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 Abstract 

 

In the present dissertation, the twofold aim of identifying both antecedents as well as 

consequences of personality development in adolescence and adulthood is pursued. 

Personality development is seen from the point of view of Erikson's theory of psychosocial 

development. The theory specifies identity (i.e., developing a sense of who one is), intimacy 

(i.e., developing the capacity to commit to a mature partnership), and generativity (i.e., 

developing a concern for following generations) as central hallmarks of personality 

development in adolescence, young adulthood, and adulthood, respectively. The solution of 

these developmental tasks is assumed to be associated with challenges and obstacles. Thus, 

the developing individual requires psychological resources to successfully cope with each 

developmental task. On the other hand, if successful, the resolution of a given developmental 

crisis is assumed to be associated with well-being as well as the development of potentials for 

further personality development. Three studies are presented that illustrate this interplay of 

chances and challenges of personality development. In a study with German and Cameroonian 

adolescents prosocial behavior is found to simultaneously be a consequence of an achieved 

identity formation and an antecedent of the development of generative concern. Then, two 

aspects of self-regulation, that is, attention and action control, are found to be predictive of an 

achieved identity formation which, in turn, is associated with well-being. Finally, the same 

mechanism is shown to apply for development in adulthood as well: Attention regulation and 

action control facilitate the development of intimacy and generativity, respectively. Again, 

personality development is associated with well-being. These results are discussed with a 

focus on the role of self-regulation and culture on developmental processes. Throughout the 

discussion, open research questions that future research might address are presented. 
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Challenges and chances: 

Mediation analytical investigations of antecedents and consequences of 

the development of identity, intimacy, and generativity. 

 

 

1 Introduction 

 

This dissertation has the twofold aim of identifying antecedents as well as consequences 

of personality development in adolescence and adulthood in the framework of Erikson's 

theory of psychosocial development (Erikson, 1950, 1968a, 1982). This theory is a seminal 

model describing important developmental tasks an individual is confronted with from 

childhood through adulthood to old age. Hence, it is in line with a life-span perspective that 

advocates the idea that psychological development characterizes people's entire life-span 

(e.g., Baltes, 1987). The dominant developmental tasks proposed in Erikson's theory for 

adolescence, young adulthood, and adulthood will provide the theoretical framework of the 

present research program on personality development.  

On the one hand, the empirical studies presented here are concerned with within-person 

factors such as traits and behaviors which facilitate the successful resolution of major 

developmental tasks of adolescence (i.e., identity: establishing a firm sense of who one is), 

young adulthood (i.e., intimacy: committing to a loving and mutually satisfying relationship 

with another person), and adulthood (i.e., generativity: guiding the following generations). 

That is, the studies rest on the assumption that there are trait-like dispositions which exert a 

positive influence on personality development. Self-regulation, broadly defined as a person's 

capacity to modulate one's own psychological processes and states such as affect, attention, or 
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behavior (e.g., Vohs & Baumeister, 2004), is hypothesized to be a trait that facilitates 

personality development across the life-span (cf. Rothbart, Ellis, & Posner, 2004). So, the 

present research investigates the role of two specific facets of self-regulation on the 

development of identity, intimacy, and generativity.  

On the other hand, there is general agreement that the successful resolution of a given 

developmental task is associated with increased well-being (e.g., Havighurst, 1972). That is, 

resolving developmental crises makes people feel well both on an affective (presence of 

positive affect and absence of negative affect) and a cognitive level (positive evaluations of 

oneself and the quality of one's life); these can be summarized as hedonic forms of well-being 

(Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). It also makes people see themselves as fully functioning 

individuals (eudaimonic well-being; Ryff, 1989). Thus, effects of personality development on 

individual's well-being will be tested.  

The successful resolution of a developmental crisis does not only have consequences for 

well-being, however. Rather, resolving a given developmental task may result in new 

potentials for further development. That is, a consequence of crisis resolution can itself be an 

antecedent for the resolution of a later crisis. To illustrate, to be able to fully commit to a 

romantic partner adolescents need to know what they imagine a partnership to be like (an 

aspect of interpersonal identity; see Bennion & Adams, 1986). Thus, having come to a firm 

identity in this domain facilitates the resolution of the subsequent intimacy crisis. With 

prosocial behavior (that is, actions intended to benefit others; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998), the 

present research examines an example of a variable that is both consequence as well as 

antecedent of personality development.  
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In line with the twofold aim of identifying both antecedents and consequences of 

personality development, the present research program will have the following outline: At the 

beginning, an overview of the developmental framework, i.e., Erikson's theory of 

psychosocial development, will be given. Subsequently, research findings on antecedents of 

successful resolution of the developmental tasks of identity, intimacy, and generativity will be 

presented. In that line, there will also be an overview of findings demonstrating positive 

effects of successful task resolution on well-being and other outcome variables such as quality 

of interaction with others. Then, a methodological section will specifiy how the twofold aim 

of analyzing antecedents as well as consequences of personality development was realized.  

The main body of the present dissertation is then made up of three empirical papers 

published in international peer-reviewed journals. As previously stated, these papers will deal 

with analyses on self-regulation as a trait-like disposition that facilitates the successful 

resolution of the crises of identity (Paper 2), intimacy, and generativity (Paper 3). Moreover, 

the effects that such successful resolutions have on hedonic (Papers 2 and 3) as well as 

eudaimonic well-being (Paper 3) will be tested. Furthermore, Paper 1 will discuss prosocial 

behavior as functioning both as antecedent and consequence of personality development.  

Rounding up the present research program, a general discussion will summarize the 

results of these three empirical papers. General conclusions for developmental psychology 

research will be presented and limitations of the papers will be discussed. Throughout the 

discussion suggestions will be made how the line of research opened up here can fruitfully be 

employed for future studies. In particular, the role of self-regulation in the resolution of other 

developmental crises might be subject to more fine-grained examinations.  
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2 Theoretical framework: The theory of psychosocial development  

 

Erikson's theory specifies eight developmental stages from infancy to old age, thus 

covering the entire life-span (Erikson, 1950, 1982). Each stage is charaterized by a dominant 

developmental crisis the individual goes through. Successful resolution of a developmental 

crisis results in the individual acquiring a psychological virtue (Erikson, 1950). Please note 

that the term virtue is not meant to imply any moral connotation but simply denotes a specific 

aspect of ego strength (alternatively, Erikson himself for example used the term vital strength 

instead; see Hulsizer, Murphy, Noam, Taylor, Erikson & Erikson, 1981).  

Importantly, Erikson (1968a) stresses that all developmental tasks play some role at each 

point in time in an individual's life-time. According to the epigenetic principle, they just 

become particularly salient during certain ontogenetic time periods. In Erikson's words 

(1968b, p. 287), the individual faces each “crisis during a corresponding stage while all must 

exist from the beginning in some form and in later stages must continue to be differentiated 

and reintegrated with newly dominant trends”. For example, the problem of trust vs. mistrust 

as resolved in infancy may gain relevance again after the disappointing experience of a 

separation in later life. This is also illustrated by a case study presenting in-depth analyses of 

diary entries and fictional writings of British novelist Vera Brittain (Peterson & Stewart, 

1990): While generally identity themes dominate her writings during adolescence, there is a 

clear temporary increase of intimacy and generativity themes in reaction to external 

influences, in this case war experiences and the loss of close friends.  

Moreover, developmental tasks are interconnected in such a way that the resolution of 

one task feeds back to the other (1968a). To illustrate, an adolescent who has come to a firm 

image of what person he or she wants to be and has thus resolved the identity crisis will have 
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good chances of establishing a mutually satisfying relationship with a partner as the partner 

will find the individual's behavior more predictable than if the individual has a rather 

undefined self-image. Empirically, Whitbourne, Zuschlag, Elliot, and Waterman (1992) have 

shown that the probability of successful crisis resolution is increased if previous crises have 

also been successfully resolved. While in general agreement with this conclusion, Boyd and 

Koskela (1970) argue that it is not necessarily the direct predecessor of a crisis that is the best 

predictor of the resolution of a given crisis. Rather, they show that, for example, basic trust is 

a better predictor of initiative than autonomy. To sum up, the resolution of earlier crises can be 

used as predictors of the resolution of later crises.  

