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INTRODUCTION

 Sociodemographic transformations (e.g., growth of life expectancy, increased participation of women in the labour
market) had a profound impact in family life. 

 Intergenerational solidarity (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991) is as a valuable resource to family functioning, especially in 
countries characterized by familistic values and where the State does not provide the the necessary support to 
families, such as Portugal.

However…

 Family/intergenerational solidarity studies still characterized by heteronormativity. 

 LGBT studies mainly focusing on variables related to sexual identity aspects (e.g., coming out process).

 Gap in research: intergenerational family solidarity processes in families with LGB adult children



THE PORTUGUESE SITUATION REGARDING LGBT INDIVIDUALS

 Many legal changes have taken place in Portugal in recent years, as far as LGBT people’s rights are concerned:

Same-sex marriage (2010)

Legislation facilitating procedures for the acquisition of a new name and desired gender for transgender/transsexual persons 
(2011) 

Same-sex adoption and access to ART for all women independently of sexual orientation and fertility status (2016) 

 Nevertheless, high levels of prejudice against LGBT persons can be observed in Portugal, especially in 
comparison with other Western European countries (e.g., European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2013; 
European Commission, 2012; Nogueira & Oliveira, 2010; Stulhofer & Rimac, 2009; Takacs & Szalma, 2013; van den 
Akker, van der Ploeg, & Scheepers, 2013). 



THE PORTUGUESE SITUATION REGARDING LGBT INDIVIDUALS

 Regarding the perceptions of LGBT persons themselves, 51% of the LGBT Portuguese respondents to a 
European survey felt discriminated against or harassed on the grounds of sexual orientation in the previous 12 
months. Moreover, 59% said they avoid holding hands in public with a same-sex partner for fear of being assaulted, 
threatened, or harassed (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2013).



INTERGENERATIONAL FAMILY SOLIDARITY
(BENGTSON & ROBERTS, 1991; LOWENSTEIN, 2007)

“… multifaceted, multidimensional construct reflected in 
six distinct elements of parent-child interaction: 
affection, association, resource sharing, the strenght of
familism norms, and the opportunity for structure for 
parent-child interaction.

The aim of the theory is to specify interrelationships
among these elements of intergenerational solidarity
(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991, p. 856).”
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INTERGENERATIONAL FAMILY SOLIDARITY
(BENGTSON & ROBERTS, 1991; LOWENSTEIN, 2007)



RESEARCH QUESTIONS

R1. To what extent do the perceptions of intergenerational family solidarity (IFS) of lesbian, gay and
bisexual (LGB) individuals differ from their heterosexual peers? 

R2. To what extent does the gender of LGB individuals influence their IFS perceptions?

R3. To what extent does the gender of the parent (mother versus father) influences LGB individuals IFS 
perceptions? 



PROCEDURE

 Data was collected on-line and special measures were taken to ensure that all ethical standards were met. 

 The confidentiality of data was ensured, given that the survey link was hosted on a server of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational 
Sciences of the University of Porto. 

 Anonymity was also guaranteed since the software did not allow the identification of the IP addresses of respondents. 

 There were no forced answers and an ‘exit’ or ‘withdraw’ button on each page allowed for participants to withdraw from the survey 
at any given time. By clicking this button, participants were led to a statement asking if they required their data to be withdrawn, or 
whether their partial data could be used. 

 The main researcher contact information was provided in case participants decided at a later point to withdraw their data. (There 
was a time limit within which participants could do so.) 

 Informed consent was presented electronically on the first page of the survey and participants indicated that they had read and 
understood consent information by checking a box at the start of the questionnaire. 

 Completing the questionnaire took no longer than 15-20m. 

 The study was approved and authorized by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Psychology and Education of Porto University.



PARTICIPANTS

N = 530 individuals with a mean age of 31 years (DP = 9.43). 



INSTRUMENTS

We used the following subscales of the Intergenerational Family Solidarity Index (Bengtson & Roberts; 1991; 
Monteiro, 2010).

 Functional Solidarity, received (α = .91) 

 Functional Solidarity, given (α = .92) 

 Normative Solidarity (α = .72) 

 Conflictual Solidarity (α = .88) 

 Affectual Solidarity (α = .93) 

 Likert scale



RESULTS



R1. DIFFERENCES IN IFS IN FUNCTION OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION
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R2. DIFFERENCES IN IFS IN FUNCTION OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND
GENDER

 Lesbians and bissexual women reported
the lowest levels of (1) functional
solidarity (received) and (2) normative
solidarity

 Heterosexual men reported the lowest
levels of conflictual solidarity.
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R3. DIFFERENCES IN IFS AMONG LGB INDIVIDUALS: 
MOTHERVERSUS FATHER
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t (1, 159) = -3.65, 
p < .001, d = -.317



DISCUSSION

 LGB individuals perceive less normative and affectual IFS than their heterossexual counterparts and
more conflictual solidarity. 

Higher chance of deteriorated family relations among LGB individuals (D’Augelli et al., 1998; D’Augelli & 
Hershberger, 1993; Huegel, 2011; Needham & Austin, 2010 ; Wilson et al., 2011).  

However, no differences in functional support: ambivalence?



DISCUSSION

 Lesbians and bissexual women reported the lowest levels of (1) functional solidarity (received) and (2) 
normative solidarity.

Women tend to perceive higher levels of family solidarity than men (Lynch, 1998). However, the opposite
was true for lesbians and bisexual women in this study.  Are sexual minority women being “sanctioned”, within
the family, because of their sexual identity? 

 Heterosexual men reported the lowest levels of conflictual solidarity.

Men abiding more to family rules? More independent and detached from family? 



DISCUSSION

 LGB individuals resported a higher perception of conflictual solidarity with fathers than with
mothers.

Higher involvement of women in family life and closer relationships with mothers than with fathers
(LaSala, 2010). 

Men present more negative attitudes toward lesbians and gay men (Kite & Whitley, 1996) and this
translate into families,  affecting LGB individuals’s relationships mainly with with fathers.

Differences among LGB individuals in function of gender?

These are exploratory results. Further analyses should conducted in the future. Possible
moderating/mediating effects of variables such as age, social class, outness, among others, should
be assessed in the future.
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