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Abstract

The purpose of my quantitative and qualitative study was to investigate the correlation
between older adult participation in genealogy and Erikson’s theory of generativity. Specifically,
do age and gender of genealogists, and length of involvement in genealogy and controlling for
marital status, number of children, and race/ethnicity, predict levels of generativity. This is
important to examine because it is estimated that 10-15% of older adults over the age of 65 and
25% of adults 85 years and older suffer from depression, and levels of generativity in older
adults is a measure of healthy psychosocial well-being. Utilizing quantitative and qualitative
research, 100 adults living in Central California and nationwide were selected through purposive
and snowball sampling, and asked to complete a total of four self-administered questionnaires.
Based on current literature, | expected to find a relationship between age, gender, and length of
participation in genealogy and generativity. However, my research found that only length of
participation was related to increased generative concern and generative acts. This research
identified the cognitive, psychological and social benefits of genealogy for those who participate.
I not only identified an opportunity for further research, but my findings illustrate the usefulness
of genealogy as a tool for working with the increasing population of older adults, as well as other
marginalized and disenfranchised groups. Specifically, my study’s findings provides the field of
social work with a psychosocial framework by which to design and implement programs for
older adults and other marginalized disenfranchised that integrate genealogy either at an

individual or group level.
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Introduction

The United States is experiencing the beginning of a dramatic demographic change. The
first baby boomers have begun to turn 65 years of age. The United States Census Bureau (2004)
estimates between the years 2000 and 2050 the population aged 65-84 will grow by 131.4% and
those aged 85 and older by 389.9%. As this population increases, the numbers of older adults
suffering from depression will expand to unprecedented numbers (United States Department of
Health and Human Services {USDHHS}, 2000). It is estimated that 10-15% of adults over the
age of 65 suffer from depression; this increases to 25% for adults 85 years and older, and women
are twice as likely to suffer from depression than men (USDHHS, 2000). The increase in older
adults suffering from depression points to the importance of successful psychosocial
development of older adults. As we age, our “strivings” change from extrinsic “goals” centered
upon the materialistic to “intrinsic” goals of contributing to the “community”, which Sheldon
and Kasser (2001) suggest fulfill our deeper psychological goals of well-being. This need to
fulfill a deeper intrinsic psychological goal is related to Erikson’s psychosocial theory of
generativity which is an essential psychosocial developmental stage that “obligates” older adults
to assist the next generation to successfully transition to adulthood while benefiting their
transition to end of life (Erikson, 1985). Many older adults fulfill this obligation through pursuit
of genealogy, which allows them to assist the next generation, while providing the generative
adult with an opportunity to leave behind a tangible accomplishment. Chance (1988) and Lindahl
and Back (1987) argue that genealogy is “very beneficial” for older adults and is a valuable
“tool” for those working with this population. Greenberg (1982) is more explicit and stresses the
value of genealogy as a therapeutic tool, which may in part explain the popularity of genealogy,

"Genealogy has clearly undergone an explosion of multifold increase and frequency. It seems
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that many people all over the place with all kinds of backgrounds are trying to trace their family
roots and connections” (Roach, 2008, p. 17). Controlling for marital status, number of children,
and race/ethnicity, this exploratory research examines the correlation between genealogist’s age,
gender, and the length of time they have been participating in genealogy, and Erikson’s theory of
generativity.
Relevance to Social Work

My research is relevant to social work because genealogy is a useful tool for improving
the psychosocial well-being of older adults and augments current literature on generativity. The
USDHHS Healthy People 2010 initiative focuses on increasing the mental well-being of
Americans. This initiative challenges social workers and social service agencies to provide
interventions and services to improve the mental health of older adults. Interventions, services,
and activities that are generative, such as genealogy, are beneficial for improving the mental
health of older adults (Hart, 1997; Jeong & Cooney, 2006; Kinnevy & Morrow-Howell, 1999;
Sheldon & Kasser, 2001). A number of studies found that older adults recognize the relationship
between activities, such as hobbies, and higher life satisfaction (Brown, McGuire, & Voelkl,
2008; Gabriel & Bowling, 2004; Jamjan, Maliwan, Pasunant, Sirapo-ngam & Porthiba, 2002;
Menec, 2003; Nimrod, 2007). Other studies indicate a positive relationship between older adult
participation in hobbies and lower rates of depression (Kudo, Izumo, Watanabe, Hatakeyama,
Fukuoka, et al, 2002; Pahkala, 1990). While Azarow (2003) found a relationship between
generativity and psychological well-being and those who “oriented” themselves to the next
generation suffer less from depression, and have higher self-esteem and less social isolation. This
relationship between generativity, genealogy, and older adult psychosocial well-being may

provide the impetus for agencies and social workers to incorporate genealogy into programs
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serving this population. Because of their training and their position as change agents, social
workers and social service providers are in an unique position to offer interventions and
programs that include genealogy as a tool by which to address and support older adults to
become more socially active through offering and facilitating activities that utilize genealogy,
thus improving the psychosocial well-being of older adults.

Though literature exists exploring reasons why individuals participate in genealogy, little
research has specifically analyzed why older adults pursue genealogy, and only Drake’s
“Successful aging: Investment in genealogy as a function of generativity, mobility and sense of
place” (2001) examined the association between genealogy and generativity. This research
reduces the gap in current literature between studies that examined why individuals participate in
genealogy (Bishop, 2008; Fulkerson, 1995; Fulton, 2005; Greenberg, 1982; Lambert, 1996,
2002, 2003, 2006; Taylor, 1982) and the more specific question of the relationship between
genealogy and generativity in older adults. As well as reducing the gap in current literature, my
research is important for its potential to expand society’s cultural knowledge through the
promotion of genealogical activities that promote a transcultural perspective. Miller (2007) found
that utilizing family history and family history research enabled low-income, first generation
undergraduate students to “build a sense of their socio-historical family history” (p. 39), which
expanded their teacher’s knowledge and insight of what their students bring to the classroom.
Thus, expanding our cultural knowledge will allow for a greater level of postionality through
increased cultural competency.

Literature Review
Definition and Demographics of Genealogy

Though similar, genealogy and family history are different; genealogy is the compilation
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of tangible items such as family trees and pedigrees, while family history situates ancestors in
their time and place through biographies and written family histories (Lambert, 1996). Because
individuals who participate in genealogy and family history often use the terms interchangeably,
this study will use the term genealogy to refer to both genealogy and family history. Exactly how
many individuals are currently active in genealogy is unknown. A poll conducted by Maritz in
2000 indicated 60% of Americans were interested in genealogy. Sink and Peters (1983) and
Jacobson, Kunz, and Conlin (1989) are the most recent studies to examine the demographic
characteristics of genealogists. In their Newberry Library Study, Sink and Peters (1983) found
that of 536 survey respondents, 58.6% were women, and respondents ranged from 18 to 84 years
in age. Currently there are over 500 hundred genealogical societies in the United States, with the
National Genealogical Society and the New England Historic Genealogical Society being the
most significant of the societies (Allen Public Library, 2008).
Erikson’s Theory of Generativity and its Application to Genealogy

Erik H. Erikson’s psychosocial theory of generativity is the theoretical framework that
guides this research. Erikson positioned generativity vs. stagnation in the seventh stage of his
life-cycle model (Erikson, 1985). Generativity “is primarily the concern with establishing and
guiding the next generation” (Erikson, 1985, p. 267). Generativity is an essential stage in the
psychosocial development of adults, “universal” to all societies, with older adults counted upon
to pass culture, norms, and history to next generation (Erikson, 1985; McAdams, 2006;
McAdams & Logan, 2004; Van de Water & McAdams, 1989). However, Kotre (1984) argues
that generativity in of itself is not a virtue, that its virtue is how it is used. Generativity is
“innate” in all humans, and consists of needs, instinct, desire for usefulness in guiding the next

generation and for symbolic immortality through creation of a legacy (McAdams & Logan,
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2004). McAdams and de St.Aubin (1992) rejected Erikson’s assertion that generativity is a
“cleanly demarcated” stage and argue that generativity may begin in any stage of psychosocial
development. Failure to attain generativity, according to Erikson (1985), results in stagnation.
Stagnation is a sense of being “stuck” and not helping the next generation (McAdams & Logan,
2004), and because generativity is essential in psychosocial development “stagnation
status...represents the poorest psychosocial outcome” (Bradley & Marcia, 1998, p. 48).
Stagnation places older adults at risk for physical and mental health issues such as depression
(Azarow, 2003).