 

Table 1. The theory of psychosocial development: Developmental stages, crises, and resulting 

strengths 

 

Stage Crisis Strength 

Infancy Basic Trust vs. Basic Mistrust Hope 

Early Childhood Autonomy vs. Shame/Doubt Will Power 

Play Age Initiative vs. Guilt Purpose 

School Age Industry vs. Inferiority Competence 

Adolescence Identity vs. Role-Confusion Fidelity 

Young Adulthood Intimacy vs. Isolation Love 

Adulthood Generativity vs. Stagnation Care 

Old Age Ego-Integrity vs. Despair Wisdom 
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Table 1 gives an overview of all eight developmental crises postulated in the theory of 

psychosocial development. In the following discussion of each crisis, I will only go into 

details for the three developmental stages that are in the focus of the present research 

program, that is, adolescence, young adulthood, and adulthood. The other crises will only be 

described briefly. In doing so, I will follow Erikson's (1968a, 1980, 1982) definitions and 

terminology.  

 

a) The eight stages of human development 

Throughout infancy (0-18 months) the child faces the developmental crisis of basic trust 

vs. basic mistrust. During this time the child learns that he or she needs not react with strong 

negative affect to a period of separation from his or her attachment figures because these have 

come to be represented as reliable and predictable in meeting the child's needs. This 

internalized image is generalized (cf. Bowlby's, 1969, internal working model) and results in 

the vital strength of hope. This strength denotes a general conviction that the child will be safe 

in his or her environment.  

In early childhood the crisis of autonomy vs. shame/doubt is the dominant developmental 

task. The child explores limits and tries to assert his or her own will. If successfully resolved 

this crisis results in the capacity to adequately express own's autonomous will.  

Subsequently, the crisis of intitiative vs. guilt comes to the fore. At this point, the child is 

able to set goals and strive for their realization in a more focussed manner. However, in doing 

so the child tends to be too vigorous and must learn to better control his or her behavior. The 

vital strength acquired at this stage is purpose.  
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Upon entering school, the child is confronted with the crisis of industry vs. inferiority. 

The child is now systematically taught to master important cultural skills and this is met by 

the child's desire to fully master tasks and experience the pleasure of doing things well. If 

sufficiently meeting the challenges posed to it, the child acquires a general feeling of 

competence.  

The developmental crisis of adolescence is identity vs. identity confusion. The adolescent 

begins to look for his or her place in the adult world by finding an answer to the question: 

Who do I want to be? The adolescent now more critically evaluates their parental role models 

and experiments with roles. The successful resolution of this crisis results in the vital strength 

of fidelity. This means that the adolescent firmly sticks to the identity elements he or she has 

made a commitment to. As this developmental crisis is subject to Papers 1 and 2 of the present 

research program, identity will be discussed in more detail below.  

In young adulthood, the individual faces the crisis of intimacy vs. isolation. Looking for a 

partner he or she can have an emotionally satisfying relationship with, the adolescent is afraid 

of potential rejection and loneliness. If, however, a partnership is established that does not 

require the individual to suppress important identity elements, the psychosocial strength of 

love is acquired. Intimacy is examined in Paper 3; for that reason more information on 

intimacy is given below.  

The crisis of generativity vs. stagnation covers middle adulthood, hence a large part of 

the life-span. The adult has now found his or her place in society and begins to be concerned 

with establishing and guiding the following generations. The resulting strength is that of care, 

that is, the willingness and capacity to take responsibility for the well-being of one's junior 

ones. Being subject of investigation in Papers 1 and 3, I will present generativity in more 

detail later.  
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The final developmental crisis the individual is confronted with in old age is that of ego-

integrity vs. despair. The aging adult looks back on his or her life and can either come to 

terms with how it has turned out or feel regret over a life unlived or wasted. In the former case 

individuals develop the vital strength of wisdom because they can draw conclusions from a 

full life's experiences and find meaning in them.  

 

3 Antecedents and consequences of successful crisis resolution 

 

a) Identity 

Upon entering adolescence the individual faces new demands and expectations in a 

variety of life domains. Among these demands are the need to prepare for a career, to achieve 

independence from parents, and develop a set of values to name just a few developmental 

tasks listed by Havighurst (1972) for this stage of life. Erikson (1968a) summarized the 

variety of such tasks by postulating the need of the adolescent for identity formation. That is, 

adolescents need to come to a sense of continuity and sameness in their perception of 

themselves as a person.  

This developmental crisis has spawned off a lot of studies since Marcia (1966) 

introduced the identity status model. On the basis of his definition of identity as “an internal, 

self-constructed, dynamic organization of drives, abilities, beliefs, and individual history” 

(Marcia, 1980, p. 159), the model distinguishes four distinct identity statuses. This distinction 

is based on two dimensions: exploration and commitment. Exploration denotes the extent to 

which the individual examines and experiments with various identity-defining beliefs and 

attitudes. Commitment refers to the extent to which the individual invests in and attaches to a 

chosen identity-defining element.  
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When both exploration and commitment are high, identity achievement has been 

reached: The individual has tested if he or she feels comfortable with a variety of identity-

defining attitudes and has come to a decision on which one to adhere to. Identity moratorium 

is given when the process of exploration still continues (exploration: high) but no 

commitment has been made yet (commitment: low). When identity elements are untestedly 

adopted from significant others such as parents or peers (exploration: low) and are firmly held 

by the individual (commitment: high), the present identity status is identity foreclosure. 

Finally, when both exploration and commitment are low, there is identity diffusion.  

These identity statuses have repeatedly been found to differ both in their development as 

well as in their consequences. In general, there is consensus that across adolescence identity 

formation moves towards the achieved status (e.g., Meeus, van de Schoot, Keijsers, Schwartz, 

& Branje, 2010) although there is no evidence for a sequence in which statuses have to be 

progressed through (Meeus, Iedema, Helsen, & Vollebergh, 1999) as it had been hypothesized 

in early identity status theorizing. Concerning contextual variables, family structure and 

parenting styles have been investigated as potentially powerful determinants of identity 

formation (see, e.g., Hofer, Chasiotis, Kiessling, & Busch, 2006, for family relationship 

quality and identity achievement). Indeed, parents stressing both emotional closeness and 

autonomy in the upbringing of their child foster exploration in the adolescent (Kroger, 1993). 

Adams (1999), however, asserts that a certain degree of conflict in the family supports 

exploratory tendencies, an assumption that was recently corroborated by a positive association 

between youths' identity achievement and the deidealization of their parents (Mullis, Graf, & 

Mullis, 2006).  
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Furthermore, certain personality characteristics seem to foster the development of an 

achieved identity: For example, Clancy and Dollinger (1993) found identity achievement to 

be positively related to the traits of extraversion and conscientiousness but negatively 

associated with neuroticism. Similarly, identity achievers report low levels of shyness (Hamer 

& Bruch, 1994). Moreover, they are characterized by high degrees of self-examination 

(Berzonsky, 1992) and increased self-awareness when perceiving inconsistencies in their 

thoughts or behaviors (Adams & Marshall, 1996). These two features of identity achievers 

have been suggested as mechanisms in developing identity because they increase the 

adolescent's inclination towards a thorough examination of identity elements that they can feel 

comfortable with. In the terminology of Personality Systems Interactions Theory (PSI; Kuhl, 

2001) such an examination requires self-access even in stressful situations which is why self-

regulation ought to be an important resource for the identity formation process. Paper 2 adds 

to the identity literature by testing this assumption.  

With respect to outcomes and effects of identity statuses, there is a clear picture in that 

identity achievement can be said to be the most mature status. While in the early identity 

status literature, the assumption of a gender difference was advocated in that women were 

hypothesized to experience most well-being in the foreclosed rather than the achieved status 

(see Marcia's, 1980, account of identity statuses and well-being), such gender differences are 

not expected anymore. Rather, findings in support of the said gender difference hypothesis 

can be seen as evidence that individual identity formation is set in a wider societal context 

(Waterman, 1999). Thus, societal changes, as for example gender role expectancies, can affect 

the concomitants of identity formation on an individual level. However, an abundance of 

studies has shown that identity achievers report high levels of various indicators of well-being 
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(e.g., Meeus et al., 1999; Waterman, 2007; see also the overview provided by Adams, 1999). 

Moreover, identity achievers are characterized by highly differentiated and highly integrated 

self-concepts (Berzonsky, Rice, & Neimeyer, 1990), probably because the exploration process 

is accompanied by high degrees of introspection as Hofer, Busch, Chasiotis, and Kiessling 

(2006) argue. When trying to influence others, identity achievers are more likely to take into 

account the opinions of their counterpart and use less deceptive strategies to convince their 

interaction partner (Read, Adams, & Dobson, 1984). They have also been found to rely less 

on self-aggrandizing defense mechanisms (Cramer, 1995).  

