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Abstract
Introduction  Older lesbian, gay, bisexual, and trans (LGBT+) adults have been mainly studied in relation to stigma and mental 
and physical disorders. Understanding their satisfaction with life, along with their generative expression, is crucial in building 
healthy aging. This study examined the satisfaction with life of Spanish older LGBT+ adults, considering the role of generativity.
Methods  Data were gathered online; 141 Spanish LGBT+ people completed the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS), Gen-
erative Behaviour Checklist (GBC), and Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). Data were analysed through descriptive, 
nonparametric tests, and correlational statistics. A multivariable linear regression analysis was conducted to determine the 
relationship between the SWLS and the other scales, including social and demographic variables as covariates.
Results  Satisfaction with life and generativity are positively associated to (i) disclosure in all areas of life, (ii) perceived 
support in the disclosure process, (iii) (daily) participation in social activities, and (iv) higher in women, (v) in those who 
have a partner, and (vi) who have children. The multivariable regression model explained 32.6% of the variance in SWLS. 
The SWLS increased with generativity confidence and behaviours of collaboration and care.
Conclusions  Satisfaction with life and generativity are promoted by disclosure in all areas of life, and perceived support in 
the disclosure process.
Policy Implications  Social policies and programs should (i) encourage LGBT+ individuals’ disclosure and support them in 
this process, probably by creating safe and supportive environments; (ii) promote LGBT+ older adults’ social participation, 
namely in terms of volunteering and mentoring.
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Introduction

Understanding the features of ageing well in different popu-
lations, groups, and communities is paramount; according to 
the paradigm of healthy ageing, no one should be left behind 

(World Health Organization [WHO], 2020). Most literature 
on individuals self-identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
trans (LGBT+) has focused on adolescents and young adults 
(Rosati et al., 2020). Literature on middle aged and older 
LGBT+ adults has researched stigma, discrimination and 
prejudice, violence, mental disorders, psychological distress, 
and loneliness (Fredriksen-Goldsen et al., 2014; Henry et al., 
2021; Ribeiro-Gonçalves et al., 2022). Whilst the stressors 
impacting the aging process of LGBT+ individuals are being 
addressed, less is known about their resilience and satisfac-
tion with life (Bower et al., 2021; de Vries, 2015; Emlet 
& Harris, 2020). Thus, this study aimed to contribute to 
a more positive perspective on the aging process amongst 
LGBT+ individuals, by focusing satisfaction with life, and 
generativity (Casado et al., 2023).

Overall, literature tends to consider that older 
LGBT+ includes adults over aged of 50+ years old (Choi 
& Meyer, 2016; Fredriksen-Goldsen & de Vries, 2019) 
instead of 65+ . This is because LGBT+ individuals pre-
sent a greater risk of physical and mental illnesses, which 
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may result in a lower quality of life and premature death 
(Bower et al., 2021; von Humboldt et al., 2020). Individu-
als may experience compressed life cycles that comprise 
the anticipation of developmental processes (Werner-Lin, 
2008), as reported for other vulnerable older groups, such 
as individuals with degenerative diseases (Oliveira et al., 
2022).

Satisfaction with life refers to the overall positive cogni-
tive judgement of one’s life, a desirable attainment at all 
stages of life (Diener et al., 1985; Emerson et al., 2017). 
In older adults, satisfaction with life is a key component of 
quality of life and aging well (WHO, 2020), and it has been 
widely studied in different populations (O’Neil-Pirozzi et al., 
2022). Satisfaction with life has been correlated to genera-
tivity, considering a bi-directional association (Becchetti & 
Bellucci, 2021; Grossman & Gruenewald, 2020; Sunderman 
et al., 2022). It has been suggested that generativity is a 
significant resilience factor for older LGBT+ adults (Bower 
et al., 2021; Emlet & Harris, 2020; Emlet et al., 2010). 
Erikson (1963) introduced the concept of generativity to 
describe a desire to support and guide younger generations 
(Erikson, 1963). Erikson considered generativity as a midlife 
task; however, further research considered that generativity 
could take place in all stages of adult life (McAdams & de 
St. Aubin, 1992; McAdams et al., 1993). Generativity can 
be achieved in various social domains such as in the fam-
ily, workplace, or social activities (Bush & Hofer, 2022). 
Research in generativity has been focused on the concerns 
regarding the contributions of and the behaviours that entail 
generative acts (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992). In rela-
tion to LGBT+ individuals, some studies have suggested 
that older members of the LGBT+ community seek mean-
ing from the marginalisation of their past, so they can influ-
ence (be generative) future efforts to continue their work 
and advocate for social equality, thus pursuing generativity  
(Casado et al., 2023; Roseborough, 2004). Although there is 
a significant body of literature on generativity and satisfac-
tion with life, most studies do not acknowledge/ask partici-
pants’ self-identification in terms of sexual orientation and 
gender identity. In fact, few scholars have studied the con-
cept of generativity regarding LGBT+ identities (Grabovac 
et al., 2019; Miller-McLemore, 2004).

