10-40 32.2 3.0 26--39 .62 31.5 4.9 16--40 .78 
Spouse 10 10-40 31.1 5.9 17-40 .87 30.7 5.1 20-40 .84 
Parent 10 10-40 32.4 3.6 25-40 .56 31.9 4.2 20--40 .75 

Outcome variables 
Locus of control 7 7-28 21.8 3.8 14-28 .76 . . . .  
Self-esteem 10 10-40 34.9 4.8 20-40 .84 . . . .  
Depression 11 11-44 15.1 4.0 11-24 .84 17.6 5.7 11-36 .88 
Life satisfaction 9 8-56 43.0 9.0 25-56 .96 42.5 8.4 15-56 .91 
Role strain (n = 82) 16 16-80 . . . .  45.9 9.3 21-70 .82 

2.0 c 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 

2.~ 
rLS. 

aDarling-Fisher & Leidy (1988). 
bRyff & Heincke (1983). 
Cp < .05. 
ap < .01. 

because  weight ing is " se ldom worthwhile ,"  according 

to  Gorsuch  (1983, p. 269). F o r  scales f rom which an 

i t em had been  d ropped ,  scores  were  p ro ra t ed  to be  
cons is ten t  with the  o the r  scales. Cronbach ' s  a lphas 

and o ther  in format ion  about  each o f  these measures  

are included in "Ihble III.  A lphas  ranged  f rom .56 to 

.87, with a mean  o f  .74. The  role-specif ic  scales were 
all s ignif icantly co r r e l a t ed  with one  ano the r  in the 

universi ty sample  (rs of  .26, .24, and .21, p < .05); in 

the  industry sample,  only pa ren t  and pa r tne r  genera-  

tivity were  significantly corre la ted ,  r = .39, p < .01. 

Global Generativity: Darling-Fisher and Leidy 

The  Genera t iv i ty  subscale  o f  the  Modi f i ed  Er ik-  

son PsychosociaI Stage Inven tory  (Dar l ing-F i sher  & 

Leidy,  1988) was used in bo th  samples  as a g lobal  as- 
sessment  of  generativity.  I t ems  inc luded  "I feel  that  
I have left  my m a r k  on the  wor ld  through my chil- 

dren."  Cronbach ' s  a lpha  in the  val ida t ion  sample  of  

168 men  and women  aged 19 to 86 years  was .75. In-  
te r i tem corre la t ions  and conf i rmatory  factor  analyses  

conduc ted  for  an ea r l i e r  inves t iga t ion  ( D e H a a n  & 
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MacDerrnid, 1995) revealed that Item 4 (i.e., "It is 
more important to work on behalf of those I care 
about than to work just for myself") was responsible 
for distortions of both internal consistency and factor 
structure. A confirmatory factor analysis specifying a 
one-factor model and excluding Item 4 adequately fit 
the data, ~2(27) = 42.5, p < .05; scale scores were 
thus calculated excluding Item 4. In the present study, 
Cronbach's alpha was .63 in both samples. As Table 
III shows, women in the university sample reported 
significantly higher scores, on average, on this meas- 
ure than did women in the private-industry sample. 

Global Generativity: Ryff and Heincke 

This scale was used in the industry sample as a 
second global assessment of generativity. It measures 
the concept of generativity in adulthood, describing a 
high scorer as one who "expresses concern in estab- 
lishing and guiding the next generation; possesses 
awareness of responsibilities to children or those 
younger in age; views self as a norm-bearer and deci- 
sion-maker; shows awareness of leadership role and 
has a sense of maximal influence capacity" (Ryff & 
Heincke, 1983, p. 809). The scale consists of 16 items, 
to which participants responded using a 6-point answer 
format ranging from strong~, agree to strong~ disagree. 
A sample question is "My interests and commitments 
seem to be at a peak level at the present time." Ryff 
and Heincke obtained a Cronbach's alpha of .79 in 
their original sample of young, middle-aged, and older 
men and women, higher than the value of .57 obtained 
for the more homogeneous sample of women in the 
present study (this measure was administered only in 
the industry sample). Although the Cronbach's alpha 
value was lower than expected, a one-factor model fit 
the data well, ;(2(104) = 119.3, p = n.s. 

lntercorrelations of Global and Role-Specific 
Generativity 

Role-specific generativity was modestly corre- 
lated with global generativity. Average intercorrela- 
tions between role-specific generativity and global 
generativity [as measured with the Darling-Fisher & 
Leidy items (1988)] were .34 in the industry sample 
and .38 in the university sample. These correlations 
are consistent with what would be expected among 
related but distinct constructs. 

