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Introduction: The conceptualisation and development of a measure of generational egoism are described. Generational egoism is 
defined as actions aimed at maximising benefits for one’s own generation without giving due attention or concern to the negative 
consequences of those actions for future generations. This form of selfishness is characterised by a short-term (here and now) focus 
and a lack of concern for the long-term consequences of one’s actions.
Methods: A study of the psychometric properties of the Generational Egoism Questionnaire was conducted, with an exploratory and 
a confirmatory factor analysis being carried out. The first set of data (N = 269; Mage = 24.90; SD = 6.70) was analysed by exploratory 
factor analysis, and the second set of data (N = 213; M = 24.70; SD = 6.15) was analysed by confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, 
an investigation was conducted into the potential correlations within the group of participants (N = 161; M = 23.91, SD = 8.36) 
between the General Egoism Questionnaire, which has been introduced in this paper, and other personality and well-being diagnostic 
tools: The Dark Triad Dirty Dozen, The TIPI Test, The Satisfaction with Life Scale, The Positivity Scale, Brief Resilience Coping 
Scale and The Meaning of Life Questionnaire.
Results: The results of the factor analyses verified the one-factor structure of the Generational Egoism Questionnaire. The 
Generational Egoism Questionnaire reveals satisfactory internal consistency, with r = 0.88. The divergent and convergent validity 
of the Generational Egoism Questionnaire was indicated by correlations with other scales. The Generational Egoism Questionnaire 
correlates with personality subscales: narcissism, psychopathy, machiavelism, neurtocism and open to experience. The General Egoism 
does not correlate well-being.
Conclusion: The results indicate that the Generational Egoism Questionnaire is a valid and reliable instrument. The Genrational 
Egoism Questionnaire can be used in future research but also has its practical use – for teachers and environmental educators.
Keywords: egoism, sustainability, future generations

Introduction
The notion of sustainable development is about improving the quality of life while maintaining social equity, biodiversity 
and an abundance of natural resources. In accordance with this principle, it is not sufficient to consider the needs of the 
present generation; consideration must also be given to the fate of future generations. A prerequisite for the actualisation 
of the sustainable development concept is the decrease or even abandonment of the selfish needs of the present 
generation and a greater openness to the needs of future generations. The prevailing egoism of the present generation 
seems to be a major obstacle to realising the ideas and principles of sustainable development. Egoistic individuals are less 
likely to make personal sacrifices for the benefit of the environment, such as paying more for sustainable products or 
changing their lifestyle. They prioritise personal comfort over sustainable actions such as reducing consumption, 
recycling, minimising single-use plastics, saving energy, conserving water and using public transport.1,2

The article explores the concept of egoism in contemporary social relationships, with a particular emphasis on its 
expression in interpersonal interactions. Additionally, the article introduces the notion of generational egoism, which 
explores the relationship between the present generation and future generations. This concept raises important questions 
about the responsibilities of the current generation towards those yet to come, emphasizing the need for a balance 
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between self-interest and collective well-being. A significant component of the article will be the presentation of 
a questionnaire designed to diagnose generational egoism and its relationship with personality traits and well-being.

Egoism
Egoism has a long-standing tradition in the field of science. Epicureanism is an ancient philosophy that posits the notion 
that humans live for their own enjoyment. The concept that individuals act for their own benefit, rather than for the 
benefit of others or in accordance with a moral code, is substantiated by the observation that humans engage in prosocial 
behaviour from infancy through to adulthood.3

Thomas Hobbes considered egoism to be an indelible element (feature) of human nature. Therefore, it is not an 
attitude or choice of a person themself. According to Hobbes, egoism is an attitude aimed at protecting one’s own interest 
and one’s own good. What changes is not egoism itself, but only its form; in place of boundless egoism comes rational, 
moderate egoism, subject to accepted norms and laws.4

In the realm of modern philosophy, Jeremy Bentham concurred with Epicurus on the notion that human behaviour is 
predicated on the pursuit of pleasure and the evasion of pain. Bentham meticulously delineated the categories and 
attributes of pain and pleasure, elucidating the notion of psychological hedonism as the driving force behind human 
actions. He further endeavoured to quantify psychological hedonism. He sought to identify the ideal human behaviour 
based on the concept of “hedonic calculus”, which posits that we should evaluate relative gains and losses in pain and 
pleasure to determine the most pleasurable action to select in a given situation.5,6

In the philosophical framework of Herbert Spencer, a proponent of the concept of “survival of the fittest”, the 
primary objective of animals is to ensure their own survival and that of their offspring. This assertion signifies 
that the needs of the individual and their immediate family supersede those of other species. All species, 
according to Spencer, strive to optimise their chances of survival and, by extension, their well-being. The 
hypothesis propounded by Spencer asserts that the organisms most adept at adapting to their environment will 
experience a higher level of pleasure than pain. This suggests that pleasure is the driving force behind an animal’s 
survival instinct, and that the pursuit of pleasure is a constant aspect of an animal’s behaviour because it is linked 
to its survival.7–9