Based on such positive outcomes associated with identity achievement, it is predicted 

that this status is related both to the development of generative concern, prosocial behavior 

(Paper 1), and well-being (Paper 2). In this lattermost context, self-esteem is included in 

analyses as the period of adolescence “may challenge the self-image, particularly individuals' 

self-evaluations, as they attempt new tasks in which they can succeed or fail, as they alter 

their self-values and areas which are important for overall self-esteem, and as they confront 

new significant others against whom they rate themselves and about whose judgments they 

care,“ as Simmons (1987, p. 176) puts it. Thus, these studies corroborate and further scientific 

knowledge on identity by examining identity achievement in conjunction with various 

outcome variables.  

 

b) Intimacy 

Although the importance of meaningful and emotionally warm relationships to another 

person is widely acknowledged in psychological theory (e.g., see McAdams, 1992, for 

information on the implicit need for intimacy, or Bakan, 1966, on the role of communion for 

human functioning), developmental research on how the capacity for having a mature, 
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mutually satisfying partnership is acquired is relatively scarce. For a long time, two major 

topics have dominated the investigation of the intimacy crisis: potential gender differences in 

intimacy and the position of the intimacy crisis in the life cycle.  

The centrality of these topics to intimacy research is due to Erikson himself who 

pondered the possibility that intimacy and identity development might be less separable 

processes in women than in men (Erikson, 1950). Indeed, he suggested that intimacy might 

precede identity in women. While this assumption was heavily criticized for its overemphasis 

on women's reproductive role (Barnett & Baruch, 1978) and certainly seems outfashioned 

nowadays, the question whether the association between identity and intimacy differed across 

sexes was addressed in a number of studies. For example, Kacerguis and Adams (1980) report 

that identity achievement predicts intimacy for female and male adolescents alike. Similar 

results were obtained by Tesch and Whitbourne (1982). Thus, a gender difference in the 

developmental sequence of identity and intimacy is not assumed anymore. The importance of 

intimacy themes in young adulthood is generally undisputed (see Collins, Welsh, & Furman, 

2009; Feldman, Gowen, & Fisher, 1998). The fact that intimacy even increases throughout the 

life span (in dependence of life circumstances: Whitbourne, Sneed, & Sayer, 2009) although 

young adults seem to expect intimacy to decline in importance (Ryff & Migdal, 1984) does 

not contradict the assumption that young adulthood is a central period in the development of 

the capacity to commit to mature romantic partnerships.  

However, the said debate is a major reason why research on antecedents of intimacy 

development has predominantly focused on identity status as predictor. In general, a clear 

picture has emerged in that identity achievement indeed is a good predictor of a favorable 

resolution of the intimacy crisis (e.g., Orlofsky, Marcia, & Lesser, 1973; Tesch & Whitbourne, 

1982; Zimmer-Gembeck & Petherick, 2006). For example, in a study that required 
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participants to document certain characteristics of their social interactions for a ten-day 

period, women high in interpersonal identity commitment evaluated their opposite-sex 

interactions as higher on the dimensions of intimacy, disclosure of personally relevant 

information, and general interaction quality than women low in interpersonal identity 

commitment (Craig-Bray, Adams, & Dobson, 1988). This pattern was not observed in men, 

however, contradicting other findings that suggest that the relationship between identity and 

intimacy is closer for men than women (Schiedel & Marcia, 1985). A recent longitudinal 

study demonstrates that identity achievement at the age of 24 fully mediates the relationship 

between ego development (understood by Loevinger, 1985, as identity coherence) at 15 and 

intimacy at 25 (Beyers & Seiffge-Krenke, 2010).  

Looking beyond identity as predictor of intimacy, Montgomery (2005) identified various 

within-person variables that affected individuals' scores on the intimacy scale also employed 

in Paper 3. In addition to age and dating experience, the belief that true love will overcome 

obstacles of any kind and the affective intensity of the feeling of love positively predicted 

intimacy development. On the other hand, self-conscientiousness, that is the inclination to 

monitor the impression others might have of oneself, was detrimental to the resolution of the 

intimacy crisis.  

To summarize, to date only little is known about how individuals develop the capacity to 

“share personal thoughts, feelings, and other important aspects of themselves” as McAdams 

(2000, p. 118) defines intimacy. Besides, the little that is known is restricted either to support 

of general tenets of Erikson's developmental theory or is very specific in nature. Research on 

personal resources that facilitate personality development in this area is lacking. Paper 3 will 

contribute to closing this gap.  
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Given that intimacy is conditional to establishing an emotionally satisfying and 

egalitarian relationship, it ought to be positively associated with well-being. In support of this 

expectation, Prager and Buhrmester (1998) report self-disclosure and other indicators of 

intimacy to predict various forms of well-being. In a similar vein, intimacy as reflected in the 

importance assigned to dating goals is associated with relationship satisfaction (Zimmer-

Gembeck, & Petherick, 2006). Furthermore, women low in intimacy at college age run a 

higher risk of divorce 35 years later (Weinberger, Hofstein, & Whitbourne, 2008). That is, the 

successful resolution of the intimacy crisis yields beneficial effects on well-being.  

 

c) Generativity 

In spite of its role as the central developmental crisis of a large part of adulthood, for a 

long time generativity has not received a lot of attention in empirical psychology (Kotre, 

1995). This may have been due to generativity being such a broad concept, including 

reproduction and child-care, productivity, creativity, mentoring, and other forms of behavior. 

In an attempt to categorize various forms of generativity, Kotre (1996) discriminates 

biological (i.e., giving birth to and having children), parental (i.e., raising and educating 

children), technical (i.e., teaching skills to junior ones), and cultural (i.e., teaching and 

maintaining cultural meaning systems) generativity. What this systematization illustrates is 

that, first, generativity can take various forms. Thus, even if resources are lacking to be 

generative in a specific way, people can still be generative by seeking other outlets for their 

generative desires (see Snarey, Son, Kuehne, Hauser, & Vaillant, 1987, and Rothrauff & 

Cooney, 2008, for generativity in childless adults).  
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Second, it also shows that within the broad area of generativity, there may be a temporal 

sequence determining when certain generative themes are particularly relevant. For example, 

the time window for biological generativity is biologically constrained for women.  

McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) have approached this developmental stage less from 

the perspective of diverse behaviors constituting generativity as Kotre (1996) has done but 

rather from its psychological components. Their model of generativity, which has 

subsequently informed most research on the topic, consists of seven facets (see McAdams, 

Hart, & Maruna, 1998, for empirical support of the model, and Hofer, Busch, Chasiotis, 

Kärtner, & Campos, 2008, for a cross-cultural confirmation of central assumptions of the 

model).  

 

 

 
Figure 1. McAdams and de St. Aubin’s (1992) model of generativity (with modifications 

following Hofer et al., 2008).  
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As can be seen in Figure 1, the model of generativity postulates two sources of 

generativity: First, cultural demands determine when and how generativity is expressed 

(McAdams et al., 1998). Unfortunately, these demands have not been specifically addressed 

in research yet. However, it seems plausible that in cultures with a predominant 

interdependent mode of self-construal, i.e., a greater emphasis on the individual's connection 

to other members of their cultural group compared to the individual's uniqueness (Markus & 

Kitayama, 1991), generativity is asked for more strongly and earlier in life. For example, 

cultures differ in the extent to which children have to take responsibility of younger siblings 

(Keller, 2007) and household chores (Whiting & Whiting, 1975) which from very early on 

might prepare them for becoming generative individuals.  

Second, an inner desire or motivational disposition facilitates generativity. McAdams 

(1985) understands this inner desire as an implicit form of motivation (that is, it is operating 

outside conscious awareness; McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989) that bears 

inclinations towards both agency and communion (Bakan, 1966). While some authors have 

postulated a specific implicit generativity motive (Peterson & Stewart, 1996), there is more 

agreement on the idea that generativity benefits from a pronounced affiliation-intimacy and 

power motive (defined as the desire for warm and friendly interpersonal relationships, and the 

desire to have impact on other people's emotions and behavior, respectively; see, e.g., 

McClelland et al., 1989). For example, McAdams (1985) demonstrated that the combined 

needs for intimacy and power predict generative goal-setting. Using a different measure for 

implicit motivation, Hofer and colleagues (2008) found that a prosocial mode of power 

motive realization predicts generativity.  
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As the first conscious representation of generativity in the individual, generative concern 

denotes a positive attitude towards generativity in oneself and others (McAdams et al., 1998). 