The social context where people live and age are key 
determinants of life satisfaction in old age (Fredriksen-
Goldsen & de Vries, 2015). In Spain, those currently 
50+ years old were born during a dictatorship that lasted 
until 1975, which severely criminalised homosexuality and 
oppressed diversity in terms of sexual orientation and gen-
der identity (Amigo-Ventureira et al., 2022; López-Sáez 
et al., 2022). Following the transition to democracy, Spain 
has in recent decades advanced in the protection of citizens’ 
rights inclusive of sexual orientation and gender identities 
(Amigo-Ventureira et al., 2022; López-Sáez et al., 2022). 

LGBT+ individuals in Spain currently benefit from an 
unprecedented degree of legal support and formal inclusion 
(Casado et al., 2023); the country ranks in the top 10 of 
European nations with respect to human rights and equality 
for LGBT+ people (International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
Trans and Intersex Association [ILGA], 2021). Despite the 
progress in legislation and the greater public, social atti-
tudes towards LGBT+ remains an issue (Amigo-Ventureira 
et al., 2022; López-Sáez et al., 2022). Nevertheless, Spain 
is amongst the EU countries with the best legislation on 
LGBT+ rights and is in a good position to progress and 
inspire other countries and world regions.

This study examined the satisfaction with life of Spanish 
older LGBT+ adults (50+ years) by considering the role of 
generativity (concerns and behaviours) and their association 
with sociodemographic, disclosure process, and social par-
ticipation variables. The results can help to inform policies, 
programmes, and interventions for older LGBT+ adults.

Methods

This study is part of a larger project entitled “Generativ-
ity, intended legacies, social participation and life satis-
faction in LGBT+ older adults”, which received approval 
from the Ethics Committee of the University of the Balearic 
Islands [162CER20]. In this study, an observational, cross-
section, and descriptive correlational design was used to 
address generativity and life satisfaction.

Instrument

An anonymous self-report questionnaire was used to collect 
data. The questionnaire included four sections.

(A)	 Social and demographic data were collected, compris-
ing sexual orientation (lesbian, gay, bisexual, hetero-
sexual, other orientation), gender identity (cis woman, 
cis man, trans woman, trans man, other identity), age, 
marital status, residence area, years of formal educa-
tion, children (y/n) and grandchildren (y/n), employ-
ment status, and household size. Participants were 
asked about disclosure (yes; yes, but not in all the areas 
of my life; no), age of disclosure, and perceptions of 
support in the process of disclosure (yes, all support I 
needed; yes, although less than I would like; not much/
no). In addition, participants were asked about partici-
pation in social activities (such as activism, volunteer-
ism, and advocacy): yes/no; if yes, frequency (occa-
sionally, 1–2 times per week, daily).