At present, the concept of egoism is employed to refer to a wide range of phenomena. It is usually a term that 
describes human behavior directed towards achieving one’s own needs, benefits or desires,10 or even maximising one’s 
happiness or interest.11 Sometimes it is treated as a lack of human involvement in actions for the benefit of others as 
a result of a lack of empathy12,13 altruism,14,15 or the desire to cooperate with others.16 Its roots lie in the human psyche 
and may be associated with various human traits such as narcissism,17 psychopathy,18 egocentrism,19 or excessive 
individualism.20 Extreme forms of egoism may be expressed in aggression,21 social hostility22–24 or greed.25 Egoism may 
also be an attitude adopted by a person who is overburdened with obligations to others or is not very assertive. In this 
case, the adopted attitude of “healthy egoism” may be a manifestation of self-respect and concern for one’s own health or 
well-being.26–29

In the public perception, selfishness is usually associated with a negative connotation, because it is destructive to 
personal or social relationships. When an individual puts their own interests above the interests of a partner in 
a relationship, neglecting or ignoring their needs and desires, it can cause emotional pain or feelings of anger, resentment, 
or betrayal in a loved one.30 However, when individuals or groups put their needs above the interests of other 
communities or society as a whole, it can undermine the well-being of the community, reinforce social inequalities or 
lead to a decrease in social trust or a decrease in the standard of living of society.31

Sometimes selfish actions can be associated with prosocial motivation. Paradoxically, selfishness can motivate an 
individual to act for the good of other people or the community (ie, cooperation, helping, sharing) when the action is 
an instrumental means to achieve one’s own well-being or personal benefits (ie, avoiding social criticism or a sense 
of shame or guilt for not acting for the good of others, or gaining respect, esteem or recognition for actions for the 
common good). Selfishly motivated prosocial actions give individuals the feeling that they are perceived by others 
as good, caring, responsible, or engaged in their personal or social lives.32,33 This is a strategy for managing the 
impressions of others.34 This instrumental motivation in prosocial actions is sometimes referred to as the 
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phenomenon of “tainted altruism”.35–38 The primary motivation of people with pathological altruism is to please 
others, gain approval, and avoid criticism and rejection.39

The question of whether selfishness is genetic or environmental remains a subject of debate. In general, children 
exhibit a greater tendency towards directness and selfishness, as they have not yet developed an understanding of other 
people’s desire to be happy. They face challenges in comprehending their role as social beings, and as a result, they 
struggle to align their own interests with those of others.40 However, when confronted with a selfish adult, a different 
dynamic emerges. In such cases, the individual can be perceived as someone who has not yet transitioned out of this 
phase of childhood, at least in terms of their psychological development.

Research indicates that individuals who prioritise self-interest are less inclined to collaborate in the presence of social 
dilemmas41,42 and to participate in pro-environmental initiatives.43–47 The motivation behind environmental concern and 
pro-environmental engagement is the pursuit of self-serving objectives, such as attaining status or reputation,48 safe
guarding public image,49,50 financial gain or enhancing personal well-being,51 or evading financial and health 
consequences.52

Egoism, focusing on self-interest, has a complex relationship with culture. It can be viewed as a basic human drive or 
a cultural value. Cultural norms shape egoistic behaviors, leading to varied expressions of self-interest across societies. 
Individualistic cultures can foster egoism due to their emphasis on independence, autonomy, and self-reliance, which 
leads to prioritizing individual needs over group goals. Conversely, collectivist cultures prioritise the needs of the group 
and the maintenance of harmony, placing significant emphasis on interdependence, group loyalty and social responsi
bility. This cultural dynamic has the potential to mitigate egoism.53,54

From a developmental perspective, egoism is frequently considered to represent a natural stage in early childhood, 
typified by a concentration on one’s personal necessities and aspirations. Infants are naturally egocentric, viewing the 
world through their own lens. As children mature, their cognitive skills grow, enabling them to recognize that others 
possess different thoughts and feelings. This awareness fosters empathy, the ability to understand and share the emotions 
of others.55–57

Concept of Generational Egoism
The traditional perspective on egoism is focused on current interpersonal relationships. The term is typically employed to 
describe human behaviour directed towards the fulfilment of personal needs, benefits or even the maximisation of 
personal wellbeing.10,11 The adverse consequences of selfish behaviour are experienced by others in a relatively short 
period of time. But sometimes, the negative consequences of selfishness affect individuals or social groups that exist now, 
but the effects of selfishly motivated actions taken now may have negative consequences for future generations, a point 
not often emphasised in previous discussions of selfishness. In essence, selfishness can be conceptualised as an 
inclination to prioritise one’s own best interests, often disregarding the potential consequences of these actions for future 
generations. This form of selfishness appears particularly evident in the context of over-consumption and environmental 
exploitation.