The development of such an attitude is usually considered the hallmark of a successful 

resolution of the generativity crisis and has been used as an indicator of generativity in the 

majority of recent research in this area. As such, it has been found to be associated with a vast 

array of indicators of well-being (e.g., Ackerman, Zuroff, & Moskowitz, 2000; De St. Aubin, 

& McAdams, 1995; Grossbaum, & Bates, 2002; Hofer et al., 2008). In a similar vein, and as 

expected in Erikson's theory, generative concern also is closely related to ego integrity and 

thus the successful resolution of the subsequent developmental crisis (James & Zarrett, 2005).  

Generative concern is then turned into generative goal-setting (named generative 

commitment in the model; see Hart, McAdams, Hirsch, & Bauer, 2001, as well as McAdams, 

de St. Aubin, & Logan, 1993, on the association between generative concern and 

commitment). That is, people define for themselves ways in which to express their generative 

impulse. The importance of generative goals increases with age (Sheldon & Kasser, 2001) or, 

as Lang and Carstensen (2002) would rather put it, with declining future time perspective. In 

line with the generativity model, generative goals at age 24 predicted self-reports of 

generative behaviors at age 47 (Stewart & Vandewater, 1998).  

However, generative commitment is affected by what Erikson (1950) called belief in the 

species. Conceptionally, McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) elaborated on this belief by 

defining it as “hope in the advancement and betterment of human life in succeeding 

generations” (p. 1006). The assumption is that without this optimistic conviction people will 

find it hard to commit to generative goals. To date, only a single study has addressed this facet 

of the generativity model (Van de Water & McAdams, 1989): Belief in the species was 

positively associated with self-reports of generative behavior. Paper 3 will address the belief 
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in the species construct and thus contribute to completing our knowledge on the facets of the 

generativity model.  

As stated previously, generative behavior can take many forms. For example, 

contributions to civil rights causes (such as gay rights movements) have been found to be 

affected by generative concern although political leaning was independent of generative 

concern (Peterson & Duncan, 1999). On the level of what Kotre (1996) termed parental 

generativity, generative concern is connected with authoritative parenting (i.e., a parenting 

style including both warmth and discipline) (Peterson, Smirles, & Wentworth, 1997). Indeed, 

parental generative concern was found to have positive consequences in children in that these 

showed high levels of psychosocial adjustment in terms of affect, agreeableness, and 

generativity (Peterson, 2006).  

Based on the idea that people's identity is made up of the story they tell to derive some 

meaning in their life and reconcile inconsistencies in their past behavior (McAdams, 1985), 

the way their generativity is integrated into their life story narrative is the final facet of the 

generativity model. Such a life story can be a generative act in itself in that it can be used to 

instruct others. Moreover, it provides the individual with the opportunity to create a legacy in 

that the story itself can be passed on and continue to be an example to others even after the 

death of the person initially telling it (see McAdams et al., 1998). Highly generative 

individuals tell their stories imbued with more communal themes than less generative ones 

(Mansfield & McAdams, 1996). Also, they are more likely to feature certain characteristics in 

the construction of their life story that McAdams, Diamond, de St. Aubin, and Mansfield 

(1997) summarized as commitment story. For example, these stories have in common that 

people are sensitive to the suffering of others from early on, that bad events can still be 

reframed as having led to some good (such redemption sequences as they have been termed 
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are themselves associated with well-being as shown by McAdams, Reynolds, Lewis, Patten, 

and Bowman, 2001), and that they result in goals that are meant to benefit society at large.  

To summarize, the generativity model introduced by McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) 

has led to a renewed interest in generativity and has opened up a new perspective on this 

developmental task as a multi-faceted construct. Particularly, generative concern has been 

investigated in numerous studies which have led to new insights into the successful resolution 

of the generativity crisis. With respect to consequences of generative concern, the link to well-

being has found strong empirical support. Antecedents of generative concern, however, 

generally have either been viewed as implicit motivation as prescribed by the model or in 

terms of Erikson's stage model, showing that previous crisis resolutions indeed affect later 

ones (e.g., Whitbourne et al., 1992). However, there is relatively little research on other 

factors facilitating generativity development. Paper 1 will add to this line of research by 

supporting results showing that prosocial behavior in young adults increases generative 

concern (Lawford, Pratt, Hunsberger, & Pancer, 2005). Moreover, Paper 3 will contribute to 

the literature on antecedents of successful generativity development by shedding light on the 

beneficial role of self-regulatory capacities.  
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4 Developmental crises as chances and challenges 

 

While the outcomes of development are usually desirable states such as the acquirement 

of new roles, skills, and qualities (what Erikson called vital strengths), the way to get there 

can be tedious and troublesome. That is why Erikson used the term crisis for the 

developmental process and defined it as a period of increased vulnerability (Erikson, 1968b).  

So, on the one hand development can be seen as the chance of integrating new strengths 

into one's personality. This is exemplified by an increased capacity for prosocial behavior 

which itself facilitates later developmental processes by fostering the development of 

generative concern (see Paper 1). Moreover, personal growth is accompanied by well-being 

(and in some theoretical perspectives even equated with well-being; see Ryff, 1989) as shown 

in Papers 2 and 3.  

On the other hand, however, development needs to be seen in terms of the challenges the 

developing person confronts. For example, in adolescence youths suddenly find themselves 

being assigned new tasks and roles (see Havighurst, 1972, for a classical account of these). 

Developmental psychology has increasingly turned to a view of people as having the 

resources to cope with such changes in life (e.g., Jackson & Bosma, 1990) and even actively 

bring them about (Brandtstädter, 1999). With this view on the individual as an active agent in 

their development, the question arises which resources the adolescent or adult person might 

need to deal with the challenges of development.  

In the context of identity formation, particularly in Western societies, where historically 

external regulation has decreased in that institutions and normative roles have become less 

powerful in establishing adolescents' identity, the burden of finding one's place in society 

weighs heavy on the adolescent (Côté, 1996; Waterman, 1999). Thus, resources for coping 
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with this task have to be located inside the individual.  

In Papers 2 and 3, self-regulation is proposed as an important resource in this context. 

Self-regulation is a broad term generally denoting all capacities of the self that can be active 

in altering psychological processes (Vohs & Baumeister, 2004), whether these are affective, 

behavioral, or motivational. In daily life, individuals need self-regulatory capacities in a wide 

array of situations: for example, when they need to be calm although their temper is aroused 

(e.g., Hessler & Katz, 2007), new habits are formed (e.g., Stadler, Oettingen, & Gollwitzer, 

2010), spontaneous actions have to be inhibited so that more beneficial ones can be performed 

instead (e.g., Sethi, Mischel, Aber, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 2000), or difficult decisions need to 

be made (e.g., Vohs, Baumeister, Schmeichel, Twenge, Nelson, & Tice, 2008).  

Among the manifold self-regulatory capacities affect regulation is of particular 

importance because of its role in action initiation and inhibition (Kuhl, 2000). If negative 

affect becomes too strong and cannot be reduced, action cannot be initiated; if positive affect 

becomes too strong and cannot be reduced, however, action cannot be inhibited and 

behavioral impulses are given way (Kuhl, 2001). Thus, assuming that development implies 

threats and demands to the person, the ability to regulate affect ought to be a valuable 

resource for the developing individual. Indeed, the beneficial role of the ability to self-

regulate affect, i.e., action orientation has been shown for identity formation (e.g., Hofer, 

Chasiotis et al., 2006). It has not been shown for other adult developmental crises, however, 

although these clearly also pose potential threats. For example, in intimacy development 

Erikson speaks of the fear of losing one's identity when committing to a close interpersonal 

relationship (see Evans, 1967). Or, for generativity McAdams and Logan (2004; p. 27) state 

that generative efforts “may entail a good deal of pain, suffering, and sacrifice.” In 

conclusion, being able to regulate affect when confronted with such fears and sacrifices ought 



 22   
 

to be an important resource in personality development. The same ought to be true for other 

forms of self-regulation: Turning attention away from threats or distractions ought to help the 

individual persist in what they are doing and remain focused on the means necessary to 

succeed. For example, selective attention on an adolescent who is evidently grateful for an 

older person's generative care rather than on those adolescents who are not receptive to that 

care may help that person keep up his or her generative efforts.  