Outcome Measures 

All outcome measures were indices of well-be- 
ing. Our aim was to select widely used measures with 
well-established psychometric properties and solid 
conceptual foundations. Depression and life satisfac- 
tion were measured in both samples. Locus of con- 
trol and self-esteem were measured only in the 
industry sample. Rote strain was measured only in 
the university sample. 

Locus of Control 

Perceived control over life circumstances was 
measured using Pearlin and Schooler's (1978) seven- 
item scale. Respondents indicated how much they 
agreed or disagreed with descriptive statements such 
as, "I have little control over the things that happen 
to me." Additional information about scale scores 
and internal consistency is reported in Table III. 

Self-Esteem 

The 10 items on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem 
Scale (Rosenberg, 1979) asked respondents to indi- 
cate their level of agreement with statements that de- 
scribed themselves. Examples of items in the scale 
included 'At times I think I am no good at all" (re- 
versed). 

Depression 

Depression was measured with 11 items from 
the Hopkins Symptom Checklist. Respondents were 
asked to indicate "How much has each of the fol- 
lowing symptoms bothered or distressed you during 
the past week including today?" using four answer 
options ranging from not at all to quite a bit. Sample 
items included "feeling lonely" and "feeling trapped 
or caught." Cronbach's alpha was .86 in a large vali- 
dation sample (Derogatis, Lipman, Rickels, Uhlen- 
huth, & Covi, 1974), comparable to the values 
obtained in the present research. As Table III shows, 
women in the university sample reported significantly 
higher depression on average than did women in the 
industry sample. 
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Life Satisfaction 

Based on the recommendations of Campbell, 
Converse, and Rodgers (1976), eight items from their 
Index of Well-Being and the single Overall Life Sat- 
isfaction item were summed to measure life satisfac- 
tion in this study. All nine items were semantic 
differentials. 

Role Strain 

Sixteen items developed by Bohen and Viveros- 
Long (1981) were used to indicate job-family role 
strain. Respondents indicated how often they felt 
strain on a 6-point scale ranging from never to always. 
The scale authors reported a Cronbach's alpha reli- 
ability of .71. 

RESULTS 

Interrole Variability in Levels of Generativity 

We first checked to see whether there was sig- 
nificant variation in generativity across roles using a 
repeated-measures analysis of variance with role as a 

within-subjects factor. The effect for role was signifi- 
cant, F(2, 254) = 3.03, p < .05, signaling interrole 
variability, and there was no main effect or interaction 
indicating a difference across the two samples. We fol- 
lowed up with t-tests of difference scores across roles, 
pooling the samples. Average generativity in the 
spousal role was significantly lower than generativity 
in the parental role, t = 2.4, p < .05. No significant 
differences were found between the spousal and 
worker, t = 1.7, p < .10, or parent and worker roles, 
t = 0.6, p = n.s., in terms of generativity. 

Comparing Global and Role-Specific Measures 

Since the background characteristics and the 
sets of measures differed across the two samples, 
analyses were conducted separately by sample. The 
basic analytic strategy was the same for each sample: 
Each indicator of well-being was regressed in turn 
on each indicator of generativity. 

Private-Industry Sample 

Three sets of  regression analyses were con- 
ducted; dependent variables in each were locus of 

Table IV/. Results of Regressing Well-Being on Generativity 

Locus of Life 
control Sel~e~eem Depression satisfaction Role strain 

F R 2 F R 2 F R 2 F R 2 F R 2 

Global generativity 
Ryff & Heincke (1983) a (1, 44) 4.1 ̀ / 
Darling-Fisher & Leidy (1988) a (1, 44) 13.ff 

Role-specific generativity 
Worker spouse, parent b (3, 42) 

Global generativity 
Darling-Fisher & Leidy (1, 80) 

Role-specific generativity 
Worker, spouse, parent (3, 78) 

15.d 

Industry Sample 

.09 d 2.8 ̀/ .06 ̀/ 3.1 c .07 ̀/ .31 .Off - -  

.23`/ 24.3/" .36 10A f .19 ~ 35.2 f .44 a - -  

.53 9.3 f .40 16.7 f .54 18.4I" .57 - -  

University Sample 

- -  - -  - -  18.3 f .19 17.4 f .18 14.0 f 

- -  - -  - -  6.8 f .21 12.9 f .33 2.2 c 

D 

.15 

.08 

adf = (1, 58). 
bdf = (3, 53); significance levels in R 2 column indicate test of increment to variance explained by role-specific model relative to global 

model. 
Cp < .10. 