The world we live in is one in which excessive consumption of goods is causing a lot of environmental damage 
and an ecological crisis. There is a growing tendency for individuals to disregard the ecological consequences of 
their daily consumption. The preoccupation with personal needs and desires and the prioritisation of psychological 
and material well-being has led to a societal blind spot regarding the adverse environmental impacts of daily 
choices. These choices encompass a wide range of activities, including energy and water consumption, food 
wastage, adherence to fashion trends, the disposal of functional appliances in favour of new purchases, and the 
failure to separate waste.58 Human activity has been identified as a primary driver of climate change, with increasing 
temperatures, more frequent extreme weather events, and a growing threat of pollution. Additionally, natural 
resources are being overexploited, leading to a decline in their availability and a potential threat to long-term 
sustainability.59,60

The aforementioned considerations indicate that human beings may engage in behaviour that is oriented towards the 
fulfilment of personal needs, benefits or desires, despite the potential negative consequences of such actions for future 
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generations. Therefore, it would appear that there is a distinct form of egoism that has hitherto not been subject to 
analysis in the social sciences. The term “generational egoism” is thus proposed.

Generational egoism can be defined as actions aimed at maximising benefits for one’s own generation without giving 
due attention or concern to the negative consequences of those actions for future generations. This form of selfishness is 
characterised by a short-term (here and now) focus and a lack of concern for the long-term consequences of one’s 
actions. The emphasis on the satisfaction of one’s own needs is so pronounced that it effectively excludes concern for the 
needs of future generations.

The intensity of generational egoism is, of course, subject to variation depending on the experiences, values and 
norms that exist in each generation. The Millennial generation, for instance, has been referred to as the “ego” 
generation, given its propensity to prioritise experiential values over those related to community, family, or altruistic 
pursuits. This generation has been observed to exhibit higher levels of narcissism in comparison to preceding 
generations. This generation was characterised by high self-esteem, exceptionalism, materialism and vanity, and 
a strong focus on the self.61–64 The economic paradigm, with its preoccupation with notions of “profit” and “loss”, 
permeated all facets of life, including the private sphere.65 This generation has been referred to as the “generation 
self”. Research on Millennials has demonstrated that they were less inclined to participate in charity, politics, or 
social activities. This generation has been found to be less inclined to engage in personal actions for the environ
ment or energy conservation when compared to the preceding generations. In this context, the Millennial generation 
may reveal high levels of generational egoism.61,62

Current studies that analyse generational differences in environmental behaviour demonstrate that younger genera
tions, such as Generation Z, are more environmentally conscious and committed to environmental care.66–69 In 
comparison to their older counterparts, younger generations demonstrate a stronger inclination towards sustainable 
practices, including resource conservation, the purchase of locally sourced foodstuffs, pro-social attitudes, and 
a commitment to green consumption values. Furthermore, they exhibit a higher level of engagement in behaviours 
aimed at reducing food waste. Recent studies have also demonstrated that Generation Z members are more concerned 
about environmental issues than previous generations.67 This suggests that members of Generation Z may exhibit 
reduced levels of generational egoism compared to their predecessors.

The objective of the next sections is to present the construction of a questionnaire for diagnosing generational 
selfishness and to analyse the relationship between generational selfishness and personality traits and individual well- 
being.

Measurement of Generational Egoism
In the extant literature on egoism, several diagnostic tools have been developed for the purpose of measuring this 
construct.31,70,71 A common characteristic of these measures is that they refer to the relationship between currently living 
individuals. However, there is an absence of diagnostic tools that can be utilised to identify intergenerational egoism.

The objective pursued in this study was to develop a questionnaire for measuring generational egoism. The 
construction of the tool for measuring generational egoism was based on the following definition:

Generational egoism can be defined as actions aimed at maximising benefits for one’s own generation without giving due 
attention or concern to the negative consequences of those actions for future generations. This form of selfishness is 
characterised by a short-term (here and now) focus and a lack of concern for the long-term consequences of one’s actions. 

To begin, 20 items describing the phenomenon of generational egoism were generated. In order to evaluate the quality 
of the items, experts in the field of environmental psychology were invited to utilise a 5-point Likert-type scale (very 
poor, poor, fair, good, very good) to independently ascertain the extent to which the initial pool of items reflected 
generational egoism. Employing the same scale, the experts then proceeded to evaluate the extent to which the initial 
pool of items reflected generational egoism. Items were retained if the average was 4.0 or higher. This pre-selection 
process reduced the number of statements to eleven.