(B)	 The LGS — Loyola Generative Scale (McAdams & 
de St. Aubin, 1992; Spanish version by Villar et al., 
2013) assesses adult population concerns to contribute 
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to the well-being of the younger generations. It consists 
of 20 statements, each one rated 0 (never)‚ 1 (occasion-
ally)‚ 2 (fairly often), or 3 (very often or nearly always). 
A total score is obtained by summing the grading of 
all items. It comprises two factors (McAdams & de 
St. Aubin, 1992; Villar et al., 2013): positive gener-
ativity (14 items; positively worded statements) and 
generative doubts (6 items; negatively phrased items). 
The Cronbach alpha for the original version was 0.83  
(McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992); in the Spanish ver-
sion was 0.89 (Villar et al., 2013). In this study we con-
ducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA); a two-fac-
tor model emerged, comprising 14 items which account 
for a total of variance of 45.1% (Appendix Table 6). 
Factor 1 (positive generativity) included 10 items and 
factor 2 (named “generative confidence” instead of 
generative doubts, since the items were reversed in 
our study) comprises four items (Appendix Table 6). 
Higher scores express greater generative concerns; 
lower scores indicate low capacity to influence other 
people. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s α) was 
global = 0.77, positive generativity = 0.82, and genera-
tive confidence = 0.51.

(C)	 The GBC — Generative Behaviour Checklist  
(McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992; Spanish version by 
Villar et al., 2013) measures everyday actions sugges-
tive of generativity. It is a self-reported instrument with 
a 3-point Likert scale, in which the participants respond 
to each act by identifying how often during the previous 
2 months they had performed the given action (0 = have 
not participated, 1 = participated in it once, and 2 = more 
than once). The Spanish version (Villar et al., 2013) 
comprises 29 items; a global score is obtained by sum-
ming the responses, with higher scores indicating more 
generative acts. In this study we conducted an EFA 
from which a two-factor model emerged, comprising 20 
items and accounting for a total of variance of 41.67% 
(Appendix Table 7). Factor 1 was named “volunteer-
ing and donating” (11 items) involving acts that imply 
contributing to others (relatives or community mem-
bers) by personal means or via institutions and factor 
2 “collaboration and care” (nine items) that involves 
the personal care of someone (close relatives or com-
munity members) or something. The internal consist-
ency (Cronbach’s α) was global = 0.88, volunteering 
and donating = 0.86, and collaboration and care = 0.77.

(D)	 The SWLS — Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener 
et al., 1985; Spanish version by Pons et al., 2000) pro-
vides an indicator of subjective well-being, referring to 
positive aspects of life. It consists of 5 items rated on a 
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” 
to 5 “strongly agree”. The original version has a high 
internal consistency (α = 0.83), as well as the Spanish ver-

sion (α = 0.82). A global score is obtained by summing 
responses to all five items. Scores range from 5 to 25, 
where higher scores indicate higher satisfaction with life.

Data Collection

The recruitment was conducted with the collaboration of the 
Federación Estatal LGTBI+ (FELGTBI+) [State Federa-
tion] that disseminated the study by sharing the online sur-
vey amongst 57 NGOs (non-governmental organisations). 
The NGOs were asked to send an email invitation to their 
members. The email invitation comprised information about 
the project, the researchers and contact information, the inclu-
sion criteria (self-identification as LGBT+ , aged 50+ years, 
resident in Spain), and the link to the survey. Those willing 
to participate were asked to open the provided link, which 
directed them to a welcome page containing information about 
the study and the informed consent. After providing their 
informed consent, the participants accessed the survey, which 
took around 15 min to complete. Data was gathered between 
October 2020 and December 2021, and two email reminders 
were sent to the FELGTBI+ , which resent it to the NGOs, to 
increase the response rate.

Data Analysis

Frequency and percentages were calculated for the social and 
demographic categorical variables; mean (M) with standard 
deviation (SD) were used for the continuous variables. For 
the continuous variable, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (p < 0.05) 
test and the residuals’ normality were not verified (by visual 
inspection of Q-Q plots). Thus, two non-parametric tests were 
used for statistical differences between groups: the Mann-
Whitney test (two groups) and the Kruskal-Wallis test (more 
than 2 groups). The correlation between the continuous vari-
able and scales was calculated using Spearman’s rank cor-
relation. A multivariable linear regression was performed to 
determine the relationship between the SWLS and the other 
scales (LGS and GBC) including the social and demographic 
variables as covariates. The normality of the residuals was 
verified by visual inspection of the Q-Q plot, and the Omnibus 
test was performed to compare the fitted model against the 
intercept-only model. The statistical analysis was performed 
using SPSS 28 software package. A p-value < .05 was con-
sidered significant.