McAdams and Logan (2004) further defined generativity as consisting of ten
characteristics or aspects including: concern for and commitment to the well-being of future
generations, a developmental challenge for adults, springing from desires that are both selfless
and selfish, generative strength differs among individuals, promotes psychological well-being for
society and individuals, and is expressed in stories people construct to make sense of their life.

In “A Theory of Generativity and its Assessment” McAdams and de St.Aubin (1992)
asserted that generativity is a configuration of seven psychosocial features centered on a cultural
(societal) goal of “providing for the next generation” (p. 1004). These features are cultural
demand, generative desire, generative concern and belief in worthiness, generative commitment,
generative behavior, and narrative. Generative demand, along with inner desire promote a
“conscious concern” for the next generation, and if demand and desire are the driving
motivational reasons for generativity, then generative concerns are the thoughts about
generativity “formulated” by adults (McAdams & de St.Aubin, 1992). Generative concern and
generative acts resulting from generative behavior are the focus of my research.

Age, Genealogy, and Generativity
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In extant literature, individuals asked why they pursue genealogy articulated generative
themes of posterity, mortality, immortality, legacy, usefulness, and responsibility. Not explicitly
stated as generative concern in these studies, these themes are consistent with definitions of
generative concern outlined by Erikson (1985) and further expanded upon by McAdams and
Logan (2004). Genealogists see themselves as looking to posterity, and posterity correlates to the
generative aspect of concern for, and commitment to, the well-being of future generations
(McAdams & Logan, 2004;Yankel, 2004). Other studies also established posterity as an
important motivation for individuals to become active in genealogy (Fulton, 2005; Lindahl &
Back, 1987; Taylor, 1982; Unruh, 1995). In Lambert (1996) 73.1% of 1,348 survey respondents
answered that posterity is why they “do” genealogy, and posterity may be how they come to
terms with their own mortality (Lambert, 2003). In addition, the above studies illuminated
themes of posterity and mortality in self-reporting by genealogists as reasons why they pursue
genealogy.

Generative concern increases with age according to Ackerman and Zuroff (2000),
Bradley (1997), Drake (2001), Lang and Carstensen (2002), Miner-Rubino, Winter and Stewart
(2004), and Sheldon and Kasser (2001). Thus is not wholly unexpected that concerns of
posterity, mortality, immortality, legacy, usefulness, and responsibility to the next generations
would be given as reasons by older adults that they pursue genealogy as they begin to approach
the twilight of their lives and begin to come to terms with the end of their life.

Genealogy “assists” older adults’ transition to the end of their lives by providing “its
practitioners a framework within which to accommodate the passage of time and the certainty of
death” (Lambert, 2003, p. 304). By normalizing death as a lineage chart the genealogist’s

oncoming death is placed in the larger context of who has come before (Lambert, 2003). The
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death of loved ones often “triggers” thoughts of legacy and are more likely to occur in older
adults (Kotre, 1984, 1995). Thoughts of legacy and concern for mortality may kindle generative
concern in older adults, leading to generative behavior and resulting in the generative act of
creating a legacy through an object. Twenty-six percent of 1,394 respondents in Lambert’s 2006
study noted that a death in the family ignited their interest in genealogy. Yankel (2004) also
concluded a correlation between death of a loved one and beginning genealogical research, 5.4%
of 1,348 respondents to another survey indicated they are active in genealogy as a way to “deal”
with their mortality and concerns about dying (Lambert, 1996).

Generativity creates a legacy allowing individuals to “claim” immortality and
“generativity may be defined as the desire to...out live self “ (Kotre, 1984, p. 10). The selfless
and selfish aspect of generativity may be manifested in the desire of the genealogist for
immortality. The “selfless” act of producing and sharing a family history is then balanced by the
“selfish” desire to live on past one’s natural life. Through their research, genealogists are kept
alive “beyond the grave” (Bishop, 2008; Lambert, 2003). Thus, “reconstructing the past helps
elders believe they too may ‘outlive’ their lifetimes” (Chance, 1988, p. 114).

Legacy, closely related to immortality, is leaving something to remind the next
generation of the individual and their life. To have lived a life that matters, and to leave an object
such as a written family history to the next generation, is related to the generative benefit of
promoting the psychosocial well-being of society and of the individual. The desire to be
remembered by future generations is a powerful draw for individuals to participate in genealogy.
Genealogists asked why they are active in genealogy responded they did not want their lives to
look like a “waste” (Lambert, 2003). A respondent to another survey put is succinctly “perhaps a

genealogy will be my legacy” (Lambert, 1996, p 126).
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The desire to be useful and responsible in guiding the next generation is important for the
psychosocial well-being of older adults, 72.8% of 1,348 genealogist who responded to a self-
administered survey, stated that the role of family historian is important to them (Lambert,
1996). Expanding upon his 1996 study, Lambert (2003) surveyed an additional 1,652 adults
finding that the “strategic position” between past and future fulfilled their need to be useful by
allowing them to be the “gate keeper” of the family’s history. This position as a “door” between
generations brings with it a certain degree of “prestige” which can lead to and improved sense of
self (Chance, 1988; Lambert, 1996; Lindahl & Back, 1987). The generative adult is responsible
for the next generation knowing about who came before (Bishop, 2008). Concern for future
generations comes about from assumed and delegated responsibility and is an important
motivation for “doing” genealogy (Chance, 1988; Lambert, 2003). Participants in genealogy;
report a “responsibility to past and future generations” (Bishop, 2008, p. 397). In part this
responsibility comes from the “extra” time allowed by retirement “I feel obligated because | have
the desire...and the time, to continue my family research...and (to) share it” (Lambert, 2003, p.
397).

Generative acts are tangible products resulting from generative behaviors stimulated by
generative concern (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992). The psychosocial benefits of generative
acts lie with fulfillment of generative concerns through production of an “object” that can be
passed to future generations (Warburton, Mclaughlin & Pinsker, 2006). Genealogists who want
to be remembered may produce a family history, which may be all an older adult has to pass on
to the next generation (Lambert, 2003). The generative act of producing an object fulfills the
generative concerns of posterity, mortality, immortality, legacy, and usefulness, by fulfilling

these concerns; older adults receive positive psychosocial benefits (Kotre, 1984; Warburton,
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Mclaughlin, & Pinsker, 2006). However, others argue that generative acts are not related to life-
satisfaction and by extension to psychosocial well-being, because generative acts may “require”
older adults be more socially active, which may prove difficult for some older adults (de St.
Aubin, & McAdams, 1995; Hart, McAdams, Hirsch & Bauer, 2001). For the purpose of this
research, generative acts are any object that is produced to be shared or passed on to the next
generation. These genealogical “products” include, but are not limited to family group sheets,
family trees, family history websites, and published and unpublished family history books.
Because generative acts are the tangible products of generative concern it is not surprising that
Drake (2001) found that generative acts not only increase with age but also the longer an
individual is active in genealogy. Even though McAdams, de St. Aubin, and Logan (1993) found
that middle-age adults produced more generative acts than did younger and older adults, they
unlike Drake (2001), did not specifically examine genealogists and their generative acts.
Gender, Genealogy, and Generativity

McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) found in their sample of 79 older adults that women
score slightly higher on the Loyola Generative Scale (LGS) (women (n=56) M=42.00, SD=7.0,
men (n=23) M= 40.80, SD=7.9). Although not detailed in their 1995 study, de St. Aubin and
McAdams found that women scored higher than men on the Generative Behavior Checklist
(GBC), which measures individual generative behavior. Higher scores on the GBC may also
translate to the creation of more genealogy products. That women are more generative may be a
factor in their higher participation in the generative hobby of genealogy. With women suffering
from depression twice as much as men, and their higher level of generativity, genealogy might
provide an excellent tool by which to address the psychosocial well-being of women by serving

as a generative outlet.
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Length of Participation in Genealogy, and Generativity

Other than Drake (2001), no other extant literature has examined the correlation between
the length of participation in genealogy and a higher level of generativity. In her study of 4,109
adult genealogists Drake utilized the Loyola Generative Scale (LGS), the Generative Behavior
Checklist (GBC), and two surveys that measured genealogical activities, determining there is a
correlation between length of participation in genealogy and a higher level of generativity.
However, she does not expand upon these findings by providing details as to how long
individuals were active in genealogy and levels of generativity.
Hypothesis and Research Question

It is hypothesized, while controlling for marital status, number of children, and
race/ethnicity, that there is a relationship between genealogist’s age, gender, and length of
participation and generativity. This research asks also asks, “what is the relationship between
genealogy and Erikson’s theory of generativity: and “will respondents self-report aspects of
generativity as the reason why they are active in genealogy?”