Hence, the present research program combines two perspectives on development: First, it 

identifies some antecedents of successful adolescent and adult development. More 

specifically, identity achievement and prosocial behavior are found to predict the development 

of generative concern in Paper 1. Together, Papers 2 and 3 examine the role of various facets 

of self-regulation in the development of identity achievement, intimacy, and generative 

concern. Second, the present research program also explains why self-regulational capacities 

are positively associated with various forms of well-being by treating the developmental 

outcomes identity achievement, intimacy, and generative concern as mediator variables 

(Papers 2 and 3).  

Paper 1 presents findings on identity achievement as predictor of generative concern in 

German and Cameroonian adolescents. Of particular interest in that study is that prosocial 

behavior serves as mediating variable for the linkage of identity and generativity. In Paper 2, 

two facets of self-regulation, namely attentional control and action control, are found to be 

predicitve of the formation of an achieved identity. That is, being able to actively direct 

attention away from distracting stimuli and towards an object of interest (attention control; 

Diehl, Semegon, & Schwarzer, 2006), as well as being able to avoid ruminating and stay 

active even in the face of threatening or demanding situations (Kuhl, 2001) helps the 

adolescent explore and commit to identity-defining beliefs and roles. What is more, however, 
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is that this identity status also mediates the positive association between self-regulation and 

well-being in two separate samples. Paper 3 extrapolates from these results by assuming that 

the same pattern can also be found for other developmental tasks. Indeed, intimacy mediates 

the linkage of attentional control and hedonic well-being in a sample of young adults. 

Furthermore, generative concern mediates the link between action control and eudaimonic 

well-being in a longitudinal sample of middle-aged adults.  

 

5 Methodological considerations 

 

As mentioned before, the present research program aims at shedding light on both 

antecedents as well as consequences of crisis resolution in Eriksonian terms. To do so, the 

empirical papers made use of mediation analyses. This allows the examination of the interplay 

of variables, providing answers as to why there is an association between variables (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986). That is, mediation is given when the association between two variables can (at 

least partly) be accounted for by a third variable.  

The classical statistical approach is the one introduced by Baron and Kenny (1986). 

According to this logic, a series of regression analyses can be used to identify mediation (see 

Figure 2). First, a significant association between the predictor and the outcome variable is 

required (path c). Second, the predictor and the mediator variable need to be significantly 

associated (path a). Third, a significant association of the mediator with the outcome variable 

has to be established (path b). Finally, when controlling for the mediator, the size of the 

association between the predictor and the outcome has to decrease (path c'; illustrated by the 

dashed line in Figure 2) (whether this decrease is significant is then separately tested with a 

Sobel test). If these conditions are met, there is indeed a mediating effect in that the mediator 
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variable accounts for the relationship between the predictor and the outcome. This classical 

approach was employed in Papers 1 and 2.  

Recently, however, methodological refinements have been introduced to the study of 

mediation effects. A more parsimoneous way of testing mediation assumptions was forwarded 

by Preacher and Hayes (2004). According to their model, mediation is given if the association 

between the predictor and the outcome does not equal zero (statistical significance is not 

required, however) and if there is a significant indirect effect of the predictor on the outcome 

through the hypothesized mediator. This more recent approach towards mediation testing was 

employed in Paper 3.  

 

 

 
Figure 2. Schematic presentation of mediation models according to Baron & Kenny (1986; 

straight arrows) and Preacher & Hayes (2004; curved arrow). 

 

Comparing these two testing strategies, Preacher and Hayes (2004) point out that the 

series of regression analyses suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) conveys an intuitively 

clear picture of the mediation. However, computing an indirect effect in a single analysis 

increases statistical power (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002). 
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Moreover, testing mediation in terms of indirect effects makes it possible to expand the 

mediation model (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). In Papers 2 and 3, variables were included in 

analyses that were hypothesized to moderate the association between the mediator and the 

outcome. Thus, a more complete picture of how the successful resolution of a developmental 

crisis affects a given outcome is achieved.  

On a procedural level, all data presented in the empirical papers were collected in the 

form of self-report surveys. While in general this approach towards data collection is 

associated with potential risks such as socially desirable response styles (Paulhus, 1984), the 

questionnaires employed for the assessment of crisis resolution have been reported to have 

reasonably low associations with such tendencies (e.g., Adams, 1999, for an overview of 

identity status and social desirability; McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992, for generativity). 

Moreover, using survey data has the advantage that enough data can be gathered to conduct 

analyses such as moderated mediation testing.  

Ideally, the analysis of developmental antecedents and consequences requires 

longitudinal testing. However, data would need to be collected in long time intervals when 

examining adolescent and adult development. Thus, cross-sectional data were collected for 

practical reasons. In that respect, Paper 3 is an exception in that it also presents longitudinal 

data: Adult participants provided data at two assessment occasion that were eighteen months 

apart. Results from that longitudinal assessment confirmed the general pattern of results found 

previously in a cross-sectional design. Hence, taking time into account in this way is 

instrumental in increasing confidence that the cross-sectional analyses presented here 

adequately reflect the developmental course implied.  
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In sum, in the present research program mediation analyses are conducted to examine the 

basic research question: Various mediation testing techniques are employed to scrutinize 

developmental antecedents and consequences, and how successful crisis resolution accounts 

for the relationship between these variables. Cross-sectional self-report surveys with 

adolescent and adult participants provide the data basis for these analyses.  

 

6 Summary of basic research questions 

 

Before presenting the empirical papers in detail, I would like to reiterate the general aims 

and research questions that underlie the present research program. First, the papers aim at 

contributing to the search for within-person predictors of successful crisis resolution in 

Eriksonian terms in adolescence and adulthood. While Paper 1 examines prosocial behavior 

as a specific predictor of generativity development in adolescence, Papers 2 and 3 propose a 

more general factor that drives successful crisis resolution: Self-regulatory capacities are 

regarded as resources that help the developing individual in the process of personality 

development.  

Second, the papers mean to specify effects that personality development has for the 

individual. Development ought to be accompanied by a growing repertoire of behaviors 

(which then have the potential to affect subsequent development themselves; see Paper 1). 

Thus, Paper 1 looks at prosocial behavior as consequence of identity formation. Moreover, 

successful crisis resolution is hypothesized in Papers 2 and 3 to affect various indicators of 

well-being.  
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Third, Papers 2 and 3 intend to demonstrate that the outcome of developmental tasks can 

itself be used to explain why two variables are associated in a specific way. It is a well-

established fact in personality psychology that self-regulation is associated with well-being. 

The present research program argues that this association can be accounted for by the fact that 

self-regulation is a valuable resource for dealing with the challenges that developmental crises 

pose to the individual.  
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7 Paper 1:  

 Busch, H., & Hofer, J. (2011). Identity, prosocial behavior, and generative concern in 

 German and Cameroonian adolescents. Journal of Adolescence, 34, 629-638.  

 

This paper takes a view on two developmental crises: identity and generativity. 

According to the epigenetic principle of Erikson's theory, in general the resolution of the 

identity crisis ought to be predictive of the resolution of the generativity crisis. The paper goes 

beyond testing this hypothesis in seeking to explain how this positive association comes 

about. Thus, while knowledge on how adolescents that have come to form an achieved 

identity learn to become generative individuals is scarce, a potential mechanism is tested here: 

Previous research suggests that prosocial behavior is supportive of the development of 

generative concern. Thus, the idea is tested that identity achievement increases the likelihood 

of adolescents to show prosocial behavior which in turn fosters the development of generative 

concern. That is, prosocial behavior is hypothesized to partially mediate the well-established 

positive association between identity formation and generativity.  

This hypothesis is scrutinized in a sample of German adolescents and a sample of 

Cameroonian Nso adolescents. These two groups are known to represent very diverse cultural 

settings: For example, in parenting obedience is highly stressed by Cameroonian Nso parents, 

while German parents stress autonomy (Keller, 2007). In a similar vein, Cameroonian adults 

highlight conservation values (such as conformity, security, and tradition). German adults, on 

the other hand, highlight openness to change values (such as self-direction and stimulation) 

(Hofer, Chasiotis, Friedlmeier, Busch, & Campos, 2005). The present adolescent samples 

differ significantly in independent and interdependent self-construal. That is to say, 

Cameroonian adolescents tend to define themselves more strongly in terms of social 
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connectedness (interdependence), while German adolescents' self-definitions are more 

strongly characterized by indicators of uniqueness and distinctiveness (independence; Markus 

& Kitayama, 1991). In both cultural samples the hypothesized mediation effect is found. That 

is, prosocial behavior partly accounts for the relationship between identity and generativity. 