"p < .05. 
'p < .01. 
fp < .001. 
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control, depression, self-esteem, and life satisfaction. 
Two regression analyses were conducted using meas- 
ures of global generativity as independent variables 
[i.e., one using the Ryff & Heincke (1983) measure 
and the other using the Darling-Fisher & Leidy 
(1988) measure]. The third regression used the three 
role-specific measures of generativity as independent 
variables. Increments to R 2 were calculated to test 
the degree to which role-specific measures accounted 
for greater variability in well-being than more global 
measures. The sample size was reduced by missing 
data in these analyses to 46. The top half of Table 
IV summarizes the results. 

Role-specif ic  genera t iv i ty  in the worker,  
spousal, and parental roles accounted for signifi- 
cantly more variance in well-being than did global 
generativity in seven of eight tests [i.e., compared 
to the Ry-ff & Heincke (1983) global measure and 
then the Darling-Fisher & Leidy (1988) global meas- 
ure on the four dependent variables]. Increments to 
R 2 ranged from .04 to .56, with an average incre- 
ment of .33. On average, the Ryff and Heincke 
measure of global generativity accounted for 6% of 
the variation in outcome variables, while the Dar- 
ling-Fisher and Leidy measure accounted for 31% 
of the variation. The role-specific measures of gen- 
erativity in the roles of worker, partner, and parent 

accounted for 51% of the variation in well-being, on 
average. 

Regarding interrole variation in links between 
generativity and well-being, Table V shows that gen- 
erativity in the spousal role was most consistently re- 
lated to weU-being (i.e., significantly related to all 
outcome variables), followed by the worker role (re- 
lated to locus of control and self-esteem). Stand- 
ardized regression coefficients for generativity in the 
spousal role were at least double the magnitude of 
those for generativity in the worker role for every 
outcome variable. Generativity in the parental role 
was not related to weU-being. 

University Sample 

Two sets of regression analyses were conducted; 
dependent variables in each were depression, life sat- 
isfaction, and role strain. One analysis used the Dar- 
ling-Fisher and Leidy (1988) measure of global 
generativity as the independent variable while the 
other used the role-specific measures of generativity 
as independent variables [the Ryff & Heincke (1983) 
global measure of generativity was not available in 
this sample]. The sample size was reduced by missing 
data to 82. The bottom half of Table IV summarizes 
the results. 

Table V. Regression of WeU-Being on Generativity: Standardized Regression Coefficients (Standard Error) 

Locus of Life 
control Self-esteem Depression satisfaction Role strain 

Global generativity a ,48 (.11) f 
Global generativit3P .29 (.08) ~ 

Role-specific generativity 
Worker .31 (.13) e 
Partner .63 (.07) f 
Parent -.08 (.12) 

Global generativity a 

Role-specific generativity 
Worker 
Partner 
Parent 

Industry sample 

.60 (.13) f -.43 (.12) e .67 (.22) f 
.24 (.11) c -.26 (.09) c .08 (.21) 

.33 (.19) d -.15 (.14) .12 (.31) 

.49 (.11) e -.75 (.08) f ,74 (.17) f 
.00 (.17) .26 (.13) ̀ / -.06 (.27) 

University sample 

w 

B 

m 

-.43 (.I1¢ ,42 (.17) f -.39 (.18) f 

-.11 (.12) .22 (.17) d -.24 (.21) d 
-.36 (.11¢ .42 (.I6) f .08 (.20) 
-.13 (.14) .15 (.20) -.11 (.25) 

aDafling-Fisher & Leidy (1988). 
bRyf:f & Heincke (1983). 
~p < .10. 

< .05. 
~p < ,01. 

< .001. 
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The increment to R 2 w a s  significant for life sat- 
isfaction (increment to R 2 = .15). Although role-spe- 
cific measures accounted for more variability in 
depression than did the global measure, the incre- 
ment was not significant. For role strain, role-spe- 
cific measures accounted for less variability than 
the global measure. In general, both role-specific 
and global measures of generativity accounted for 
substantially less variability in well-being in the uni- 
versity sample than had been the case in the industry 
sample (average R 2 = .21 and .17, respectively). 