Subsequent statistical analyses were carried out using the statistical software Statistica 13.0.
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Exploratory Factor Analysis
The primary objective of the present study was to ascertain the factor structures of the Generational Egoism 
Questionnaire, with a secondary aim of assessing its reliability.

Method
Participants
The sample consisted of 269 people (Mage = 24.90; SD = 6.70). 186 participants (69.14%) were women and 77 (28.62%) 
were men. Six people answered “other” (2.24%). 65 participants (24.17%) lived in villages and 204 (75.83%) 
participants lived in cities. Of the respondents, 87 had received a university education (32.35%) and 165 were students 
(61.33%). 17 respondents indicated completion of primary education (6.32%).

All participants in the survey lived in the Polish voivodeship of Pomerania, close to the Baltic Sea. This province is 
also home to many lakes and rivers, as well as national parks (Slowinski National Park and Wolinski National Park) and 
thirteen local landscape parks. Poland has many natural assets, but the country also emits significant amounts of 
greenhouse gases. The reason for these gas emissions is the use of coal for energy production. For many years, 
Poland was the leading producer of coal in Europe. In recent years, European regulations have forced Poland to reduce 
coal mining and develop other energy sources – natural gas and renewable energy (wind turbines, photovoltaics).

Procedure
A comprehensive data collection process was executed utilising Google Forms and a computer application. Google 
Forms is an interactive form tool whose layout is aligned with the graphical design of the paper equivalent. Subjects were 
instructed to undertake the questionnaire directly on the Internet. Their task was to rate each of the statements in the 
questionnaire and select an opinion from a five-point Likert scale. The options ranged from (1) “Definitely disagree” to 
(5) “Definitely agree”.

Prior to participation, subjects were informed about the study objectives and gave their consent online. The informed 
nature of the study, which was anonymous, was highlighted to the subjects, who were at liberty to refuse to participate. 
The main inclusion criterion for participation in the study was age above 18. The exclusion criterion was living beyond 
the Pomeranian voivodeship. The participants were contacted by the study team.

The study was reviewed and approved by the Bioethics Committee of the Institute of Psychology at the University of 
and was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki (KB 27/2022).

Results
The dataset was then subjected to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), a statistical method used to identify latent 
variables or factors in a set of data. Prior to conducting the EFA, two crucial steps were performed: the Kaiser–Meyer– 
Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (BTS) were applied to the data, yielding 
results of KMO = 0.902, BTS (55) = 1694.634, p < 0.001. The application of this exploratory factor analysis, employing 
the principal component analysis with oblimin rotation of the statements of the Generational Egoism Questionnaire, 
yielded a single factor. A parallel analysis also suggested the possibility of a one-factor solution (actual λ1 = 5.99, λ2 = 
0.99, λ3 = 0.92 vs λ1 = 1.34, λ2 = 1.24, λ3 = 1.16 from the parallel analysis). The quality of the items that constituted the 
one-factor solution was also analysed. Comrey and Lee’s classification system placed items with loadings higher than or 
equal to 0.71 in the “excellent” category, those with loadings between 0.63 and 0.71 in the “very good” category, those 
with loadings between 0.55 and 0.63 in the “good” category, those with loadings between 0.43 and 0.55 in the 
“reasonable” category, and those with loadings between 0.32 and 0.43 in the “poor” category. Consequently, statements 
with loadings above 0.62 were retained for the items’ quality.72 Consequently, the final version of the Generational 
Egoism Questionnaire comprised 9 items.

A one-factor structure accounts for approximately 54% of the variance, and the factor has satisfactory reliability as 
measured by Cronbach’s alpha.73 The reliability of the factor is Cronbach’s alpha = 0.88 (see Table 1).
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The next stage of the research was to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis. We used several indices to evaluate the 
model on the empirical data: χ2(df), comparative fit index (CFI), TLI index, and root mean squared error of approxima
tion (RMSEA). The following criteria indicated a good fit of the model to the empirical data: >0.90 CFI, and <0.09 
RMSEA.74

Method
Participants
In this study, we collected data from a sample consisting of 213 participants, including 154 women (72.30%) and 59 men 
(27.70%). The ages of the respondents ranged from 18 years old up to 43 years old (M = 24.70; SD = 6.15). Among the 
collected sample, 176 participants lived in cities (82.62%) and 38 participants lived in villages (17.38%). Furthermore, 67 
respondents had received a university education (31.46%), 140 participants had a secondary education (65.72%), and 6 
respondents indicated completion of primary education (2.82%).