Results

Sample Characteristics

The sample consisted of 141 participants (Table 1), mean 
age 58.59 ± 5.80 years, ranging from 51 to 80 years. In terms 
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of gender identity, 61.7% self-identified as cis men, 28.3% as 
cis women, 5.7% as trans women, and 4.3% as non-binary. 
Regarding sexual orientation, 63.6% self-identified as gay, 
27.9% as lesbian, 7.1% as bisexual, and 1.4% as hetero-
sexual. Of the participants, 76.6% have a college degree, 
and 67.4% are currently employed. Approximately 45.4% 
are married or in a civil union, and 43.3% are single; 27% 
have children and 10.6% have grandchildren. The house-
hold size mean is 1.88 ± 0.81. Two of the participants did 
not disclose their sexual orientation and/or gender identity; 
the remaining did disclose, although 18.4% responded “not 
in all” areas of their lives. The mean age of disclosure was 
28.76 ± 11.58 years; 52.2% perceived support (yes) in the 
process of disclosure, whilst 24.1% answered “yes, although 
less than I would like”, and 22.7% did not perceived support.

SWLS and Generativity (LGS, GBC)

For SWLS, LGS, and GBC, we calculated the means and 
SD and determined if there were significant differences 
for demographic variables, disclosure of sexual orientation 
and/or gender identity, perceived support in the disclosure 
process, and frequency/participation in social activities. 
For the SWLS, the mean was 19.23 ± 4.61 (out of 25). 
The significant differences are shown in Table 2. Higher 
levels of SWL were found in LGBT+ adults with children, 
married/civil union, and who had support (answer “yes”) 
in the disclosure process. SWLS was positively and sig-
nificantly correlated with the household size.

The mean for the LGS-total was 28.6 ± 5.4 (out of 42), 
the mean for LGS-positive generativity was 20.0 ± 4.6 
(out of 30), and the mean for LGS-generative confidence 
was 8.6 ± 2.1 (out of 12). The significant differences are 
shown in Table 3. Significantly higher scores in LGS-total 
and LGS-positive generativity were obtained by the par-
ticipants who have disclosed (answered yes) their sexual 
orientation and/or gender identity and those with a daily 
frequency of participation in social activities. Significantly 
higher scores in LGS-total and LGS-generative confidence 
were found in those who participated in social activities.

The mean for GBC-total was 26.0 ± 8.7 (out of 40), the 
mean for GBC-volunteering and donate was 13.23 ± 6.01 
(out of 22), and the mean for GBC-collaboration and 
care was 12.79 ± 3.83 (out of 18). Significant differences 
(Table 4) were found. GBC-total, GBC-volunteering and 
donating, and GBC-collaboration and care were signifi-
cantly higher for those participating daily in social activi-
ties; GBC-total and GBC-collaboration and care were 
significantly lower in single participants, and higher in 
women (cis and trans), in those with children, and those 

Table 1   Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics (N = 141)

M mean, SD standard deviation
*1 missing value
**n = 92

Variables n (%)

Gender identity
    Cis men
    Cis women
    Trans women
    Non-binary

87 (61.7)
40 (28.3)
8 (5.7)
6 (4.3)

Sexual orientation*

    Gay
    Lesbian
    Bisexual
    Heterosexual

89 (63.6)
39 (27.9)
10 (7.1)
2 (1.4)

Education
    College degree
    Secondary
     ≤ 9-year schooling

108 (76.6)
30 (21.3)
3 (2.1)

Marital status
    Married/civil union
    Single
    Divorced/separated
    Widowed

64 (45.4)
61 (43.3)
15 (10.6)
1 (0.7)

Children
    No
    Yes

103 (73.0)
38 (27.0)

Grandchildren
    No
    Yes

126 (89.4)
15 (10.6)

Employment status
    Employed
    Retired
    Unemployed

95 (67.4)
29 (20.6)
17 (12)

Disclosure
    Yes
    Yes, but not in all areas of my life
    No

113 (80.2)
26 (18.4)
2 (1.4)

Perceived support in the disclosure process
    Yes
    Yes, although less than I would like
    No