Thus, the paper contributes to the literature by demonstrating one mechanism that explains 

how identity achievement is helpful in becoming a generative person. Besides, the 

examination of these effects in two culturally diverse samples contributes to the on-going 

debate if identity statuses have the same consequences and benefits across cultures.  

In sum, Paper 1 identifies prosocial behavior as both outcome of identity achievement 

and predictor of generativity development. This is in line with the assertion that it is behavior 

(here: prosocial action) that helps form attitudes (here: generative concern) rather than vice 

versa (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). Thus, the paper is instrumental in providing answers to two 

of the general research questions of the present research program.  
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8 Paper 2:  

Hofer, J., Busch, H., & Kärtner, J. (2011). Self-regulation and well-being: The 

influence of identity and motives. European Journal of Personality, 25, 211-224.  

 

While Paper 1 was concerned with a quite specific predictor of generativity development, 

Paper 2 looks for predictors of identity formation. It is suggested that self-regulation is a 

within-person antecedents of identity achievement because self-regulatory capacities enable 

the developing individual to cope with the challenges of identity development. Focusing on 

attentional and action control, two facets of the wide array of self-regulation variables are 

considered. However, consequences of identity achievement are scrutinized as well: It is 

assumed that identity achievement has beneficial effects on various indicators of hedonic 

well-being (i.e., affective well-being, life satisfaction, and self-esteem). Going beyond this 

description of antecedents and consequences of crisis resolution, it is furthermore tested if 

identity achievement mediates the well-known relationship between self-regulation and well-

being.  

Two samples were recruited to examine these hypotheses. In a sample of adolescents, 

attention control represented the class of self-regulation variables and self-esteem was chosen 

as representative of well-being variables. As hypothesized, a mediation effect of identity 

achievement was found. In an additional sample of young adults, the self-regulatory capacity 

of action control was examined in conjunction with affective and cognitive well-being. Again, 

identity achievement served as mediator between these variables. Analyses on this latter effect 

showed that a moderated mediation effect best describes the interplay between variables. As 

different types of identity-defining belief domains (ideological and interpersonal identity, 

respectively) relate more strongly to agency and communion goal orientations, analyses were 
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conducted seperately for agency and communion goals. For both domains, results confirm 

that the association between identity achievement and well-being is further moderated by 

explicit goals in that the existence of personal goals can somewhat substitute the lack of an 

achieved identity: Those individuals low in identity achievement reported more well-being 

when pursuing goals than those low in identity achievement that were not in pursuance of 

personal goals.  

The paper contributes to the literature in that it demonstrates that self-regulation is a 

valuable psychological tool for the resolution of the identity crisis. It also shows that this tool 

needs to be used to have beneficial effects on well-being: Self-regulatory capacities foster 

identity formation which in turn increases well-being. In doing so, the paper provides answers 

to all three general research questions as stated above.  
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9 Paper 3:  

 Busch, H., & Hofer, J. (2012). Self-regulation and milestones of adult development: 

 Intimacy and generativity. Developmental Psychology, 48, 282-293.  

 

Paper 3 extends the reasoning delineated in Paper 2 to later developmental crises. It is 

argued that self-regulation (again represented by attention and action control) is a resource for 

developmental crisis resolution in general. Also, crisis resolution is assumed to account for the 

link between self-regulation and well-being. These general ideas are tested for the intimacy 

crisis in young adulthood and the generativity crisis in middle adulthood. In the former case, 

affective and cognitive well-being were examined along with self-esteem; in the latter, 

purpose in life was the well-being variable under examination to generalize results to the 

eudaimonic perspective on well-being.  

For both crises the hypothesized patterns of results emerged: Intimacy mediates the 

positive relation between attention control and well-being and generativity mediates the 

positive relation between action control and purpose in life. Two characteristics of the 

analyses on generativity deserve further mentioning here: First, integrating an additional 

component from the generativity model by McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992), a moderated 

mediation was assumed and found: The beneficial effect that generative concern exerts on 

purpose in life was qualified by participants' belief in the species, operationalized here as low 

Machiavellian attitudes. For those high in generative concern purpose in life was increased 

only when simultaneously Machiavellianism was low. That is, only when fellowmen are not 

seen as means to an end and manipulation of others is not regarded as justifiable measure to 

assert one's interests, can generative concern exert its positive influence on people's sense of 

purpose in life to its full. Second, data were collected longitudinally. There was an eighteen-
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month interval between two assessment occasions with action control being measured at T1, 

Machiavellianism and generative concern at T2, and purpose in life at both times. The fact 

that longitudinal results paralleled those found in cross-sectional studies increases confidence 

that the cross-sectional studies give an adequate image of the developmental course implied.  

To sum up, Paper 3 provides answers to all three general research questions described 

above. It contributes to the literature in illustrating the importance of self-regulation for 

development throughout the life-span. Moreover, it demonstrates that its positive role in 

personality development is a reason why self-regulation is associated with well-being. Finally, 

the paper provides some new insights into Erikson's concept of belief in the species which to 

date is the least strongly research facet of the generativity model.  
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10 General Discussion 

 

The papers presented here aimed at shedding new light on within-person antecedents and 

consequences of successful resolution of the developmental crises of identity, intimacy, and 

generativity as posited by Erikson's theory of psychosocial development. They are thus placed 

at the intersection between developmental and personality psychology, adding to our 

knowledge in both disciplines.  

On the one hand personality psychology informs developmental psychology by providing 

information on important resources that affect crisis resolution. Specifically, individual 

differences in prosocial behavior predict the extent to which generative concern is developed 

in adolescence (Paper 1). Moreover, as the crisis concept by definition includes increased 

vulnerability and uncertainty, self-regulatory capacities are shown to facilitate adolescent 

(Paper 2) and adult (Paper 3) development.  

On the other hand the developmental psychological point of view contributes to 

personality psychology by predicting individual differences in behavior (in the case of Paper 

1, prosocial behavior to be precise) and well-being. Indeed, Papers 2 and 3 demonstrate that 

personality development can explain the relation between such prominent concepts in 

personality psychology as self-regulation and well-being.  

 

The role of self-regulation in development 

Papers 2 and 3 focus on a prominent variable in personality psychology which is rarely 

applied to developmental in adulthood: self-regulation. The rationale was that developmental 

crises are times in which the developing individual experiences elevated levels of stress and 

uncertainty. The identity crisis illustrates this nicely. Adolescents begin to question beliefs 
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they have held their whole childhood long; they are confronted with new demands and are 

still unsure whether they will be able to live up to them (and how to do so in the first place); 

they are increasingly worried thinking about what their future will look like. All these issues 

need to be dealt with emotionally. This is where self-regulation comes into play. Individuals 

differ in the ability to actively cope with affective states. However, this ability is needed to 

persist in what one is doing in spite of difficulties and obstacles along the way (e.g., Kuhl, 

2001). If an adolescent gave up exploring alternative identity-defining attitudes every time his 

or her parents disagree and conflict ensues, he or she would most likely end up with a 

foreclosed identity by simply adopting parental values and beliefs or in the state of identity 

diffusion. Thus, affect regulation might be instrumental in driving identity exploration.  

However, self-regulation is a multi-faceted construct. Besides affect, other mental states 

require regulation as well. The regulation of attention has been subject to a variety of 

empirical studies because attention is highly involved in affective processes (attention bias 

towards threatening stimuli in anxious individuals) and learning (Derryberry & Reed, 2002). 

Thus, while affect and attention regulation can be expected to be related they are nevertheless 

distinct mechanisms. In the context of personality development they might even set in at 

different stages of the developmental process. As shown above, in identity formation affect 

regulation ought to enable individuals to explore identity-defining attitudes. Attention control 

might be particularly relevant for the process of commitment rather than exploration, 

however. Assuming the adolescent has come to commit to a certain identity element, directing 

attention away from further, yet untested elements might help the individual prevent a relapse 

into exploration (and thus moratorium). In other words, attention control might contribute to 

sticking to a decision once it is made. Future studies on self-regulation in identity formation 

might thus make more specific predictions about at what stage (exploration, commitment) the 
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beneficial effects of the self-regulatory capacity under investigation comes to bear. Besides, 

other facets of self-regulation might be targeted in empirical research. Paper 2, however, 

yields valuable information on the benefits of self-regulation for identity development.  