Procedure
In line with the exploratory factor analysis’ data collection, the confirmatory factor analysis data were collected 
electronically. Each participant was informed that the study was anonymous and that participation was voluntary. The 
study included participants over 18 years old, excluding those living outside the Pomeranian voivodeship. Participants 
were contacted by the study team.

Results
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis are presented in Table 2. The one-factor model was found to be a more 
suitable fit to the empirical data.

Table 1 Median, Standard Deviation, Communalities, Factor of the Generational Egoism Questionnaire (N = 269)

No. Items: M SD C F

1 I do not think about what will happen to the planet after I die 1.88 1.08 0.57 0.75
2 I think the generation I am part of is more important than generations to come 1.76 1.04 0.60 0.77

3 The future of the planet is of no concern to me 1.64 0.84 0.61 0.78

4 I am not going to worry about what will happen to the Earth in hundreds of years, because there are enough 
problems to deal with today

2.15 1.01 0.65 0.80

5 I believe that for the sake of future generations, the expansion of industry should be limited 3.89 0.98 0.39 −0.63

6 I do not think we need to worry about the natural environment for future generations 1.89 0.97 0.59 0.76
7 What we are doing to the planet right now is important, but it will be meaningless in a hundred years 1.91 1.06 0.46 0.67

8 The most important thing for all generations is to be happy, so I do not care what future generations may feel 1.95 0.96 0.62 0.79
9 I am indifferent to whether future generations will experience an environmental disaster 1.92 0.93 0.71 0.84

Variance [%] 54

Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) 0.88

Table 2 Indices for One Factor Model

χ2 P Df CFI RMSEA

Model 109.293 0.0 27 0.915 0.054
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Study 2. Divergent and Convergent Validity of Generational Egoism 
Questionnaire
The validity of any assertion that the Generational Egoism Scale (GES) quantifies a distinctive and significant 
personality dimension is contingent, at least in part, on substantiating that it does not constitute an arbitrary 
reinterpretation of extant concepts, and that the GES, as it has been operationalised, does not represent 
a construct that can be adequately elucidated by another personality scale within a more extensive personality 
inventory. In a preliminary attempt to address the construct validity question and related questions on divergent 
and convergent validity, the relationship between selfishness and several psychological constructs was examined.

The measures are the Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (neuroticism, psychopathy, machiavelism),75 Ten-Item Personality 
Inventory (extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, open to experience),76 Satisfaction with Life 
Scale (SWLS),77 Positivity scale (POS),78 Brief Resilience Coping Scale (BRCS),79 and Meaning of Life Questionnaire 
(MLQ).80

A number of personality traits, particularly those that are characterised as “dark”, have been identified as significant 
contributors to ethical, moral and socially questionable behaviour. These traits are characterised by a propensity to 
prioritise personal gain, often at the expense of other individuals.81

It is logical to hypothesise a positive correlation between personality traits including narcissism, psychopathy and 
Machiavellianism with generational selfishness.

Research on the relationship between egoism and personality traits has focused not only on negative personality traits, 
but also on personality traits that are considered socially acceptable, as exemplified by the Five Personality Traits Model. 
This model encompasses the following personality traits: extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
and openness to experience. While some relationships have been observed between egoism and personality traits viewed 
from the perspective of the aforementioned model (agreeableness correlates negatively to egoism) these relationships are 
not very strong.82 Consequently, it can be hypothesised that generational egoism will demonstrate a negative correlation 
with agreeableness.

The enhancement of one’s own well-being is the most evident component of the selfish motive. Preliminary 
research suggests that individuals who are characterised by self-interest tend to perceive their lives as being replete 
with positive change and employ rational cognitive and behavioural strategies to cope with adversity. However, 
productive strategies are frequently accompanied by irrational ones.83 Consequently, a positive correlation can be 
anticipated with selected scales measuring disparate aspects of well-being: life satisfaction, positive orientation, 
resilience and meaning of life.

Method
Procedure
The research data were collected through the use of Google Forms. Participants were recruited via various Internet-based 
networks targeting persons living in the Pomeranian voivodeship in Poland. Prior to their involvement in this study, the 
subjects were informed about the objectives of the study and gave their consent online. The subjects were made aware of 
the anonymous nature of the study, as well as the option to decline participation. The main inclusion criterion for 
participation in the study was age above 18. The exclusion criterion was living beyond the Pomeranian voivodeship. The 
participants were contacted by the study team.