Methodology

Research Design

My study used a mixed-methods design. First, for the quantitative component, cross-
sectional survey research was used with genealogists in Central California and nationwide to
examine their level of generative concern and generative acts. Second, a phenomenological
component via responses to seven open-ended survey questions was utilized to assess in their
own words why these people are active in genealogy and what this participation means to them.
Also utilized in the phenomenological component were 12 questions on the Genealogy Activities

and Interest (GAI) survey, which asked participants to score on a four-point Likert scale the
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reasons why they are active in genealogy.
Sample

Participants were selected using purposive and snowball sampling from the Genealogy
Society of Santa Cruz (CA) (GSSC), the Santa Clara County (CA) Historical and Genealogy
Society (SCCHGS), the Campbell (CA) Library adult education genealogy class, and the
nationwide informal Imler family genealogy research group, and consisted of 100 adults active in
genealogy who were 39 - 89 years old, with a mean age of 67.62 years (SD=10.02). Of the 100
participants, 72 were female and 26 male, with 2 participants not specifying their gender. The
racial and ethnic composition of the study’s participants was one Asian/Pacific Islander, three
Hispanic, five Native American/Native Alaskan, and 91 Whites, this variable was collapsed in
order to better analyze the results. Those respondents who checked a racial/ethnic category other
than White, or more than one category, became Other (Bi/Multi- Racial). The final racial/ethnic
composition of the study was 92% White and 8% Other, and the sample’s lack of diversity limits
its generalizability outside of those being from the mainstream American culture. As with
race/ethnicity, the variable marital status was collapsed for better analysis. The pre-collapsed
marital status of the participant was five single/never married, 59 married/life partner, 12
divorced/not remarried, six divorced/remarried, 16 widowed/not remarried, and two
widowed/remarried. Theses variables were collapsed and became single and married. The
majority of participants (70%) were married or in a long-term partnership. Length of
participation in genealogy was collapsed from less than one year (n=6), 1 - 3 years (n=6), 3-5
(n=12), 6 - 10 years (n=16), 11 — 20 years (n=21), 21 — 30 years (n=16), 31 — 40 years (n=14), 41
— 50 years (n=5), and 51 — 60 years (n=4). These categories were collapsed and became 10 years

or less of participation (n=40), 11 — 20 years (n=21), 21 — 30 years (n=16), 31 — 40 years (n=14),
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and 41 years or longer (n=9). The mean number of children for the participants was 2.39
(SD=1.50). Please see Table 1.
Study Site

The investigator distributed survey packets at one monthly meeting of the GSSC,
SCCGHS, and the Campbell Library adult education genealogy class. Two notices recruiting
participants was also placed in GSSC’s weekly e-zine and one in the society’s bi-monthly
newsletter. Members of the open and informal and nationwide Imler family genealogy research
group were recruited utilizing a one-time broadcast email.

Variables and Measures

Quantitative instruments. Survey packets that included the demographic, LGS, GBC, and
GAI surveys and questionnaires were used to measure this study’s independent and dependent
variables. The independent variables of age and gender, and the control variables of marital
status, number of children, and race/ethnicity, were measured utilizing a demographic
questionnaire. The independent variable lengths of participation in genealogy were measured by
the GAI questionnaire. The LGS, GBC, and the GAI measured the dependent variable
generativity via the dependent sub-variables of generative concern, behavior and acts.

Four self-administered measurements were used to collect data for my study. The
measurements included the LGS, the GBC, GAI, and a demographics questionnaire (see
Appendices B, C, D).

The LGS was utilized to determine the participant’s level of generative concern (see
Appendix B). This scale consisted of 20 items that asked participants to rate questions such as “I
try to pass along the knowledge | have gained through my experiences” and “I feel as though my

contributions will exist after I die” on a four-point Likert Scale ranging from never, seldom,
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fairly often, or nearly always apply to me. Questions 2, 5, 9, 13, 14, and 15 were reversed scored
(ie.,0=3,1=2,2=1, 3=0). The scale ranged from 60 points indicating highest score to 0
points indicating the lowest score.

The GBC is a checklist that examined the sub-dependent variable of generative behavior
by assessing the participant’s level of generative behavior over the two months previous to their
participation (see Appendix C). With most questions corresponding to one of three generative
behavioral manifestations, creating, maintaining, and offering (McAdams, de St. Aubin, Logan
& 1993). The GBC asked participants to rate 50 items, such as “Did volunteer work for a
charity” and “Taught somebody a skill” on a three point scale ranging from 0 have not performed
behavior during last two months, 1 if performed behavior during last two months, and 2 if
performed behavior more than once during last two months. The generative behavior score is
determined by the sum of the responses to the 40 GBC items and range from 0 the lowest to 80
the highest. Included in the GBC are ten “filler” questions (3, 4, 8, 14, 18, 22, 33, 39, 46, and 47)
that do not measure generativity and were not included in the GBC score.

The GAI questionnaire consisted of two quantitative items; one that measured the
independent variable length of participation of the participants, and one the sub-dependent
variable genealogical acts (see Appendix D). Item 2 measured length of time participant has been
active in genealogy, which consisted of five categories; participation of less than 10 years, 11 -
20 years, 21 - 30 years, 31 - 40 years, and 41 or more years. Item 19 asked respondents to check
generative products they created to be shared with their children, grandchildren, nieces, or
nephews. These generative products were pedigree, descendant and family group charts, family
tree, website, ahnentafel report, article, and book. The researcher as to the difficulty of its

production weighed genealogical acts. Pedigree, descendant, and family group charts were
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assigned a value of 1, as was family trees and ahnentafel reports. Creating a family history
website and authoring an article was assigned a value of 2, and authoring a book 3. The score of
genealogical acts as measured by the genealogical products range from 0 the lowest to 12 the
highest.

Qualitative instruments and themes. The GAI questionnaire was also utilized for the
qualitative portion of this study. Items 1, 3, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22 were open-ended and
asked participants to respond in their own words to questions such as “In your own words, what
value does genealogy have for you? And “What do your friends and family think of your
genealogical work? How does this make you feel?” Items 4 — 15 on the GAI were utilized to
measure participant’s “reasons for being active in genealogy.” A 12 question four-point Likert
scale asked respondents to score on the GAI from 1 “irrelevant to me”, 2 “somewhat irrelevant to
me”, 3 “somewhat relevant to me”, and 4 “very important reason to me” why they are involved
in genealogy reasons why they are active in genealogy.

Themes of generativity as self-reported on the GAI and identified by the researcher were
analyzed using content coding. General themes, categories, and patterns were identified utilizing
an initial first level of coding. Codes were assigned to responses that were later organized into a
second level of coding by the researcher. The researcher then examined results from this second
level of coding in order to determine their relationship to the independent variables of age,
gender, and length of participation, and generativity via the sub-dependent variables of
generative concern, behavior, and acts. For example, for the sub-dependent variable of
generative concern, themes included posterity, mortality, immortality, legacy, usefulness (to next
generation), and responsibility (to next generation). Posterity themes included death of

genealogist. Mortality also included references to the death of a loved one as a ‘trigger’ for the
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participants either being active or becoming active in genealogy. Themes of immortality
included those that indicated the respondents not wanting to have a ‘wasted life’, and legacy
includes the stated desire to ‘live on’, or to ‘outlive themselves’. The related themes of
usefulness and responsibility (to next generation) included stated responses that indicate roles
such as ‘guide’, ‘gatekeeper’, ‘teacher’, along with the ‘duty’ and ‘time’ to pursue genealogy.
Reliability and Validity