The effects of self-regulation on the ability to cope with the threats and demands of 

personality development are not restricted to adolescent identity formation. Rather, seeking 

true intimacy entails emotional uncertainty as compromises have to be found that are 

compatible with both individuals' identity (Erikson, 1968a; Solomon & Knobloch, 2004). 

Concerning generativity, people may feel unsure if they have a clear enough vision of what to 

pass on or the power to really have an impact on their junior ones (Stewart & Vandewater, 

1998). But even if these resources are given, one's generative actions may not be valued by 

their intended receivers (Cheng, 2009). In light of such obstacles, Paper 3 demonstrates that in 

adult development self-regulation is still a valuable resource in that it aids the successful 

resolution of the intimacy and the generativity crisis. Thus, to the extent that developmental 

processes confront the individual with some negative affect, a general mechanism might be 

postulated stating that self-regulation drives development by enabling individuals to live 

through the challenges associated with personality changes.  

Of course, such a claim could be made with more confidence if comparable results were 

obtained for the remaining developmental stages in Erikson's theory. For old age, it seems 

plausible that the crisis of ego-integrity would underlie the same mechanism: Being able to 

cope with the painful experiences one has made in the past would very likely result in a more 

positive life-review. Future research, however, might concentrate more on self-regulation in 

childhood development. This seems to be a challenging endeavor as self-regulation and 

personality in Eriksonian terms might codevelop. It is well-established that parental behavior 

is decisive in the development of self-regulation in infancy: Kopp (1982) has suggested that 
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external regulation provided by parents is successively replaced with self-regulation of the 

child (cf. Kuhl's, 2000, systems conditioning assumption). For example, maternal sensitivity 

and autonomy support predict toddlers’ impulse control at an age of one-and-a-half-year 

(Bernier, Carlson, & Whipple, 2010). Thus, the development of both self-regulation and basic 

trust depends heavily on parental behavior. So, to illustrate, how is it to interpret that children 

cry less when their mothers have been rated to react appropriately to the child's distress 

signals (Lohaus, Keller, Ball, Völker, & Elben, 2004)? Is it due to the child developing self-

regulation (i.e., the child can afford to stay calm because he or she has already internalized 

some of the regulatory capacities experienced in the interaction with the mother), basic trust 

(i.e., the child can afford to stay calm because he or she knows that mother will be there for 

him or her soon), or both?  

The present results add to the literature in another way. While there is consensus that self-

regulation is associated with well-being (e.g., Baumeister & Vohs, 2003), it has not yet been 

explicitly stated that this association might be due to the role of self-regulation as a resource 

in developmental processes. Self-regulatory capacities can be seen as psychological tools that 

people can use differently well. However, the point is that they need to be used to exert a 

positive influence on well-being. Whether this happens in the context of acute situations (e.g., 

Baumann, Kaschel, & Kuhl, 2007) or in the context of extended phases of vulnerability as in 

personality development, it helps people regain their balance, live up to the challenges they 

face, and feel well.  
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Development and culture 

Erikson himself was well aware that the cultural context impacts how development goes 

about (cf. Hulsizer et al., 1981). In fact, his observations of developmental processes in Native 

Americans influenced the formulation of his theory (Erikson, 1950). Thus, while the crises he 

describes may be seen as universally valid developmental goals, there may still be room for 

cultural variation in what is regarded as a successful crisis resolution and the appropriate way 

to get there, respectively (see Greenfield, Keller, Fuligni, & Maynard's, 2003, concept of 

cultural pathways through universal development).  

Unfortunately, there is little research on development in Eriksonian terms outside 

Western cultural contexts. So, a variety of research questions awaits cross-cultural attempts at 

answering them: For instance, McAdams and de St. Aubin's (1992) generativity model 

includes cultural demands as one motivational sources of generative concern. To date, 

however, no study has systematically examined cultural differences in the age at which certain 

generative behaviors are expected to be shown, in how openly or tacitly such demands are 

communicated, or in how not meeting expectations is sanctioned.  

In Paper 1, identity formation is examined in a German and a Cameroonian adolescent 

sample. These two cultural contexts vary widely in important psychological marker variables. 

For example, Cameroonian adults highlight conservation values (such as conformity, security, 

and tradition). German adults, on the other hand, highlight openness to change values (such as 

self-direction and stimulation) (Hofer, Chasiotis, Friedlmeier, Busch, & Campos, 2005). The 

present adolescent samples differ significantly in independent and interdependent self-

construal. That is to say, Cameroonian adolescents tend to define themselves more strongly in  
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terms of social connectedness (interdependence), while German adolescents' self-definitions 

are more strongly characterized by indicators of uniqueness and distinctiveness 

(independence; Markus & Kitayama, 1991).  

The paper thus adds to an as yet unresolved debate on which identity status is most 

beneficial in a given cultural context. While in more independent cultures such as Germany 

the individual is seen as responsible for the development of their identity and the achieved 

status is hence considered ideal (Waterman, 1999), in more interdependent cultures such as 

Cameroon traditional values and obedience to parental expectations might result in the 

foreclosed status being the least conflict-laden one (e.g., Spencer & Markstrom-Adams, 

1990). Despite this argument, results show that identity achievement predicts generative 

concern in both cultural samples, suggesting a culture-invariantly positive relation between 

identity achievement and generativity (see also Ochse & Plug, 1986). This is in line with the 

assertion that it is behavior (here: prosocial action) that helps form attitudes (here: generative 

concern) rather than vice versa (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977).  

Conspicuously, however, in Cameroonian adolescents identity foreclosure and 

moratorium are marginally significant predictors of generative concern as well. One could 

speculate that in interdependent cultures, identity is more fluid than in independent cultures 

(cf. Markus & Kitayama, 1991). That is, Cameroonian adolescents might adapt more flexibly 

to their current interaction partner: They might stress foreclosed identity elements more 

strongly when interacting with parents but highlight achieved identity-defining beliefs when 

interacting with peers. While such changes in accentuation might be associated with 

perceptions of inconsistency in independent cultures they are less problematic in 

interdependent cultures.  
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So, the present study needs not to be read as advocating identity achievement as the via 

regia towards subsequent success in crisis resolution. Rather, it shows that identity 

achievement supports generativity development in the two culturally diverse samples. A 

closer look at other statuses is particularly warranted when studying non-Western cultures, 

however. Thus, the question for the most beneficial identity status, usually put as 'either or', 

might best be answered with 'as well as' in interdependent cultures. Alternative approaches to 

data collection might be useful in gaining more detailed insight into the flexibility of identity: 

In-depth interviews could be used to identify which identity-defining beliefs were adopted 

from parents and which were explored for. Then, behavioral observations could offer insight 

into the contexts in which the various identity statuses become dominant. In any way, 

empirical research on Eriksonian theorizing in interdependent cultures is lacking and the 

present study hopefully has contributed to fílling that gap by arguing for both commonalities 

and differences in development in diverse cultural groups.  

Of course, it would be desirable to replicate Papers 2 and 3 in other cultural contexts as 

well. For example, generative concern has already been shown to be associated with well-

being in Cameroonian and Costa Rican adults to a comparable degree as in German adults 

(Hofer et al., 2008). It is not clear, however, if self-regulation plays the same role in 

supporting the development of generative concern as it has been argued that self-regulation 

may be less relevant to personal growth in interdependent than in independent cultures 

because in the former reliance on external sources of regulation might be greater (Côté, 1996; 

Kuhl & Keller, 2008). So, self-driven regulation of affect of attention might be less supportive 

of personality development in interdependent cultural contexts in favor of more collective 

forms of regulatory processes.  
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Contributions to the research on generativity 

Papers 1 and 3 contribute to the literature on the adult developmental task of generativity 

in various ways. One major contribution, namely the examination of the role of self-regulation 

in generativity development, has already been discussed. Beyond that, two additional issues 

deserve attention: First, Paper 1 investigates precursors of generativity in adolescence. 

Admittedly, generativity is not a major developmental issue at that age but it seems likely that 

some antecedents of generativity development can be traced back to that period (for example, 

career choice as a classical developmental task in adolescence may affect chances of acting 

out generative concerns in the occupational context). Also, generative issues are found in 

personal documents such as diary entries and letters in adolescent years (Espin, Stewart, & 

Gomez, 1990; Stewart, Franz, & Layton, 1988). Thus, although not dominant generativity 

does have some importance for adolescents.  