Participants
A dataset was collected from individuals, of whom 105 were female (53.03%), 54 were male (27.27%) and 2 were non- 
binary persons (1.01%). The age of the participants was (M = 23.91, SD = 8.36). The majority of the participants resided 
in urban areas N = 129 (80.12%), while the remainder resided in rural villages N = 32 (19.87%). 29 respondents had 
received a university education (19.87%) N = 96 participants had a secondary education (59.62%), and 4 respondents 
indicated completion of primary education (2.48%).
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Measures
Dark Triad Dirty Dozen
The Polish version of the Dirty Dozen comprises three personality subscales: narcissism, psychopathy and 
Machiavellianism.75 The Polish version of the Dirty Dozen scale maintains a consistent structure comprising 12 items, 
with four items allocated to each subscale. The scale and its subscales demonstrate adequate internal consistency and 
test–retest reliability. Polish adaptation:.84

TIPI Test
The Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) is a brief instrument designed to assess the five-factor model (FFM) of 
personality dimensions: extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and open to experience.76 

The questionnaire consists of 10 test items and the respondent is asked to respond to each item on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 – strongly disagree to 7 – strongly agree. The reliability of the questionnaire ranged between 0.45 
to 0.83 (Cronbach’s alphas). The test–retest reliability ranged between 0.56 and 0.83. Polish adaptation:.85

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS)
The SWLS is comprised of five items which are used to assess individuals’ global life satisfaction.77 The SWLS is a five- 
item measure that is scored on a seven-point Likert-type scale with response options ranging from 1 = extremely 
dissatisfied to 7 = extremely satisfied. The instrument’s reliability, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, is indicated by 
a coefficient of 0.81. Polish adaptation:.86

Positivity Scale (POS)
The positive orientation scale78 is comprised of eight items that measure the tendency to perceive positive aspects of life. 
It comprises three components: self-worth, optimism, and satisfaction, with a scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 
(totally agree). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84. Polish adaptation:87

Brief Resilience Coping Scale (BRCS)
The Brief Resilient Coping Scale (BRCS) is a measure of highly adaptive stress coping tendencies.79 The scale consists 
of 4 items to which the respondent has to respond on a 5-point scale (1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree). The 
reliability of this scale is Cronbach’s alpha = 0.625. Polish adaptation:88

Meaning of Life Questionnaire (MLQ)
The MLQ has been utilised as a tool to facilitate the comprehension and monitoring of individuals’ perceptions regarding 
their lives.80 The MLQ is a nine-item scale with two subscales: presence of meaning in life (Cronbach’s a = 0.86) and 
search for meaning in life (Cronbach’s a = 0.72). In order to provide a quantitative assessment of the respondents’ 
responses, a seven-point Likert scale is utilised, ranging from 1 (which is marked as “absolutely true”) to 7 (which is 
marked as “absolutely untrue”). Polish adaptation:89

Results
Tables 3 and 4 present the relations between the Generational Egoism Questionnaire and the personality and well-being 
scales.

Statistical analyses show that Generational Egoism correlates with some the personality tools used in the study, 
specifically: Narcissism (p < 0.05), Psychopathy (p < 0.05), Machiavelism (p < 0.05). It correlates negatively with 
Neuroticism (p < 0.05) and Open to experience (p < 0.05).

The General Egoism does not correlate well-being.

Discussion
The objective of the article was to present the concept of generational egoism from a social science perspective. The 
theoretical section of the article presented the assumptions of generational egoism.

Generational egoism was defined as actions aimed at maximising benefits for one’s own generation without giving 
due attention or concern to the negative consequences of those actions for future generations. This form of selfishness is 
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characterised by a short-term (here and now) focus and a lack of concern for the long-term consequences of one’s 
actions. This definition of generational egoism attempts to go beyond the traditional view of egoism, which focuses on 
current interpersonal relationships.10,11 By directing our attention to the egoism that arises from the conflict between the 
present generation and future generations, we can gain novel and intriguing insights into the nature of egoism.

The subsequent research section delineated the developmental stages of the Generational Egoism Questionnaire and 
its correlation with personality traits and well-being.

The Generational Egoism Questionnaire (GEQ) is a useful instrument for assessing the tendency to prioritise the 
needs of one’s own generation over those of subsequent generations. The present study indicates that the GEQ is 
a reliable and valid instrument. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses have been employed to verify the univariate 
structure. The findings suggest that the GEQ also exhibits robust internal consistency.

The present analysis examined the possible correlations between personality traits and generational selfishness. 
Initially, analyses were conducted between generational egoism and dark personality traits. The results indicated 
a positive correlation between all three dark traits (narcissism, psychopathy and machiavellianism) and generational 
egoism.

Individuals who obtain a high score on the narcissism scale are characterised by a sense of superiority towards other 
people, an exaggeration of their own merits, and a tendency to claim sensitivity to how others perceive them.90–93 The 
positive correlation of narcissism with generational egoism may therefore suggest that individuals who focus on their 
own benefits while showing no concern for the well-being of future generations may have a belief in their own 
uniqueness and a tendency to focus on themselves and their own needs, as these needs are of the utmost importance 
to them. It is hypothesised that an overemphasis on the self can impede the capacity to perceive the challenges faced by 
contemporary and future generations.