The instruments for this study consisted of the LGS and GBC scales, and the GAI
adapted and modified by the researcher from Drake 2001 and Lambert 1996. The LGS was
developed by McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992), and later refined by McAdams, de St. Aubin,
and Logan (1993) to reduce “response style” and increase internal “discriminate” validity
(Drake, 2001). McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992), and McAdams, de St. Aubin, and Logan
(1993) successfully utilized the GBC, which reinforces the scale’s reliability and increases its
validity. Because the GAI survey was self-reported, to increase the instrument’s reliability and
validity questions were kept succinct and provided participants choices that were clear and
unambiguous. However, Lambert (1996) noted that a challenge to the validity of items 4 through
15 is that genealogist know and are familiar with catch phrases and words as to why they
“should” be interested and active in genealogy. Thus, answers to questions that asked why
participants are interested and active in genealogy may reflect biases towards “correct”
responses. As with other qualitative instruments, the GAI relies on self-reporting of the
participant. Relying on self-reported survey research has led some researchers to question the
reliability and validity of qualitative research (Rubin, Babbie, & Lee, 2008). However, this
research included a quantitative component, which will increase its validity by triangulating this

study’s results.
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Human Subjects

The researcher recruited participants and collected data after San José State University’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) granted approval to conduct the study. Before engaging in the
study, all participants were provided with an implied consent Agreement to Participate in
Research form. Confidentiality of the participants was maintained by not using any identifiable
information as part of the self-administered questionnaires or the research report.
Procedures and Data Collection Techniques

This research utilized four recruiting methods; in-person recruitment at the January
meeting of the GSSC, the February meeting of the SCCHGS and the February meeting of the
Campbell Library adult education genealogy class, the second method was the placing of a
recruitment notice in GSSC’s weekly e-zine, including a follow-up reminder notice towards the
end of the recruitment period, a third method was to place a recruitment notice in the GSSC’s
monthly newsletter, and the final method was via a broadcast email invitation to participate sent
to the Imler family research group list.

At each meeting attended by the investigator a brief presentation on the project, including
its purpose and its surveys, was provided verbally to potential participants. The investigator also
informed potential participants the study should take no more than 30 minutes. Following the
presentations, survey packets that included a self-addressed stamped envelope were distributed to
interested participants. The investigator was available for questions regarding the project during
and following the meetings.

The survey packet included an implied consent Agreement to Participate in Research
form, instructions on how to complete the self-administered questionnaires, a demographic

questionnaire, followed by the LGS, the GBC, and ending with the GAI questionnaire.
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Following the completion of the self-administered surveys the participants returned the
completed forms via the provided self-addressed stamped envelope. Those members of the Imler
family research email group that participated received the survey packet either via email or the
United States Postal Service. The email received by these participants included an introduction to
the project along with an implied consent Agreement to Participate in Research form and
instructions on completing and returning the questionnaires.
Analysis of Data

A series of univariate, bivariate, and multivariate tests were chosen for the quantitative
portion of this study to determine if there was any relationship between genealogist’s age,
gender, and their length of participation in genealogy, and the sub-dependent variables of
generative concern, behavior, and acts. Thematic analysis was conducted to analyze themes for
the qualitative portion.

Quantitative Results and Discussion

This study hypothesized a correlation between genealogist’s age, gender, and the length
of time they have participated in genealogy and their level of generativity as measured by their
LGS and GBC scores, and by their production of tangible generative acts.
Age and Generativity

The LGS and the GBC were used to examine the hypothesis that there is correlation
between genealogist’s age and generative concern and behavior. At the bivariate level of
analysis, a Pearson’s correlation test indicated there was no significant relationship between age
and LGS and GBC scores, or generative acts at p < 0.05 (see Table 2a). However, at the
multivariate level there was a relationship between age and GBC scores (f=-.285, p = .011),

but not between age and either LGS scores or generative acts (see Tables 3a, 3b, 3c).
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Gender and Generativity

The LGS, GBC, and GAI were also used to test the hypothesis that there is a relationship
between genealogist’s gender and generativity. LGS mean scores for females, was 37.79
(SD=8.98), and males 38.96 (SD=7.73). While mean GBC scores for females was 26.37
(SD=10.04), and males 24.88 (SD=11.20). Loyola Generative Scale and GBC scores did not
differ significantly between female and male genealogists at p = 0.05 (see Tables 2a and 2b).
Female participants had a generative acts mean score of 3.97 (SD=2.74) and males a 4.62
(SD=3.26). There was no significant relationship between gender and generative acts at p < 0.05
(see Table 2c). At the multivariate level of analysis no relationship was found between the
gender of the genealogist and scores on the LGS, GBC, or generative acts. (See Tables 3a, 3b,
3¢)
Length of Participation in Genealogy and Generativity

The LGS, GBC, and GAl also tested the hypothesis that there is a relationship between
the length of participation in genealogy and generativity. Participants who were active in
genealogy less than 10 years had mean score of 34.95 (SD=7.67) on the LGS and a mean score
of 23.63 (SD=9.84) on the GBC. The mean score on the LGS for genealogists 11 - 20 years of
participation was 38.10 (SD=7.39) and 26.10 (SD=10.55) for the GBC. A mean LGS score of
41.69 (SD=9.67) and a mean GBC score of 26.07 (SD=12.71) was recorded for genealogists with
21 — 30 years of active participation in genealogy. Those who had 31 — 40 years of involvement
had a mean score of 38.14 (SD=7.95) on the LGS and 29.08 (SD=9.28) on the GBC. Participants
with 41 or more years of involvement in genealogy had a mean score of 44.67 (SD=9.06) on the
LGS and 29.88 (SD=7.72) on the GBC (see Tables 2a and 2b).

LGS scores indicated a significant difference in length of participation and generativity
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across the five lengths of involvement categories (F(4,93)=3.704, p =. 008) at the bivariate level.
Post-hoc comparisons of the five categories indicate a significant difference in LGS scores (p =
.017) between genealogists who have been active in genealogy for 41 years or longer and those
active 10 years or less. A multi-linear regression also indicated a relationship between length of
participation for those involved in genealogy for 21 — 30 (#= 7.67, p =.004), and 41 or more
years (£=9.73, p =.002), and LGS scores. No relationship was found between the length of a
genealogist’s participation in genealogy and scores on the GBC at the bivariate level of analysis,
however a multi-linear regression indicated a relationship between length of participation of 41
years or longer and GBC scores (£ =7.68, p = .041). Please see Table 3b.

Genealogists with less than 10 years or less of participation had a mean generative acts
score of 2.93 (SD=2.60), 11 — 20 (M=3.76, SD=2.34), 21 — 30 (M=5.50, SD=2.68), 31 — 40
(M=5.29, SD=2.43) and those with 41 years or more of participation (M=5.47, SD=2.86). Results
differed significantly between the lengths of participation (F(4,95)=5.183, p =. 001). A Scheffe
post-hoc comparison of the five length categories indicated a significant difference between
those genealogists with 21 — 30 years (M=5.50, p =.014) and 41 years or longer (M=5.47, p =
.015) of participation and those with those with 10 years or less (M=2.93) (see Table 2c). At the
multivariate level of analysis, there was a relationship between genealogists with 21 — 30 years
(B=2.34,p =.006), 31 — 40 years (#=2.42, p = .005), and 41 years or more of participation in
genealogy (#=2.76, p = .007) and generative acts. Please see Table 3c.
Marital Status, Number of Children, and Race/Ethnicity

There was no significant difference on LGS, GBC scores, or generative acts at p = 0.05,
between the two marital status categories, single/never married and married/long-term partner,

and no relationship was indicated between number of children and scores on the LGS at both the
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bivariate and multivariate levels of analysis. However, a relationship was indicated between the
number of children and scores on the GBC r(96)= .267, p = .009, as well as between the number
of children and generative acts r(100)=.200, p = .047 at the bivariate level of analysis. A
multivariate regression indicated a relationship between number of children and GBC scores
(#=2.31, p =.003), but not between number of children and either LGS scores or generative
acts.

The mean score on the LGS for Other, including multi and biracial genealogists was
39.38 (SD=8.94), and for White/Non-Hispanic 37.92 (SD=8.59). Other and multi and biracial
genealogists also had a higher mean score on the GBC (M=29.13, SD=8.01) than White/Non-
Hispanic (M=25.58, SD=10.45) participants. There was no significant relationship between
race/ethnicity and LGS and GBC scores at p = 0.05. White Non-Hispanic had a generative acts
mean score of 3.29 (SD=1.16) and Other (M=2.83, SD=.30). No relationship was found to exist
between race/ethnicity and generative acts at p = 0.05 at both the bivariate and multivariate level
of analysis.