75 (53.2)
34 (24.1)
32 (22.7)

Participation in social activities
    Yes
    No

92 (65.4)
49 (32.6)

Frequency of participation in the social activities**

    Occasionally
    Daily
    1–2 times per week

42 (45.6)
31 (33.7)
19 (20.7)
M ± SD

Age (years) 58.59 ± 5.80
Household size 1.88 ± 0.81
Age of disclosure (years) 28.76 ± 11.58
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who disclosure (answered yes) their sexual orientation 
and/or gender identity; and GBC-collaboration and care 
was significantly lower in gay men and retired partici-
pants. The age of disclosure was significantly negatively 
correlated to GBC-total, and the household size was sig-
nificantly positively correlated to GBS-total and GBC-
collaboration and care.

A multivariable regression model for the SWLS was per-
formed (Table 5). Overall, the model explained 32.6% of 
the variance in SWLS and was significantly different from 
the intercept-only model (Omnibus test: χ2(7) = 56.223, 
p < 0.001). SWLS increased with age, LGS-generative confi-
dence, GBC-collaboration and care, and the household size. 

Moreover, SWL increased with the perceived support in the 
disclosure process (the yes category in comparison to the “yes, 
but not in all areas of my life” and “not much/no”). Other vari-
ables were considered for the multivariable linear regression 
model but the results were non-significant (p > 0.05).

Discussion

This study examined the satisfaction with life of Spanish 
older LGBT+ adults (50+ years) by considering the role 
of generativity (concerns and behaviours) and their link to 
social and demographic variables.

The regression model showed that SWLS increases with 
LGS-generative confidence, GBC-collaboration and care, 
household size, and perceived support in the disclosure pro-
cess (yes category). SWLS was 19.23 ± 4.61 (out of 25) and 
significantly higher in those who have children, are married 
or have a partner, and positively significantly correlated with 
the household size. SWLS was higher in those who perceived 
support in the disclosure process (answered yes). Our results 
are consistent with other studies that suggested the contribu-
tion of generativity to well-being and satisfaction with life 
in several population groups (Becchetti & Bellucci, 2021; 
Bower et al., 2021; Grossman & Gruenewald, 2020; Pons 
et al., 2000; Serrat et al., 2018; Sunderman et al., 2022).

Three key findings are relevant to our sample of Spanish 
older LGBT+ adults. First, SWL and generativity (particu-
larly generative confidence and behaviours of contribut-
ing and care) are positively associated to disclosure in all 
areas of life and perceived support in the disclosure process. 
In fact, the concealment of sexual identity and/or gender 
identity has been associated with negative consequences, 
namely worse mental and physical health, less relationship 
satisfaction, social isolation, and loneliness (Fredriksen-
Goldsen et al., 2014; Henry et al., 2021; Mohr & Fassinger, 
2006; Morris et al., 2001; Ribeiro-Gonçalves et al., 2022). 

Table 2   Statistically significant results for social and demographic 
variables with SWLS (N = 141)

Z: based on a normal distribution approximation of the Mann-Whitney 
test; H: Kruskal-Wallis test; rs: Spearman rank coefficient
*Widower not included (n = 1)

Satisfaction with life
M ± SD Statistical results

Children (n)
    Yes (38)
    No (103)

20.84 ± 3.50
18.63 ± 4.83

Z =  − 2.377
p = .017

Civil status (n)*

    Single (61)
    Married (64)
    Divorced (15)

17.69 ± 4.84
20.63 ± 4.27
19.53 ± 3.29

H = 13.8
p = .001

Perceived support 
in the disclosure 
process (n)

    Yes (75)
    Yes, although 

less than I would 
like (34)

    No (32)

20.48 ± 4.05
18.12 ± 4.75
17.47 ± 4.95

H = 11.886
p = .003

Correlation coefficient
Household size rs = .298, p < .001

Table 3   Statistically significant results for social and demographic variables with LGS (N = 141)

Z: based on a normal distribution approximation of the Mann-Whitney test, H: Kruskal-Wallis test

LGS-total Positive generativity Generative confidence

M ± SD Statistical results M ± SD Statistical results M ± SD Statistical results

Disclosure (n)
    Yes (113)
    Not in all the areas/no (28)