Subscale psychopathy is also positively correlated with generational selfishness. The psychopathy construct is typified 
by a diminished capacity for empathy and a concomitant deficit in the understanding of others. Individuals who exhibit 
elevated scores on subclinical psychopathy scales are distinguished by diminished emotional sensitivity, impulsivity, and 

Table 4 Generational Egoism and Well-being 
Scales

Personality Scales Generational Egoism

Satisfaction with life −0.05

Positivity Orientation −0.08
Presence of sense −0.01

Seeking of Sense −0.08

Resilience −0.07

Table 3 Generational Egoism and Personality 
Scales

Personality Scales Generational Egoism

Narcissism 0.22*

Psychopathy 0.38*

Machiavelism 0.37*
Extraversion −0.05

Neuroticism −0.21*

Agreeableness 0.06
Conscientiousness −0.09

Open to experience −0.17*

Note: *p < 0.05.
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a disregard for the consequences of punishment.94,95 Within this theoretical framework, the observed positive correlation 
between subscale psychopathy and generational egoism appears to be a plausible outcome. Individuals exhibiting low 
empathy, insensitivity to the plight of others, and a lack of concern for the well-being of others (ie, high psychopathy) 
may also fail to acknowledge the potential challenges that future generations may face.

The final dark personality trait under consideration, namely Machaivelism, demonstrates a positive correlation with 
generational egoism. It is noteworthy that this trait exhibits the strongest correlation with generational egoism of all the 
traits comprising the dark personality triad.

People who achieve high scores on the Machiavellianism scale are those who deceive and exploit others to achieve 
their own goals and benefit themselves. These individuals engage in manipulative behaviours, demonstrating a lack of 
empathy and a strong sense of self-worth. Their self-interest is of paramount importance.96–99 Within this paradigm, 
a discernible and robust correlation emerges between Machiavellianism and generational egoism. For individuals who 
exhibit Machiavellian tendencies, their own objectives take precedence over those of future generations. Furthermore, 
individuals with high levels of Machavielism may appear to understand the problems of climate change or sustainable 
development, but they are not really interested in these issues because they are only concerned with making a good 
impression on others.

Generational egoism has been demonstrated to correlate positively with many of the personality traits encompassed 
within the Five Trait Model.100 Conversely, generational egoism exhibits a negative correlation with neuroticism. 
Neuroticism is characterised by a high level of anxiety, a tendency towards depression, and an inability to control 
one’s emotions, especially in difficult, risky crisis situations. The correlation between neuroticism and generational 
egoism suggests that generational egoists possess a distinct ability to regulate their own emotional states, exhibiting 
minimal anxiety, including future-oriented anxiety. Conversely, individuals who are more emotionally sensitive may be 
predisposed to emotional discomfort, yet their heightened sensitivity to fear renders them more susceptible to the risks 
associated with unsustainability.

Furthermore, the propensity to embrace novel experiences has been demonstrated to be associated with a heightened 
tendency towards generational egoism. The findings indicate that individuals who are less receptive to novel experiences 
and information tend to place a greater emphasis on their existing knowledge and familiarity. This tendency is 
accompanied by a propensity to prioritise the challenges that are characteristic of their own generation. This finding 
may imply that individuals with limited openness to experience possess an inherent bias that hinders their ability to 
comprehend alternative perspectives or to adopt a viewpoint that transcends their own life experiences. Consequently, 
engaging in discourse on sustainability with an individual exhibiting low openness to experience may prove to be 
unproductive.

The study found no correlation between generational egoism and well-being, contradicting existing literature on 
egoism in interpersonal relationships. Previous results indicate that egoism in interpersonal relations impacts well-being 
both positively and negatively. “Healthy egoism”, marked by self-awareness and prioritizing personal needs, fosters 
authenticity and mental well-being. Conversely, excessive egoism, linked to selfishness, harms relationships and impedes 
personal growth.101 The findings of the present study that an exclusive focus on one’s own life and generation, without 
considering the broader perspective of future generations, does not necessarily lead to increased or decreased happiness. 
It is also important to note that an exclusive focus on the problems of future generations is unrelated to well-being. The 
absence of correlation between generational egoism and wellbeing may imply that it constitutes a distinct form of 
egoism, divergent from its manifestation in interpersonal relationships.