The hypothesis that there is a relationship between genealogist’s age and generativity was
partially supported. This study’s quantitative findings regarding age and its relationship to the
sub-dependent variable of generative concern, as measured in this study by the LGS, is not in
agreement with Ackerman and Zuroff (2000), Bradley (1997), Drake (2001), Lang and
Carstensen (2002), Miner-Rubino, Winter and Stewart (2004), and Sheldon and Kasser (2001)
who found that generative concern increases with age. This study’s findings regarding generative
behavior and generative acts largely concur with Drake’s (2001) findings that generative acts
increase with age. However, this study found that generative behavior as indicated by GBC

scores does not increase with age of genealogists, but paradoxically found a relationship between
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age and generative acts as manifested in the production of genealogy products, which conflicts
with the findings of McAdams, de St. Aubin, and Logan (1993) which found that middle age
adults produce more generative products than younger or older adults.

This study’s hypothesis that there is a relationship between genealogist’s gender and
generativity was not supported. The relationship between gender and generativity was not found
to be significant in this study. Men scored slightly higher (M=38.96, SD=7.73) on the LGS than
women (M=37.79, SD=8.98), and women scored slightly higher (M=26.37, SD=10.04) on the
GBC than men (M=24.88, SD=11.20). While in McAdams and de St. Aubin’s 1992 study,
women scored slightly higher (M=42.0, SD=7.0) than men (M=40.80, SD=7.9) on the LGS and
on the GBC. It was also determined in this current study that no relationship exists between
gender and the production of genealogical products as a manifestation of generativity of
participants. If women are more generative than men, we would then expect this to be reflected
in the production of generative acts. It is important to note the number of female participants (76)
was nearly three times the number of males (26). With the mean age of participants being 67.72,
it is possible that potential male genealogists are not alive as long as female genealogists, which
could explain the discrepancy between the two numbers. This is an opportunity for future
researchers to determine if men are not active in genealogy at the same level as women because
they are not living long enough to do so, or is there possibly another reason or reasons for lower
genealogy participation among men.

This study’s hypothesis that there is a relationship between length of participation in
genealogy and generativity was supported. This research has indicated that generative concern as
measured by the LGS increases the longer a genealogist participates in genealogy. Length of

participation in this study was linked to higher generative behavior as reflected in GBC scores
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for genealogists with 41 years or longer participation, which is in agreement with Drake’s (2001)
findings. There was also a relationship between length of participation and generative acts, and
this is also in agreement with Drake’s (2001) findings that generative behavior increases with the
length of participation in genealogy.

Tests conducted on the demographic factors marital status, and race/ethnicity were not
significant. However, this study did determine there is a relationship between children and higher
behavior as indicated by GBC scores. Though this current research did not compare the levels of
generativity between those participants who had children and those who did not, McAdams and
de St. Aubin (1992) did find those who had children had higher scores on the LGS, but they did
not compare the generative levels between numbers of children, nor did they utilize the GBC.
Further research is needed to examine the relationship between the number of children,
generative concern, and in particular its relationship to genealogy.

Qualitative Results and Discussion

To answer my study’s research question and to complement the quantitative component,
the qualitative portion of this study consisted of six open and 12 close-ended questions that were
used to get a better understanding of genealogists and their thoughts and what value genealogy
has for them and why they participate. This study’s research question asked whether respondents
would self-report aspects of generativity as the reason why they are active in genealogy. Though
not always the most common response, generative themes were present among participants’
answers. Emerging from the open-ended questions where three general themes: generativity,
well-being, (including cognitive, psychological, mental, and socialization benefits of

participation), and historical.
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Themes of Generativity

When asked to define a genealogist, 17 of the 94 participants defined a genealogist as
someone who passes on family history to the next generation, a preservationist of family history,
and “a keeper of the flame.” As one participant wrote, a genealogist is “one who researches
family history and strives to preserve that information for future generations.” However, when
asked specifically to identify what triggered their interest in genealogy it wasn’t a conscious
decision to become the “keeper of the flame” for any of the respondents. In fact it was the
generative acts of others that peaked their interest. These generative acts included listening to
family stories “told by my parents, grandparents, and other relatives,” picking up where parents
or grandparents had stopped because of their death:

“| developed an interest from his (grandfather) work and then was passed on all of his

research and materials after his death,” and for one genealogist, the answer was obvious

“doesn’t everyone have this curiosity eventually?”

Lambert’s 2006 study found that 26% of genealogists stated that the death of a loved one
“triggered” their interest in genealogy. None of this study’s participants identified the death of a
loved one, or concerns regarding mortality, as the “trigger” that sparked their interest in
genealogy, which conflicts with Korte’s (1984, 1995) assertion the deaths of loved ones “trigger”
thoughts of legacy among older adults. However, 28 participants stated they became interested in
genealogy through the generative behavior of parents, grandparents, or uncles and aunts,
specifically family stories, or research passed down to them. Genealogists also noted the
importance of discovering family photographs after a loved one’s death as sparking their interest
in genealogy. Genealogists in my study rejected the idea that genealogy helps them deal with
their own mortality and dying. It is important to note that 57% of genealogists stated this reason

was “irrelevant” to their participation in genealogy, and only 8% responded this was “very
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important” to them. This finding is in agreement with Yankel (2004), who found only 5.4% of
genealogists are involved in genealogy as a way to deal with their own mortality and death.

Although participants did not identify themes of generativity as the primary reason why
they became active in genealogy, they did express generative themes when asked what value
genealogy has for them, such as “contributing to the present and helping for the future
(generations),” by passing on or preserving the family’s history. Themes of generativity were the
second most common primary reason identified by genealogists for their participation in
genealogy. Generative responses included preservation of the past “to make sure that someone
knows of their (immigrant grandparents) struggles and (they) are not forgotten,” and passing on
family history to next generation, “I want my grandchildren to learn about their ancestors.”
Previous studies (Fulton, 2005; Lambert, 1996; Lindahl & Back, 1987; Taylor, 1982; Unruh,
1995; Yankel, 2004) stressed that genealogists are driven to be involved in genealogy by both
their concerns for, and as a way to look towards, posterity. About 73% of participants in Lambert
(1996) indicated that posterity is why they “do” genealogy, which largely parallels my study’s
finding that 63% of genealogists rated posterity as a “very important” reason why they are active
in genealogy. However, this is not reflected in the self-reported responses of the participants
when asked for the primary reason for their involvement.

That generativity was not the primary reason for participation of most individuals is
inconsistent with responses to item 9 on the GAI, which asked individuals to score “because |
enjoy being the family historian” as a reason for their being active in genealogy. This reason was
“irrelevant” for 13% (n=13), and “very important” for 36% (n=36) of genealogists in this study.
This is also incongruent with Lambert (1996; 2003) and his finding that 72.8% of genealogists

identified with the role of family historian and its importance to them; only 36% of this study’s
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participants did so. However, 56% of genealogists answered “very important” to the question of
how important it was to them to restore ancestors to the family memory, thus, being responsible
to the next generation and to those who came before. Please see Table 4.

When asked for the second most important reason they participate in genealogy most
individuals answered with generative themes including posterity, helping others in their research,
and passing on history and research to the next generation, “our children and grandchildren will
one day have a better understanding of who they are,” and as another genealogists stated
“hopefully I can keep our history alive and it will be there for others who are interested later.”
The incongruence between the scoring of posterity as a “very important” reason for participants
being active in genealogy, and the open-ended responses to primary and secondary reasons for
participating, may be explained by the ease of scoring posterity on a scale in comparison to the
more complicated self-reporting via open-ended questions.

Even more telling is when asked how genealogy affected their well-being, only one
respondent answered this question with a generative theme, “yes, it gives me great
pleasure...making it available to others now or in the future.” Furthermore, when asked for the
main benefit of genealogy, responses of a generative nature were the fewest. The generative
benefits for those individuals was the passing of family history to the next generation, helping
others research, and volunteering at the local genealogical society. One person wrote they get
“satisfaction of finding information and documenting it for future generations,” and another
wrote of the importance of the “legacy of information | can leave to future generations.”
Themes of Well-Being

Cognitive benefits. A consistent theme throughout the open-ended questions was the

cognitive benefits of genealogy. Only a small number of participants identified a genealogist as
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someone who loves research, a mystery, being a detective, or “loves to put a puzzle together.”
For many genealogists, genealogy’s value is the challenge of solving puzzles “I enjoy the
‘search’. It’s like a giant puzzle,” mysteries, or the research process, “I enjoy the challenge of
foreign research.” These cognitive benefits were also the third most common response among
genealogists when asked what their primary and secondary reason for their being active in
genealogy. For these genealogists, it is the enjoyment of being a detective solving mysteries and
puzzles, “the main reason is to find a missing piece of my puzzle,” or “I love the hunt and
solving the mystery. It’s like a puzzle,” and for the love of research that they are active. The role
of a detective solving mysteries and puzzles was a cognitive behavior that genealogists identified
as important to their well-being and as one wrote genealogy “keeps my reasoning skills sharp.”
Many genealogists wrote the main benefit of participation in genealogy is the enjoyment of
solving mysteries and puzzles, and the thrill of the research process, “I enjoy the research and the
associated process.”

