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Abstract: The prevalence of instrumental and emotional support received was investigated, and
several psychosocial characteristics were studied in a Spanish population of all ages (10–85 years) and
different social groups, by using an 88-item online questionnaire, with a total of 2013 respondents.
Participants reported on the instrumental and emotional supports they receive, and on a set of
psychosocial variables (emotion management, motivation, self-efficacy, social and communication
skills, and social support), as well as their sociodemographic data; all of which were considered
as contributions to a sustainable world. Instrumental and emotional supports for sustainability
were significantly less prevalent among older participants, men, people with low educational levels,
low autonomy levels, retired individuals, and those with a low-income level. Older and female
participants were able to manage their own and other peoples’ emotions significantly more frequently.
Participant motivation was less prevalent among the participants with low autonomy levels and
low-income levels. Younger participants with low autonomy levels were significantly less able to
perform activities related to their self-efficacy. Extreme age groups, those with higher educational
levels, singles, and those living alone, reported feeling lonely more often. These results help identify
sociocultural characteristics of adults with low social participation, which is critical for developing
useful strategies to promote community engagement and related benefits for older adults.

Keywords: support; emotions; self-efficacy; social interactions

1. Introduction

The number of older adults has increased substantially worldwide in recent decades.
Currently, adults over the age of 65 make up 8.5% of the world’s population, and this
number is expected to double. By 2050, older adults will represent 16.7% of the total
population, which will increase the population of older adults in the world to 1.6 billion [1].
Specifically, Spain has one of the highest life expectancies, with a median age of 83, and if the
trend continues, it is expected to reach 85.8 years in 2040 [2]. This increase in life expectancy,
combined with the increasing social isolation of older adults [3], is leading developed
countries to promote social ties and interpersonal relationships to achieve active aging;
what this concept entails, including the promotion of well-being, quality of life, and active
participation in society of people over 65, is essential for sustainability [4]. Highlighting the
particular importance of engaging older adults in leisure activities promotes interpersonal
relationships in this sense. Collaborative learning and the will to create a society for all
people challenge us as never before; hence, these are educational and social commitments
for all [5].

One way to build interpersonal relationships is to develop more social capital for
sustainability in local communities. Social capital is defined as social networks that share
norms, values and understandings, facilitating cooperation within or between a group
or different population groups [6]. Several studies have shown that social capital has a
positive impact on a variety of health outcomes, which include mortality, hospitalizations,
self-reported health status, and depression [7–9].
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Research in the field of interpersonal interactions has shown that age-related percep-
tions and stereotypes influence social participation among different population groups,
which could reflect that perceptions of aging are determined by social factors [10]. Social
participation can be defined as social initiatives in which people take a conscious part in
a space, positioning themselves and joining other groups to face problems and manage
requirements that allow us to respond to their needs or demands.

One source of social patterns that could promote a more negative perception of age
is the age segregation of society, which leads to limited interactions between different
generations [11]. Spatial and cultural segregation of people based on age results in restricted
contacts between older and younger people, possibly increasing negative stereotypes and
discrimination towards older people [12]. Loss of social roles in older people can reinforce
these social processes [13]. As people age, the most important social roles in professional
and family life are abandoned or become less mandatory. Losing these roles can lead to a
loss of power, respect, and the social rewards they bring, leading to a worse perception of
the aging process. Precisely, the social role of older people is the transmission of experience
and being in charge of keeping the family together, offering advice and emotional support,
taking care of the younger generations, and even helping financially.

Several studies [14–17] detail the activities most practiced for sustainability among
older and young adults: talking, playing games, telling stories, watching TV, going for a
walk together, or accompanying the children to school. It is also described that the least
shared activities are reading, listening to music, and going on excursions and trips to the
beach or the countryside.

The motivations for these shared activities may be based on the psychological, social,
educational and cultural benefits perceived by both generations [14–19], related to psy-
chological and social health, fostering personal relationships and ties based on enjoyment
and voluntary basis; and the cultural and educational field, fostering co-learning and
transmission of historical knowledge, traditions, culture and values [20–24].

In psychology and gerontology, the effect of leisure activity types on health and
well-being has been studied, with emphasis on hobbies, informal social activities, and
exercise [25–28]. Likewise, the frequency of social support, especially from family and
friends [27], barriers [29] or health status [30] have been studied as variables associated
with perceptions of the benefits of leisure among older adults. Other studies analyze the
role of age, gender, education, marital status, and income level as factors that promote
or inhibit participation, enjoyment, and perception of benefits through leisure in later
life [25,26,31–33]. Gender is one of the factors that best distinguish leisure behavior among
older people [25,34,35]. Gender differences can be observed both in the time spent partic-
ipating in leisure activities, and in the type of activity selected. Mainly, women tend to
choose activities where the main activity is social interaction, while men prefer solitary
activities, such as gardening, sport and hobby activities [25,36].