Limits of the Study and Future Directions
The notion of generational egoism represents an endeavour to delineate egoism beyond its conventional connotation – 
that is, egoism directed towards other individuals. Generational egoism, as previously defined, concerns the prioritisation 
of the self and one’s own generation while disregarding the perspective of future generations. While this perspective may 
offer certain advantages, it is important to recognise its limitations. The concept of generational egoism can be 
interpreted as a prioritisation of the interests of one’s own generation over those of future generations. However, the 
proposal of generational egoism does not define what specific benefits for one’s own generation one focuses on. 
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A comprehensive analysis of the benefits that come from being a member of one’s own generation might help us to 
understand the structure of generational egoism. Conversely, an analysis of the aspects of future generations that are not 
given consideration when thinking about future generations, and the specific benefits in future generations that are not 
taken into account, could also deepen the understanding of generational egoism.

It appears that the relationship between the emphasis placed on one’s own generation and the absence of attention 
towards future generations necessitates a more sophisticated examination. Is this a zero-sum relationship? Alternatively, 
does the focus on the here and now at the expense of future generations reflect a fundamental aspect of human nature, 
while instances of consideration for posterity, such as the raising of one’s own children, introduce elements of 
prospective thinking?

In subsequent research, it would be useful to control for the time perspective of the respondents. Preliminary studies 
indicate that individuals with a prolonged time perspective are more inclined to contemplate future generations.102 It is 
reasonable to hypothesise that the importance of preferred values may play an important role in shaping generational 
egoism. Previous research suggests that individuals who prefer self-focused values are more likely to be selfish in the 
context of environmental behaviour.103

It would be a fascinating area for research to explore the regulatory function of generational selfishness in relation to 
environmental behaviour. It would be worthwhile to ascertain whether individuals who exhibit low levels of generational 
selfishness are more likely to participate in pro-environmental activities and demonstrate an interest in climate change 
issues.59 Moreover, does an absence of generational selfishness imply generational altruism?

Future research may focus on the developmental aspects of generational egoism. “Traditional” egoism changes 
throughout life. Infants show self-centeredness due to basic needs. As people grow, their understanding of self and others 
grows, leading to a more complex egoism, seen as good or bad depending on the situation. The question is whether the 
same developmental patterns apply to generational egoism.101,104

A potentially intriguing issue for further exploration is the role of generational egoism in identity development. The 
development of identity and egoism are connected. Egoism influences self-perception, relationships, and social standing 
The role of this in identity formation becomes more evident during adolescence. This period is of particular significance 
in the development of an individual’s identity.105 Teenagers often exhibit self-centeredness, preoccupied with their 
thoughts and feelings, and frequently perceive themselves as uniquely individual. In this respect, future research could 
address the importance of generational egoism for the development of one’s own identity. Does generational egoism, like 
traditional egoism, influence the shaping of the individual’s self and his/her relationships with others?

It is not only the domain of future research but also that of practical application of the concept of generational egoism 
that is worthy of interest. The study can demonstrate certain practical applications. For instance, The Generational 
Egoism Questionairre can be utilised by environmental educators as a diagnostic instrument when engaging with 
individuals on the significance of sustainability for our planet. By diagnosing the intensity of generational selfishness, 
environmental educators can differentiate educational programmes on sustainability, as it is likely that people with 
different levels of generational selfishness may require different educational interventions.

The study under consideration also has a number of statistical limitations. Firstly, it is imperative to acknowledge that 
the relationship between generational selfishness and personality traits and well-being is correlational in nature and does 
not imply a causal relationship, particularly when the correlation values are low. Consequently, the analysis of the 
relationship between these variables must be approached with the utmost caution.

A notable constraint of the present study is the predominance of young respondents, which may introduce bias and 
limit the generalisability of the findings to the broader population. This restriction hinders the generalisability of the 
findings to he whole population. In future studies, it would be important to assess not only young people but also other 
groups of adults. Furthermore, the subjects of the survey were recruited only from a single province. It is recommended 
that future research encompass individuals residing in diverse geographical locations. In this study, the gender variable 
was not controlled for. In future studies, it is essential to consider the gender variable to enhance the generalisability of 
the findings.
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Conclusions
The notion of sustainable development postulates that the satisfaction of the present generation’s needs must not be 
achieved by compromising the opportunities of future generations. In order to achieve such sustainable development, it 
becomes necessary to overcome the focus on one’s own selfish and present benefits. This transition is rendered 
challenging by the reinforcement of existing cultural patterns, which tend to emphasise the importance of self- 
development, self-fulfilment, and the pursuit of personal pleasure and satisfaction. The study of generational egoism 
can, on the one hand, reveal factors that encourage a heightened focus on one’s own generation. On the other hand, it can 
facilitate the identification of psychological factors that can mitigate the egoism of one’s own generation, thereby 
contributing to realising the concept of sustainable development.
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