Psychological and mental health benefits. Themes that reflected psychological benefits
included feeling valuable and important, feelings of gratification, satisfaction, a sense of
accomplishment, and an improved self-esteem. The value of genealogy for many was put in
terms of the psychological benefits it has provided them, “it has made me realize my worth as a
person.” Another wrote that genealogy “makes me feel connected and valuable.” The
psychological benefits of genealogy for those who stated this was the primary reason for their
participation included, serves as a distraction from life’s problems, gives me a sense of purpose,
a feeling of being part of something positive, for the enjoyment and just for the “plain old fun” of
it. Others were more specific in stating that genealogy keeps them mentally active and keeps

them busy. As a secondary reason for their participation, a few noted they “do” genealogy
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because it gives them a sense of purpose and accomplishment “as a hobby, it gives me purpose in
this time of my life,” while a few said they “do” it for the enjoyment. Asked to identify how
genealogy has affected their well-being a large number of participants wrote they received
psychological benefits from their participation in genealogy, and that “it (genealogy) matters to
me,” and “I am totally happy when | am in the library.” Other psychological themes included
giving participants a sense of purpose, accomplishment, usefulness, satisfaction, and a role “I
feel good about myself and my family. I like being the family historian.” Asked the main benefit
of genealogy, one respondent wrote genealogy gives them “personal satisfaction,” another wrote
they have “a feeling of accomplishment” and a feeling of being appreciated for “the service to
others.” These self-reported findings are supported by the scoring of item 10 on the GAI “doing
genealogy gives me a feeling of competence,” which 35% (n=35) of respondents scored as
“somewhat irrelevant” to them and 32% (n=32) of participants scored this as “somewhat
important,” with only 17% (n=17) scoring this reason as a “very important” for their being active
in genealogy.

Participants were asked what their friends and family think of their genealogical work
and how this makes them feel. Of the 95 genealogists who answered this question, 81 stated that
their family and friends appreciate their genealogical activity. This appreciation of their work
elicited feelings of respect, appreciation, satisfaction, worthwhile, accomplishment, and
usefulness among genealogists. One genealogists stated their “family is very appreciative” and
this makes them “feel great,” another “the excited ones makes me feel happy, like | have done
something special,” and one individual wrote that even if their family is or isn’t interested in
their work “they (the family) like to know that | have assumed the family historian role.” For the

remaining genealogists whose families were uninterested in their genealogical work two themes
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emerged in their responses. First, many expressed feelings of sadness and disappointment, a
“majority of my family ...don’t care about what | am doing, which saddens me.” Others were
more defiant in their reaction to uninterested family members, “some friends and family don’t
understand why | do it, but so what,” or “they don’t care, but | don’t do it for the benefit of
others or for the aforementioned.” What is striking about responses to this question is the
relationship between positive support of friends and family, and positive psychological feelings
of genealogists. Conversely, negative or indifferent attitudes of friends and family elicited
negative psychological feelings among genealogists.

Closely related to psychological benefits were themes that reflected mental health
benefits. One respondent wrote that the second most important reason for their being active in
genealogy was “to keep my mind sharp.” Keeping one’s mind active affected the well-being and
life of several individuals “It has kept me busy and my mind sharp.” One genealogist specifically
noted that genealogy provides “solace as | have aged,” and another that genealogy “has helped
me to cope with difficult times in my life.” For many genealogists, the main benefit of their
participation in genealogy has been mental in nature. One noted that genealogy “keeps my mind
active. Focuses my attention,” and another that “learning can continue through-out one’s life and
new skills can learned.” These responses are not reflected in responses to items 13 and 14, which
asked participants to score the importance of genealogy in occupying themselves in either their
spare-time or in retirement. Twenty-two percent (n=22) of genealogists scored “to occupy myself
in my spare time” a “somewhat irrelevant” and “somewhat important” reason for their
genealogical activity. With only 9% (n=9) scoring this reason as a “very important” reason for
their involvement in genealogy. Scoring of “to occupy myself in retirement” was similar with

only 9% (n=9) scoring this “very important” and 52% (n=52) as “irrelevant.”
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My research found that participants consistently identified genealogy as beneficial to
their mental and psychological health, as well as improving their social well-being. This
complements Chance (1988) and Lindahl and Back’s (1987) arguments that genealogy is “very
beneficial” for older adults and is a valuable tool for those working with this population.
Participants consistently stressed the benefits of genealogy on their mental health in that it keeps
things their minds “sharp,” and the enjoyment of cognitive pursuits such as solving mysteries
and puzzles, and also identified the importance of genealogy in their psychological well-being.
Indeed when asked how genealogy affected their well-being on an open-ended question,
psychological benefits such as giving them a sense of purpose and accomplishment, usefulness,
and a sense of well-being was the second most common answer.

Socialization benefits. Themes that reflected the importance of socialization to
participants included, meeting new friends, and “discovering” new relatives. The value of
genealogy for a number of participants included socialization through meeting living relatives
and making new friends, “it has given me important interactions with others over the years.” The
second most important reason some participate in genealogy is the socialization “friendships and
camaraderie with fellow genealogists.” The benefit of socialization was the most frequent
response given as to how genealogy as affected genealogist’s well-being, genealogy according to
one individual “stimulated many meetings with old and new relatives enabling feelings of
usefulness,” and another noted “it has kept me in touch with people and allowed me to get in
touch with other people.” Most respondents described various aspects of socialization as the
main benefit of their participation in genealogy, “the main benefit is meeting people,” another
wrote that for them it is “the marvelous people 1’ve met.” Scores on item 12 on the GAI, which

asked genealogists to score the importance of “to meet living relatives” as a reason for their
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being active in genealogy reflect the genealogist’s open-ended responses to their primary reason
for being active in genealogy. Genealogists were almost evenly split as to the importance of
participating in genealogy to meet living relatives from 29% (n=29) for both “somewhat
irrelevant” and “somewhat important,” and 25% (n=25) for those who responded “irrelevant.”
Historical Themes

Historical themes included discovering and placing your ancestors in their historical
context, and learning more about their decisions and their struggles. It is not surprising that
answers that reflect historical themes are the most common in responses to what value genealogy
has for participants. Nor is it surprising that individual’s answers reflected historical themes as
the primary reason for their being active in genealogy, and the second most common response to
the question that asked for the second important reason for their involvement, “I’ve always had
an interest in history.” For many, the main benefit of genealogy has been that it has increased
their knowledge and understanding of history “genealogy has expanded my knowledge of
history,” and how their family fits into the historical context. Scoring on items 4, 5, 6, and 7 on
the GAI reflect the historical themes on the open-ended questions. Seventy-six percent (n=76) of
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participants indicated that it is “very important” “to come to know my ancestors as people”.