29.16 ± 5.19
26.54 ± 5.93

Z =  − 2.201
p = .028

20.56 ± 4.43
17.86 ± 4.84

Z =  − 2.603
p = .009

8.60 ± 2.08
8.68 ± 2.20

Z =  − 0.290
p = .772

Participation in social activities (n)
    Yes (92)
    No (49)

29.59 ± 4.33
26.86 ± 6.73

Z =  − 2.475
p = .013

20.67 ± 3.71
18.80 ± 5.83

Z =  − 1.829
p = .067

8.91 ± 1.98
8.06 ± 2.20

Z =  − 2.217
p = .027

Frequency of participation in social activities (n)
    Occasionally (42)
    1/2 per week (19)
    Daily (31)

28.14 ± 4.52
29.32 ± 5.16
31.55 ± 2.59

H = 14.399
p < .001

19.26 ± 3.97
20.79 ± 4.08
22.32 ± 2.34

H = 14.161
p < .001

8.88 ± 1.82
8.53 ± 2.37
9.23 ± 1.76

H = 1.199
p = .549
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In addition, the process of disclosure comprises an impor-
tant decision and journey for LGBT+ persons, particularly 
those currently aged 50+ years of age in Spain, since they 
have lived through a historical period in which stigma and 
discrimination were prevalent and social acceptance was 
low. The support in the process has shown to be a strong 
predictor of self-esteem (Snapp et al., 2015), which is crucial 
for generative confidence. Engagement in generative behav-
iours, in particular those of closer personal nature (such as 
contributing and care), may be difficult for someone who 
has not disclosure his/her sexual orientation and/or gender 

identity, who may fear exposing their identity, or somehow 
reveal the identity struggle they may go through.

Second, SWLS and generativity (generative confidence 
and behaviours of contributing and care) are associated 
with daily participation in social activities. Generativity is 
a contribution to further generations, in which the participa-
tion in social activities play a relevant role (Casado et al., 
2023). The type of social participation was not asked in our 
survey; thus, we do not know in what activities the partici-
pants are involved in. Previous literature has shown that the 
participation in LGBT+ activism is related to meaning in 

Table 4   Statistically significant results for social and demographic variables with GBC (N = 141)

Z: based on a normal distribution approximation of the Mann-Whitney test, H: Kruskal-Wallis test, rs: Spearman rank coefficient

GBC-total Volunteering donating Collaboration and care

M ± SD Statistical results M ± SD Statistical results M ± SD Statistical results

Gender identity (n)
    Cis women (40)
    Cis men (87)
    Trans women 

(8)
    Non-binary (6)

28.13 ± 7.34
24.37 ± 8.82
32.63 ± 5.24
27.17 ± 13.24

H = 10.570
p = .014

13.60 ± 5.53
12.56 ± 6.13
17.63 ± 3.85
14.67 ± 7.97

H = 6.206
p = .102

14.53 ± 2.79
11.80 ± 3.85
15.00 ± 2.07
12.50 ± 5.96

H = 19.106
p < .001

Sexual orientation (n)
    Lesbian (38)
    Gay (85)
    Bisexual (9)

28.02 ± 7.01
24.45 ± 8.84
29.00 ± 9.26

H = 6.847
p = .077

13.52 ± 5.34
12.64 ± 6.17
14.89 ± 5.84

H = 3.511
p = .319

14.50 ± 2.65
11.82 ± 3.87
14.11 ± 4.04

H = 15.480
p = .001

Children (n)
    Yes (38)
    No (103)

29.00 ± 7.88
24.92 ± 8.78

Z = 2.311
p = .021

14.24 ± 6.11
12.86 ± 5.96

Z = 1.164
p = .244

14.77 ± 2.95
12.06 ± 3.87

Z =  − 4.142
p < .001

Marital status (n)
    Single (61)
    Married (64)
    Divorced (15)