Generativity in the spousal role was significantly 
related both to depression and life satisfaction, while 
generativity in the worker role was significantly re- 
lated to life satisfaction and role strain. Standardized 
regression coefficients for generativity in the spousal 
role were about double the magnitude of those for 
generativity in the worker role. Once again, genera- 
tivity in the parental role was not significantly related 
to any outcome variable. 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this research was to suggest and 
test a way of thinking about and measuring genera- 
tivity in the context of social roles. Our analyses 
yielded moderate support for the hypothesis that 
role-specific indicators of generativity accou~t for 
significantly more variance in well-being than do 
global indicators. In 8 of 11 tests, the increment to 
R 2 yielded by role-specific measures was significant. 

Our analyses also suggested that generativity in 
the roles of spouse and worker was most consistently 
related to well-being and that the strength of inter- 
connections was greatest for generativity in the 
spousal role. The lack of significant relationships be- 
tween generativity in the parental rote and well-being 
was unexpected given traditional gender role expec- 
tations linking women's development to family re- 
sponsibilities (although note the finding discussed 
below that the level of generativity was highest in the 
parental role). 

Several possibilities could explain the unex- 
pected insignificant link between generativity in the 
parental role and women's well-being. The most im- 
mediate concern is the validity of the items used to 
measure parental generativity--perhaps our findings 
were attenuated by a lack of reliability and validity 
in our generativity measures. This explanation does 
not seem to be the culprit, however. First, the re- 

gression results are not weaker when the reliability 
coefficients for the included measures are lower. Sec- 
ond, the reliability coefficients in this study were 
quite comparable to those obtained in other ques- 
tionnaire studies (e.g., Ochse & Plug, 1986) and we 
were able to replicate the  factor structure of the 
items across samples. Finally, strong consistency was 
revealed when the role-specific generativity items 
used in this study were compared with theoretically 
derived items in other studies, For example, an item 
used to indicate the procreativity theme in the pa- 
rental role in this study was "Helping [my children] 
develop." Items pertaining to a similar theme in 
measures for other studies included '~kn interest in 
producing and caring for children of their own" 
(Hamachek, 1990); "I have important skills that I try 
to teach to others" (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992); 
and "I enjoy guiding young people" (Ochse & Plug, 
1986). Taking into account that our items are unique 
in their exclusive focus on specific roles, we see 
strong evidence for construct validity. 

A stronger possibility for explaining this finding 
emerges from the existing literature on women's mul- 
tiple roles and parenthood. There is empirical prece- 
dent for the observation of weak relationships 
between well-being and parenting; Umberson and 
Gove (1989) characterized the literature prior to 
their study as reliably indicating that children have 
minimal impact on the well-being of parents. Their 
own data revealed no significant differences between 
parents and nonparents on any measure of affective 
well-being. Baruch and Barnett (1986) obtained simi- 
lar findings. 

An important strength of this study is the simul- 
taneous consideration of generativity separately in the 
roles of mother, wife, and worker. The examination 
of all three roles separately but together revealed im- 
portant relationships among them, which are consis- 
tent  with prior research and may explain the 
unexpectedly weak links between parental generativ- 
ity and well-being. In their earlier examination of 
women's well-being as a function of the quality of role 
experiences, Baruch and Barnett (1986) found that 
positive experiences in one role could compensate for 
negative experiences in other roles with the exception 
of the marital role. They concluded that, "for women, 
it appears that dissatisfaction in the marital role can- 
not be compensated for by satisfaction in any other 
role" (p. 136). For the women in our sample, the 
prominence of experiences in the spousal role (evi- 
denced by the strong regression coefficients) may be 
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overshadowing finks between the parental role and 
well-being. These patterns could not have emerged 
previously because a role-specific approach has not 
been used in the study of generativity. 

Our analyses also revealed modest variation in 
average levels of generativity across roles. Genera- 
tivity in the parental role was significantly higher 
than generativity in the spousal role, which might 
be expected given the prominence of parenthood in 
gender role expectations for women. Variability in 
generativity across roles underscores the impor- 
tance of understanding factors that facilitate or 
impede generative expression in a variety of roles. 

Patterns of findings were similar across the two 
samples in this study in that generativity in the 
spousal role displayed the strongest connections to 
the outcome variables, followed by the worker and 
parental roles. Role-specific generativity accounted 
for substantially greater variability in well-being, 
however, for the women who worked in private in- 
dustry than for the women who were university em- 
ployees. Characteristics of both the samples and the 
measures may explain this discrepancy. For exam- 
ple, women in the university sample had smaller 
families and younger children even though they 
were not themselves significantly younger than the 
women in the industry sample--perhaps generativ- 
ity was only just becoming salient. No improvement 
in fit was obtained, however, from analyses of a 
subset of the university women who had older chil- 
dren and, thus, were more similar to women in the 
industry sample. 