Fifty-six percent (n=56) responded that it is “very important” “to restore ancestors to my family
memory”. The highest percentage, 32%, (n=32) indicates that “to go back in time, in my
imagination” was “somewhat important”. For 59% (n=59) of genealogists it was “very
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important” “to learn about my roots, about who 1 am.”
Strengths and Limitations
Although the overall results of the quantitative portion did not support the overall

hypotheses of my study, the qualitative portion of this study illustrates the important benefits of
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genealogy for those who participate. This is an important strength because this study goes a long
way to raise the stature of genealogy from simply being a hobby or past time, to being an
extremely important and beneficial part of participant’s lives, as well as having positive
implications for the field of social work. Another strength of this study lies in the large amount
of quantitative and qualitative data that it was able to draw from, and although my study’s
qualitative portion largely does not support the hypothesis, it does provide important insight into
the self-identified benefits of genealogy and provides an important opportunity for further
research. Among the most important and serious limitations to this study, is its lack of diversity
either in its racial/ethnic composition (94% White), the very small number of participants under
the age of 50 (6), and the biased sample drawn only from genealogists. In order to determine if
genealogists are more generative than non-genealogists, further research is needed that
specifically compares generativity of genealogists to non-genealogists. It is also important for
future research to include more racial/ethnic and age diversity. Future research should also
include a more in-depth quantitative analysis of the relationship between genealogy and
generativity. My research also identified an opportunity for other researchers to examine the
relationship between genealogy and its cognitive, psychological, mental, and psychosocial
benefits as they relate to an individual’s well-being.
Implications for Social Work

There are several implications for the social work profession regarding the importance of
genealogy in working with older adults and other marginalized and disenfranchised groups.
According to Hutchison (2003), the humanistic perspective of human behavior is driven by the
desire for personal growth and a sense of meaning and competence in their lives. Included in

these desires, is the desire to “experience” bonding with other individuals. Participants in my
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study consistently expressed they received pleasure in genealogy because it provides them with a
sense of adequacy, satisfaction, sense of accomplishment, and an improved self-esteem. They
also wrote that genealogy provides them with opportunities to socialize with other genealogists
and “new” found relatives. Genealogy also provided participants with a creative challenge in
solving puzzles and mysteries. Identifying the benefits received by those individuals who
participate in genealogy is an important implication for the social work. This is because older
adults suffer from higher rates of depression than do other age groups (USDHHS, 2000); older
adult depression places them at great risk of suicide (MclInnis-Dittrich, 2002). Participants in my
study recognized and identified the usefulness of genealogy in reducing their social isolation and
increasing the psychosocial well-being. Thus, genealogy is an important and useful tool for
social workers and providers working with older adults. Social workers could utilize genealogy
as an activity with either individuals or in group settings, or as MclInnis-Dittrich (2004) suggests,
through reminiscence therapy. As detailed in MclInnis-Dittrich (2002), older adults need to
reduce their isolation, and stay connected to people or activities for good psychosocial health.
Older adults also need to have a sense that they are being productive and useful through activities
such as volunteering or hobbies, or they are at risk for depression, which could led to suicide
(Mclnnes-Dittrich, 2002).

Genealogy has implications for the social work profession and is important in the context
of a transcultural perspective because it expands and increases our cultural competency and
knowledge through the resulting research, which is in turn incredibly useful for social workers
and others to understand their privilege and postitionality as it relates to their clients and to
society as a whole. The generalizability of my research’s findings illustrates the benefit of

genealogy as a tool to assist people of color, and other marginalized and oppressed groups
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address issues of oppression, correct historical deficiencies in our national memory, and increase
our cultural knowledge of marginalized groups, as well as provide them with a means by which
to improve their psychosocial, psychological, cognitive, and mental well-being. Most
participants of in my study identified to know where they “come” from and to contextualize their
ancestor’s place in history as both the primary reason they are active in genealogy and what
gives them the most value. Thus, this desire to know where they “come from” and know about
those who came before is an important reason they are involved in genealogy. However, for
marginalized groups tracing one’s roots takes on the additional dimension of claiming their place
in the nation’s past, correcting the historical paradigm presented by the dominate group, and
passing onto the next generation an awareness of historical belonging (Parham, 2008).
Genealogy functions to recover generational memory, especially of racial and ethnic groups lost
during immigration, assimilation, and oppression (Hareven, 1978). Indeed the work of
genealogists of color “provides opportunities for critical reflection (on), dynamics of race,
identity and inequality” (Parham, 2008, p. 4). It is these transcultural opportunities that results
from genealogical research that can lead to an increased understanding and awareness of culture
by social workers and by those who run social service programs that focus on improving the

lives of disenfranchised and oppressed populations, including older adults (Greenberg, 1982).
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Appendix A
Demographic Questionnaire

The questions below are to assess basic demographic information. All answers will be reported
in aggregate form for any reports and none of the information provided below will identify you
personally. Please mark appropriate answers with an X or fill in the space provided.

1. Marital Status

Single

Married/Long Term Partner
Divorced/Not Remarried
Divorced/Remarried
Widowed

Widowed/Remarried

2. Number of Children__
3. Gender

Female __ Male
4. Race/Ethnicity

African-American
Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic
Native-American/Native-Alaskan
White non-Hispanic
Other (please specify)

5. Age
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Appendix B

LGS
Instructions. For each of the following statements, please indicate how often the statement applies to you, by
marking either a “0,” “1,” “2, “ or “3” in the space in front.

Mark “0” if the statement_never applies to you.

Mark “1” if the statement only occasionally or seldom applies to you.

Mark “2” if the statement applies to you_fairly often.

Mark “3” if the statement applies to you_very often or nearly always.
1. 1 try to pass along the knowledge I have gained through my experiences.

2. 1 do not feel that other people need me.

3. I think 1 would like the work of a teacher.

4. | feel as though | have made a difference to many people.

5. 1 do not volunteer to work for a charity.

6. | have made and created things that have had an impact on other people.

7. 1 try to be creative in most things that | do.

8. | think that I will be remembered for a long time after | die.

9. | believe that society cannot be responsible for providing food and shelter for all homeless people.
10. Others would say that | have made unique contributions to society.

11. If I were unable to have children of my own, | would like to adopt children.

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

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

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

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

16. | have made many commitments to many different kinds of people, groups, and activities in my life.
17. Other people say that | am a very productive person.

18. I have a responsibility to improve the neighborhood in which I live.

19. People come to me for advice.

20. | feel as though my contributions will exist after | die.
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Appendix C
GBC

Instructions. Below is a list of specific behaviors or acts. Over the past two months, it is likely
that you may have performed some of these behaviors. It is also likely that you have not
performed many of them as well during this time. Please consider each behavior to determine
whether or not you have performed the behavior during the past two months. If you have
performed the behavior, please try to determine how many times you have performed it during
the past two months. For each behavior, provide one of the following ratings:

Write a 0" in the blank before the behavior if you have not performed the behavior during the
past two months.

Write a "1" in the blank if you have performed the behavior one time during the past two
months.

Write a 2" in the blank if you have performed the behavior more than once during the past two
months.

1. Taught somebody a skill.

N

. Served as a role model for a young person.

w

. Won an award or contest.

o

. Went to see a movie or play.

. Gave money to a charity.

. Did volunteer work for a charity.

© 00 N O O

. Listened to a person tell me his or her personal problems.

. Purchased a new car or major appliance (e.g., dishwasher, television set).

. Taught Sunday School or provided similar religious instruction.

___10. Taught somebody about right and wrong, good and bad.

____11. Told somebody about my own childhood.

___12. Read a story to a child.

___13. Babysat for somebody else's children.

____ 14, Participated in an athletic sport.

____15. Gave clothing or personal belongings to a not-for-profit organization (such as the "Good
Will," "Salvation Army," etc.).

___16. Was elected or promoted to a leadership position.
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____17. Made a decision that influenced many people.

___18. Ate dinner at a restaurant.

___19. Produced a piece of art or craft (such as pottery, quilt, woodwork, painting, etc).
___20. Produced a plan for an organization or group outside my own family.

21. Visited a non-relative in a hospital or nursing home.

22. Read a novel.

23. Made something for somebody and then gave it to them.

24. Drew upon my past experiences to help a person adjust to a situation.

25. Picked up garbage or trash off the street or some other area that is not my property.

26. Gave a stranger directions on how to get somewhere.

27. Attended a community or neighborhood meeting.

28. Wrote a poem or story.

29. Took in a pet.

30. Did something that other people considered to be unique and important.

__31. Attended a meeting or activity at a church (not including conventional worship service
such as Mass, Sunday morning service, etc.)

___32. Offered physical help to a friend or acquaintance (e.g., helped them move, fix a car,
etc.).

33. Had an argument with a friend or family member.

____34. Contributed time or money to a political or social cause.

35. Planted or tended a garden, tree, flower, or other plant.

36. Wrote a letter to a newspaper, magazine, Congressman, etc. about a social issue.
37. Cooked a meal for friends (non-family members).

38. Donated blood.

39. Took prescription medicine.

40. Sewed or mended a garment or other object.

41. Restored or rehabbed a house, part of a house, a piece of furniture, etc.
42. Assembled or repaired a child's toy.

43. Voted for a political candidate or some other elected position.

44. Invented something.

45. Provided first aid or other medical attention.
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____46. Attended a party.