23.85 ± 9.47
27.88 ± 7.67
27.07 ± 8.46

H = 6.126
p = .047

12.41 ± 6.32
13.86 ± 5.82
14.13 ± 5.55

H = 2.066
p = .356

11.44 ± 4.34
14.02 ± 2.83
12.93 ± 3.86

H = 11.539
p = .003

Employment status (n)
    Retired (29)
    Employed (95)
    Unemployed 

(17)

23.03 ± 9.30
26.49 ± 8.50
28.47 ± 7.99

H = 4.280
p = .118

12.69 ± 6.35
13.03 ± 5.95
15.29 ± 5.68

H = 2.220
p = .330

10.34 ± 4.12
13.46 ± 3.58
13.18 ± 3.11

H = 14.854
p < .001

Disclosure (n)
    Yes (113)
    No/not all areas 

(28)

26.80 ± 8.62
22.89 ± 8.53

Z =  − 2.090
p = .037

13.58 ± 6.11
11.82 ± 5.46

Z =  − 1.398
p = .162

13.21 ± 3.56
11.07 ± 4.43

Z =  − 2.317
p = .021

Participation in social activities (n)
    Yes (92)
    No (49)

28.49 ± 7.55
21.39 ± 8.92

Z =  − 4.416
p < .001

15.11 ± 5.27
9.71 ± 5.77

Z =  − 5.067
p < .001

13.38 ± 3.41
11.67 ± 4.33

Z =  − 2.285
p = .022

Frequency of participation in social activities (n)
    Occasional (42)
    1/2 per week 

(19)
    Daily (31)

25.93 ± 7.75
27.74 ± 7.23
31.74 ± 6.10

H = 10.843
p = .004

13.29 ± 5.42
14.84 ± 5.09
17.32 ± 4.30

H = 10.260
p = .006

12.64 ± 3.63
12.89 ± 3.21
14.42 ± 2.90

H = 6.447
p = .040

Correlation coefficient
Age disclosure rs =  − .189, p = .029 rs =  − .151, p = .082 rs =  − .145, p = .094
Household size rs = .230, p = .006 rs = .137, p = .105 rs = .293, p < .001
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live and community connection (Szymanski et al., 2021). 
In addition, research supports that generativity is enhanced 
by the participation and engagement in society, including 
formal (by volunteering in charities or activism/advocacy) 
and informal (such as helping neighbours or co-workers, or 
caring for relatives) involvement (Pinazo-Hernandis et al., 
2022). Our participants who are daily involved in social 
activities experience higher generativity and satisfaction 
with life, which has been associated to healthy and active 
aging (WHO, 2020).

Third, SWLS and GBC-collaboration and care are higher 
in those who have a partner, have children, and have higher 
household sizes. Families are a key factor in a person’s sat-
isfaction with life and generativity. Families of choice have 
been linked to the LGBT+ community (Jones-Wild, 2012). 
In this study, it seems that better satisfaction with life and 
more generativity are linked to having a family consisting of 
living with a partner and having children. This is probably 
a new scenario that is emerging due to better legislation 
enforcing equality and rights and due to increasing social 
acceptance (Casado et al., 2023). Nevertheless, some results 
are transversal to studies on generativity, namely women 
are more generative than men (Karacan, 2014; Villar et al.,  
2021); in our study, both cis and trans women have higher 
generativity. Generativity is more frequent and higher 
amongst members of a household, with members caring 
for each other, in particular parents caring for children  
(Karacan, 2014; Villar et al., 2021).

Our results present important implications. Community 
and organisations (LGBT+ and social) could develop pro-
grammes and measures that support disclosure in all areas 
of life, to promote generativity and satisfaction with life. In 
addition, LGBT+ individuals should ponder their involve-
ment in social activities that are relevant for generativity, 
and therefore to satisfaction with life. Having a partner and 

children improves satisfaction with life and generativity; 
therefore, legislative measures, as well as community accep-
tation and normalisation, should continue to support rights 
for all families.