Still, only few studies have looked at which conditions in adolescence facilitate the 

development of generativity. To summarize, these findings have highlighted the importance of 

adolescent responsibility taking in the process of generativity development. Specifically, 

children whose parents practice an authoritative parenting style have been found to take over 

more household and academic responsibilities which is positively related with their generative 

concern (Peterson et al., 1997). Likewise, taking care of a pet is associated with generative 

concern (Marks, Koepke, & Bradley, 1994). Finally, engagement in volunteer or political 

activities fosters generative concern (Lawford et al., 2005).  

The present findings fit into that picture well by showing that prosocial behavior also has 

a positive association to generativity. Thus, a strong sense of responsibility for the well-being 

of others seems to drive generativity development from early on. Interestingly, this is also an 

aspect of the commitment stories that characterize the life narratives of highly generative 
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adults (McAdams et al., 1997). Moreover, the findings corroborate previous results on the 

motivational source of generative concern. The implicit power motive which seems to be 

crucial for generativity development (McAdams, 1985) can be expressed in a socialized 

(prosocial) or a personalized (impulsive, profligate) way (McClelland, 1970). Which mode of 

motive realization is dominant is affected by the individual's internalized sense of 

responsibility (e.g., Hofer, Busch, Bond, Campos, Li, & Law, 2010; Winter, 2006). Indeed, 

Hofer and colleagues (2008) found the prosocial mode of power motive realization to be 

predictive of generative concern. Thus, responsibility seems to play a crucial part in 

generativity development throughout the life span. Future research might hence focus on how 

such a sense of responsibility develops and how the power motive can be channeled towards a 

prosocial realization mode.  

Another important contribution of the present research program consists of the 

investigation of belief in the species in Paper 3. Although one of the facets of the generativity 

model proposed by McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992), belief in the species has not been 

subject of systematic investigation yet. Van de Water and McAdams (1989) found belief in the 

species to be positively associated with generative behavior. Unfortunately, however, this has 

so far been the only empirical finding on this aspect of the model. Partly, this is certainly due 

to the lack of a measurement instrument. Thus, until an appropriate measure has been 

introduced researchers have to use proxy variables to come as close to the belief in the species 

concept as possible. This approach has been taken by Van de Water and McAdams (taking 

optimism and faith as indicator of belief in the species) as well as in Paper 3 (where 

Machiavellian attitudes are considered to be an indicator of a lack of belief in the species).  
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While this shortcoming surely needs to be acknowledged, the present findings suggest 

that belief in the species moderates the outcomes of generative concern. Here, the positive 

association of generative concern and well-being is low when belief in the species is low; the 

association is high, however, when belief in the species is high. Thus, the present study is the 

first one to demonstrate that this specific model component indeed affects the influence that 

generative concern subsequently exerts on other variables. Further research on this model 

component would need to start with the develoment and validation of a more specific 

instrument for assessing belief in the species. Given such an instrument, the moderating role 

of belief in the species ought to be confirmed for the connection of generative concern and 

commitment. In line with Van de Water and McAdams's (1989) findings, it ought to be tested 

just as well if belief in the species affects other linkages among model components, too. Their 

results indicate that generative goals might not be expressed in corresponding behavior if 

belief in the species is lacking. The present findings, however, rather suggest that generative 

goals are not formed in the first place in the absence of such an optimistic outlook on 

humankind.  

 

Limitations and outlook 

Some factors limiting the scope of the present research program need to be 

acknowledged. First, on a general level, there is an inconsistency in Erikson's description of 

successful development and the way it is theoretically construed and empirically assessed in 

subsequent research on the theory of psychosocial development. In his writings, Erikson 

(1950, 1968a) maintains that ideally a balance between the two poles of crisis resolution 

ought to be arrived at by the developing individual. To illustrate, it is beneficial for the child 

to have a generally trusting attitude towards his or her social environment. However, this does 
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not mean that it would be beneficial for the child to trust each and every person he or she is 

approached by. Thus, optimally the child ought to be both trusting and careful about others.  

This balance, however, is not reflected in the currently available measures of 

psychosocial development (which may partly be due to the fact that the way Erikson himself 

treats this balance is clearly lopsided towards the positive pole; Roazen, 1976). Instead, the 

standard research instruments (e.g., Ochse & Plug, 1986; Rosenthal, Gurney, & Moore, 1981) 

solely focus on the positive developmental outcome, neglecting the possibility that there 

might be too much of a positive personality characteristic. Again, it might be harmful for a 

child to approach others too trustingly. Also, it might be possible to become too involved in 

generative efforts, thus striving for the sake of others at the cost of neglecting one's own 

interests. While some first attempts have been made at taking this balance more seriously 

(e.g., Van Hiel, Mervielde, & De Fruyt, 2006, for the generativity crisis), these issues have not 

yet been systematically investigated. A variety of open questions arises in this context and 

awaits future research. For example, if individuals can really develop towards an excess of a 

positive crisis resolution, this would need to be expected to result in decreased well-being. 

Individuals might differ in what needs to be defined as such an excess.  

There is another measurement issue that needs to be discussed. Instruments for assessing 

psychosocial development address the outcome of development, not the developmental 

process. In the Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Status (EOMEIS; Bennion & 

Adams, 1986), an exceptional instrument was employed insofar as its items operationalize 

specifically the process of identity formation (e.g., it took me a while to figure it out but now I 

really know what I want for a career). That is, the exploration of identity elements is 

considered just as well as the commitment made to such identity elements. Unfortunately, no 

comparable instrument is available for the stages of intimacy and generativity. This, however, 
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would be desirable in order to reduce potential for overlap with measures of distinct 

constructs. As it is, for example, some measures define successful resolution of the intimacy 

crisis in terms of the actual level of intimacy currently experienced by the person which then 

is hard to distinguish from relationship satisfaction. However, the readiness and ability to 

commit to another person can just as well be seen as crisis resolution (and is in Paper 3) as it 

is less contingent on the partner's actions.  

For the generativity crisis Bradley (1997; Bradley & Marcia, 1998) has suggested a status 

model akin to Marcia's status model of identity. Based on the dimensions of involvement (i.e., 

sense of responsibility for the effects one's actions have on the well-being and growth of 

oneself and others) and inclusivity (i.e., the range of others who benefit from one's actions), 

five statuses are differentiated which reflect various ratios of generativity and stagnation. The 

interview designed to assess these statuses could be used to gain more insight into the process 

of generativity development and thus add unique information to what measures purely 

focusing on developmental outcomes can yield.  

One concluding remark on the assessment of generativity ought to be made. The Loyola 

Generativity Scale (LGS; McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992) employed in Papers 1 and 3 has 

been validated in a series of studies (see McAdams et al., 1998, and McAdams & Logan, 

2004, for overviews). Nevertheless, the scale is limited in two important respects. For one, it 

addresses the construct of generativity in a very general way. That is, it neither distinguishes 

specific aspects of generativity as proposed in Kotre's classification (1996) nor specific life 

domains in which generativity can be expressed (Slater, 2003). Also, the LGS almost 

exclusively focuses on the active passing on of what is deemed valuable. This view neglects 

the possibility that, on the contrary, the not passing on of what is deemed harmful can be 

regarded as generative in nature, too (Kotre & Kotre, 1998). For example, Höpflinger (2002) 
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argues that in old age it can be an act of generativity when people strive for independence lest 

they become a burden for the younger generation. In sum, more fine-grained measurement 

instruments are required to assess the exact domain in which generative concerns are 

developed. Although recently first attempts at measuring generativity in a domain-specific 

way in the elderly have been made (Schoklitsch & Baumann, 2011), this certainly is an 

important research program that needs to be tackled in the future. Nonetheless, despite its 

inability to differentiate domains of generativity the LGS provides important insight into the 

extent of generative concern in the individual (see the positive correlations with Schoklitsch 

and Baumann's measure, for example) and thus is appropriate for the questions addressed in 

Papers 1 and 3.  

In sum, the present research program has successfully applied mediation analyses to 

identify both antecedents and consequences of adolescent and adult personality development 

in an Eriksonian framework. It has thus contributed both to developmental and personality 

psychology, enhancing our knowledge on the interaction between personal resources and 

developmental challenges. From that point of view, development can be seen as 

encompassing challenges as well as chances. The research program has opened up several 

possibilities how this line of research could be continued in the future. Hopefully, it will spurn 

more interdisciplinary work at the intersection between developmental and personality 

psychology.  
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