___47.Took an afternoon nap.

____48. Participated in or attended a benefit or fund-raiser.

___49. Learned a new skill (e.g., computer language, musical instrument, welding, etc.).

50. Became a parent (had a child, adopted a child, or became a foster parent).
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Appendix D
Genealogical Activity and Interest

Questions below are used by the researcher to better understand the genealogical activities and
interests of genealogists. There are no right or wrong answers.

1. In your words how would you define a genealogist?

2. How long have you been involved in genealogy research and work? (please type of write X
next to answer)

less than one month ___11to 20 years

two to six months 211030 years
seven monthstooneyear 31 to 40 years

one to two years _ 411050 years
three to five years 51 to 60 years

Six to 10 years more than 60 years

3. How did you first become interested in genealogy?

What are your reasons for being active in genealogy? (For questions 4-15, please rate each item
on a 4-point scale:

1= "irelevant to me” 2= “somewhat irrelevant” 3= “somewhat important to me” 4= “very
important reason to me”

4. to come to know my ancestors as people.

5. to restore ancestors to the family memory.

6. to go back in time, in my imagination.

7. to learn about my roots, about who I am.

8. as my way of dealing with mortality and death.
9. because | enjoy being the family historian.
10.doing genealogy gives a feeling of competence.
11. so | can publish a book or an article.

12. to meet living relatives.

13. to occupy myself in my spare time.
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14. to occupy myself in retirement.
15. for posterity (for children, grandchildren, nephews and nieces).

16. In you own words, what value does genealogy have for you?

17. What is the primary reason you are active in genealogy?

18. What is the second most important reason you are active in genealogy?

19. Have you passed onto or shared any of the below items with your children, grandchildren,
nieces or nephews? (please check all that apply)

pedigree chart created a family history website
descendant chart ahnentafel report

family group chart an article you wrote

family tree a book you wrote

20. Has genealogy affected your well-being or any other aspects of your life? If so, How?

21) Please describe what has been the main benefit to you in your participation in genealogy?

22) What do your friends and family think of your genealogical work? How does this feel?
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Sample Characteristics (n=100)
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Characteristics n? %
Marital Status
Single 30 30
Married 70 70
Race/Ethnicity
Other/Multi and Bi Racial 8 8
White/Non-Hispanic 92 92
Gender
Female 72 72
Male 26 26
Length
10 years or less 40 40
11-20 years 21 21
21-30 years 16 16
31-40 years 14 14
41 years or longer 9 9
Age M=67.62
SD=10.02
Number of Children M=2.39
SD=1.50
Loyola Generative Scale” M= 38.04
SD=8.58
Generative Behavior Checklist™ M=25.88
SD=10.28
Generative Acts™* M=4.13
SD=2.86

#=Loyola Generative Scale scores range from 0 the lowest to 60 the highest. ##=Generative Behavior Checklist scores range from 0 the lowest to
80 the highest. ###=Generative Acts scores range from 0 the lowest to 12 the highest.
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Table 2a

Bivariate Analysis: Loyola Generative Scale (LGS) (Generative Concern) scores by Model Predictors

Generative Concern Significant
Mean (SD) Differences
Marital Status
Single 37.70 (11.05) No Significant Difference
Married 38.19 (7.32)
Race/Ethnicity
Other/Multi and Bi Racial 39.38 (8.94) No Significant Difference
White/Non-Hispanic 37.92 (8.59)
Gender
Female 37.79 (8.98) No Significant Difference
Male 38.96 (7.73)
Length
10 years or less 34.95 (7.67) Significant Difference,
11-20 years 38.10 (7.39) 41 years or longer >
21-30 years 41.69 (9.67) 10 years or less *
31-40 years 38.14 (7.95)
41 years or longer 44.67 (9.06)
Generative Concern Significant
r Relationship
Age .066 No Significant Relationship
Number of Children 155 No Significant Relationship

Using two-tailed tests * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Bivariate Analysis: Generative Behavior Checklist (GBC) (Generative Behavior) scores by Model

Predictors

Generative Behavior Significant
Mean (SD) Differences
Marital Status
Single 24.59 (10.51) No Significant Difference
Married 26.43 (10.21)
Race/Ethnicity
Other/Multi and Bi Racial 29.13 (8.01) No Significant Difference
White/Non-Hispanic 25.58 (10.45)
Gender
Female 26.37 (10.04) No Significant Difference
Male 24.88 (11.20)
Length
10 years or less 23.63 (9.84) No Significant Difference
11-20 years 26.10 (10.55)
21-30 years 26.07 (12.71)
31-40 years 29.08 (9.28)
41 years or longer 29.88 (7.72)
Generative Behavior Significant
r Relationship
Age -.174 No Significant Relationship
Number of Children 267** Significant Relationship

Using two-tailed tests * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Table 2¢

Bivariate Analysis: Generative Acts (Generative Behavior) scores by Model Predictors

Generative Acts Significant
Mean (SD) Differences
Marital Status
Single 4.60 (3.27) No Significant Difference
Married 3.93 (2.67)
Race/Ethnicity
Other/Multi and Bi Racial 3.29 (1.16) No Significant Difference
White/Non-Hispanic 2.83 (.30)
Gender
Female 3.97 (2.74) No Significant Difference
Male 4.62 (3.26)
Length
10 years or less 2.93 (2.60) Significant Difference,
11-20 years 3.76 (2.34) 41 years or longer and
21-30 years 5.50 (2.68) 21-30 years >
31-40 years 5.29 (2.43) 10 years or less *
41 years or longer 4.13 (2.86)
Generative Behavior Significant
r Relationship
Age 173 No Significant Relationship
Number of Children .200* Significant Relationship

Using two-tailed tests * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Table 3a

Multiple Linear Regression: Beta Weights of Generative Concern (measured via LGS) by Age, Gender,
Length of Participation, Marital Status, Race/Ethnicity, and Number of Children.

Model
Adjusted R-Squared .092
F 2.065
df 9,86
p .042*
Predictors Beta and Significance
Age -.004
Gender

Female Vs Male -1.22
Length of Genealogy Participation (each vs. 10 years or less)

11-20 3.10
21-30 7.67*
31-40 2.28
41 years or longer 9.73*
Marital Status

Single Vs Married -1.28
Race

White/Non-Hispanic Vs Other -2.99
Number of Children .615

Using two-tailed tests * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Table 3b

Multiple Linear Regression: Beta Weights of Generative Behavior (measured via GBC) by Age, Gender,
Length of Participation, Marital Status, Race/Ethnicity, and Number of Children.

Model
Adjusted R-Squared 104
F 2.198
df 9,84
Y .030*
Predictors Beta and Significance
Age -.285*
Gender
Female Vs Male 144
Length of Genealogy Participation (Each vs. 10 years or less)
11-20 2.73
21-30 2.56
31-40 4.81
41 years or longer 7.68
Marital Status
Single Vs Married -.379
Race
White/Non-Hispanic Vs Other 2.37
Number of Children 2.31*

Using two-tailed tests * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Table 3c

Multiple Linear Regression: Beta Weights of Generative Acts (measured via GAI) by Age, Gender, Length
of Participation, Marital Status, Race/Ethnicity, and Number of Children.

Model
Adjusted R-Squared 158
F 3.029
df 9,88
p .003**
Predictors Beta and Significance
Age 012
Gender

Female Vs Male -.814
Length of Genealogy Participation (Each vs. 10 years or less)

11-20 .826
21-30 2.34
31-40 2.42
41 years or longer 2.76
Marital Status

Single Vs Married .780
Race

White/Non-Hispanic Vs Other 1.38
Number of Children .295*

Using two-tailed tests * p < .05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Table 4

Frequencies of Reasons Why Active in Genealogy

Reasons Irrelevant Somewhat Irrelevant Somewhat Important Very Important
To come to know... 1 4 19 76
To restore ancestors... 5 9 30 56
To go back in time... 21 16 32 31
To learn about... 4 6 30 59
As my way of dealing... 57 22 12 8
Because | enjoy... 13 24 27 36
Doing genealogy gives... 16 35 32 17
So | can publish... 59 18 17 6
To meet living... 25 29 29 17
To occupy myself ... 47 22 22 9
To occupy... in retirement 52 21 18 9

For posterity... 4 8 25 63
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