Limitations and Perspectives  
of the Research Study

This study has limitations. First, a larger sample would allow 
comparisons within the LGBT+ community (for instance, 
to compare lesbian versus gay versus trans gender individu-
als). Second, the mean age in our sample is 58.59 years old. 
Future studies need to focus LGBT+ aged 70+ years old, 
since literature about those aged 50 to 69 years is increas-
ing, but much less is known about further ages. Third, our 
sample mostly consisted of cis gay men and lesbians; the 
inclusion of more trans (in particular trans men, who are 
missing from our sample), bisexual and non-binary par-
ticipants, would have been valuable. Despite our efforts 
to recruit a larger sample, reaching the 50+ year-old group 
within the LGBT+ population was challenging; this was 
noted in previous studies (Frediksen-Goldsen & de Vries, 
2019). Fourth, the data collection procedures were based 
on an online survey disseminated with the support of FEL-
GTBI+ . This procedure is prone to two biases: the inclusion 
of participants who are involved in organisations and the 
exclusion of those who do not have or use Internet. Further 
studies need to adopt recruitment procedures that allow to 
reach these participants; using a snow-ball procedure and 
face-to-face interviews may be more effective in reaching 
LGBT+ participants who have not disclosure and are not 
engaged in organisations. Fifth, our questionnaire was short 
and did not include questions on friends and chosen fami-
lies, children and grandchildren, or type of social activities 
participants are engaged in. Future studies can delve deeper 
into these topics.

Conclusions

The results of our study suggest that satisfaction with life 
is positively associated to generative confidence and gen-
erative behaviours of collaboration and care. Satisfaction 
with life and generativity in Spanish older LGBT+ adults 
are positively associated to disclosure in all areas of life 
and perceived support in the disclosure process, associated 
with daily/participation in social activities. They are also 
higher in those who have a partner, children, and higher 
household sizes. Satisfaction with life as well as generativ-
ity are relevant to the person, families, and society. Social 
programmes and policies can use this knowledge to promote 
healthy aging in older LGBT+ adults.

Table 5   Multivariable linear regression for SWLS (N = 141)

Only statistically significant results are presented
Omnibus test: χ2(7) = 56.223, p < 0.001, R2 = 0.326
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Unstandardised 
coefficient

95% CI

Age (years) 0.123* [0.011, 0.234]
LGS-Generative confidence 0.506** [0.197, 0.815]
GBC-Collaboration and care 0.262** [0.089, 0.435]
Household size 1.110** [0.282, 1.937]
Perceived support in disclosure process
    Yes 2.320** [0.738, 3.902]
    Yes, although less than I 

would like
0.580 [− 1.261, 2.421]

    Not much/no (reference 
group)

0 -
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Appendix

Table 6   Items, factor loading, means, and standard deviations of the 14-item Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) for older LGBT+ adults (50+ years) 
in Spain (N = 141)

Exploratory factor analysis with principal component analysis and Varimax rotation
M mean, SD standard deviation
*Item numbers are aligned with the original and Spanish versions (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992; Villar et al., 2013)
**Reversed items

Items* M ± SD Positive generativity Generative 
confidence

19. People come to me for advice. 1.80 ± 0.71 .704
12. I have important skills that I try to teach others. 1.96 ± 0.74 .688
6. I have made and created things that have had an impact on other people. 1.97 ± 0.67 .669
17. Other people say that I am a very productive person. 1.96 ± 0.69 .662
1. I try to pass along the knowledge I have gained through my experiences. 2.40 ± 0.64 .657
7. I try to be creative in most things I do. 2.19 ± 0.75 .634
20. I feel as though my contributions will exist after I die. 1.41 ± 0.85 .591
16. I have made commitments to many kinds of people, groups, and activities in 

my life.
2.28 ± 0.75 .554

4. I feel as though I have made a difference to many people. 2.05 ± 0.77 .514
18. I have a responsibility to improve the neighbourhood in which I live. 1.99 ± 0.91 .494
13. I feel that I have done nothing that will survive after I die.** 1.99 ± 0.89 .651
15. I feel as though I have done nothing of worth to contribute to others.** 2.43 ± 0.73 .651
2. I do not feel that other people need me.** 2.20 ± 0.77 .604
14. In general, my actions do not have a positive effect on others.** 1.99 ± 0.88 .444
% of variance 45.10 29.59 15.51
M ± SD 28.64 ± 5.43 20.02 ± 4.63 8.62 ± 2.09
Cronbach’s α 0.77 0.82 0.51
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