On the hunch that differences in results across 
the samples might be related to the interrelationships 
among roles, we examined the zero-order and partial 
correlations among the role-specific generativity 
measures. While the zero-order correlations were 
higher than the partial correlations in the university 
sample, the opposite was true in the industry sample. 
That is, the correlation between spousal and parental 
generativity rose when worker generativity was par- 
tialed out and this pattern held for other combina- 
tions of the generativity variables. According to 
Pedhazur (1982), such a pattern indicates the pres- 
ence of suppressor variables that "purify" or reduce 
the noise in observed relationships among other vari- 
ables (i.e., well-being and generativity in other roles). 
In the industry sample, generativity in both the par- 
ent and the spousal roles acted as suppressor vari- 
ables, boosting the ability of role-specific generativity 
to account for variability in well-being. Although sup- 

pressor variables are not common, we see the possi- 
bility of their occurrence as an advantage of a role- 
specific approach. 

Of course, there are important limitations that 
must be taken into account when considering our 
findings. The research was cross-sectional, precluding 
any conjecture about the direction of the links be- 
tween perceived generativity in specific roles and 
well-being. It is quite possible that individuals with 
positive well-being simply report perceiving them- 
selves as more generative because they have a gen- 
erally positive outlook. Although only longitudinal 
research will sort out this relationship, we did exam- 
ine the links between role-specific satisfaction and 
well-being, presuming that results for satisfaction and 
generativity would look quite similar if "generally 
positive outlooks" were driving the relationships we 
had observed earlier. In general, however, satisfac- 
tion did not explain as much variability in well-being 
(except for life satisfaction) as did the role-specific 
generativity measures. 

Another concern is that the items we used to 
indicate generativity were originally developed as in- 
dicators of "role quality" (Baruch et al., 1983). In our 
view, the ability to be generative in a given role may 
be a very legitimate, though distinct, component of 
role quality and, based on the work of our judges 
and our comparisons with other measures, we are 
confident that the items we selected represented 
role-specific generativity. Additional support came 
from the measurement equivalence exhibited across 
two diverse samples. More important than the spe- 
cific items, however, is the approach we are advocat- 
ing. Our samples were small and certainly not 
representative given that all respondents worked for 
only two employers and that they all had partners 
and children. We were anxious, however, to choose 
a sample in which we could control for role occu- 
pancy and in that effort were successful. 

At least two important research tasks lie ahead. 
First, it will be useful to study individual generativity 
profiles across roles so that we can understand which 
individuals will be generative in which domains under 
which conditions. It will also be important to under- 
stand the relationships between role-specific genera- 
tivity and the specific characteristics of participating 
in each role. For example, what factors impede and 
facilitate generativity in particular roles? Can those 
factors be manipulated to make it easier for individu- 
als to be generative? There may be many other do- 
mains of activity that  should be explored as 
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generative outlets. Respondents should be provided 
with great freedom to describe their generative 
thoughts and behaviors. More sophisticated ways of 
thinking about and measuring the breadth of genera- 
tive expressions are also needed. 

In conclusion, we proposed and tested a new 
way of operationalizing generativity by embedding 
our consideration in the roles that occupy individu- 

als. We were able to show that such an approach 
accounts for significantly more variance in several 
indicators of well-being than the more common 
global approach. Our findings also showed that 
women's generativity varied among roles, reinforc- 
ing our conviction that role-specific generativity 
should be examined in further detail. 

APPENDIX 

Role-Specific Generativity Items 

Worker role 
Helping others develop 
Opportunity for advancement 
Helping others or being needed 
Sense of accomplishment or competence 
Challenging, stimulating work 

Spousal or 

Spouse being a good parent 
Good communication 
Taking care of my spouse 
Feeling competent 
Doing creative things around the house 

Helping them develop 
Feeling proud of how they are turning out 
Being the best caretaker for them 
Taking pride in being a good parent 
Being a creative parent 

Job doesn't fit my skills or interests 
Job conflicts with other responsibilities 
Feeling that I'm not helping anyone 
Not getting advancements I want or deserve 
Job's dullness, monotony 

partner role 

Conflicts about children 
Poor communication 
Feeling that my affection is rejected 
Not getting enough appreciation 
Boredom and monotony 

Parental role 

Worry about the teenage years 
Disappointment in what they are like 
Too many arguments with them 
Not sure if I'm doing the right thing 
Feeling trapped/bored 
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