Considering recent studies on the use of virtual tools [37] and the performance of
intergenerational face-to-face activities [38], this study was carried out to try to learn more
about how this affects this set of psychological patterns.

Instrumental support for sustainability is professional type support, related to per-
sonal care in the areas of health, nutrition, mobility, housekeeping, paperwork and/or
administrative processes, etc. Emotional support for sustainability is more related to issues
such as company and family ties. It is expressed in terms of affection, trust, listening,
empathy, the physical transmission of affection, companionship, feelings of complicity,
concern for their personal and/or family life, etc.

There is still insufficient evidence on the social aspects of age-related perceptions and
stereotypes, and it is not entirely clear if the social experiences and social participation
of different age and social groups influence their beliefs about aging. Therefore, the aim
of this study was to investigate the prevalence of instrumental and emotional supports
received, and to study several psychosocial characteristics, such as emotion management,
motivation, self-efficacy, social and communication skills, and social support in a Spanish
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population of all ages and from different social groups. All of them construct key aspects
to guarantee a more sustainable and fairer world, for people of different generations.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Sample

The subjects in this study were people of any age and from various social groups who
completed an internet questionnaire while living in Spain. The survey was completed
by 2013 people (1405 women and 608 men), and the results were incorporated in the
final study. The contact for participating was made through the formal sending of the
request for the distribution of the survey among inter-university programs, associations,
organizations, institutions and individuals throughout Spain. The participants were people
without a diagnosis of cognitive problems. In the case of minors, parental authorization
was requested for their participation in the study.

2.2. Instrument

This study used the previously validated Acción Conjunta Intergeneracional (ACIG) in-
strument [39]. It consists of an online questionnaire that, through 6 scales and 14 sub-scales,
analyzes the information provided by people of all ages in relation to the instrumental and
emotional supports they receive, and a set of psychosocial variables (emotion management,
motivations, self-efficacy, social and communication skills, and social support). Sociode-
mographic data of participants (age, gender, place of origin, marital status, educational
level, autonomy level, living arrangements, employment situation, and income level) were
also collected by the questionnaire. Responses were recategorized when required for the
statistical analysis.

2.3. Procedure

In October 2017, participants were contacted via the professional survey website Sur-
vey Monkey (Spain) and were asked to complete an online questionnaire. The questionnaire
should take no more than 25–30 min to complete. Data were extracted in Excel format and
appropriately coded for statistical analysis, according to the participants’ answers, when
the questionnaires were completed.

2.4. Data and Statistical Analysis

To carry out the exploratory factorial analysis, half of the total sample was used. The
empirical variables of the thirteen questions of the instrumental perceived social support
instrument and the same number of emotional social support were included in the analyses.
The SPSS v 26 (IBM Corp., SPSS Statistics 26.0, Armonk, NY, USA) statistical package was
used, data reduction module and scales, including KMO measures, Bartlett sphericity test,
determinant, chi-square goodness of fit test; initial solution, rotated solution; extraction
by the maximum likelihood method, with direct oblimin rotation; observation of load
graphs and sedimentation graphs for the confirmation of latent variables; calculations
of average variances extracted; obtaining pattern matrices and intercorrelations between
latent variables.

Once the pattern matrices (or factor matrices) were obtained, the calculations in Ex-
cel were used to obtain the composite reliabilities or MacDonalds omegas, which must
be greater than 0.70; the average variances extracted (convergent validity), which must
be greater than 0.50; and square root of the convergent validity or average variance ex-
tracted (discriminant validity), which are higher than the intercorrelations between the
latent factors.

For the calculation of reliability by internal consistency, that is, considering all the
elements of the scale, the Scales module of SPSS v 26 was used, obtaining Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for each scale and for the entire scale, as well as their standardized values,
analyzing the intercorrelations between the items, and the value of the alphas if items
were eliminated.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 10377 4 of 16

The Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (CFA) was performed from the pattern or factorial
matrices obtained in the EFA, with the other half of the total sample, using the AMOS
v26. For its transformation, Gazkin plugins were implemented; in this case, the Matrix
Builder Patterns for AMOS (http://statwiki.gaskination.com/index.php?title=Main_Page,
accessed on 1 July 2022).

Missing values were resolved by removing data pairs from the analysis when partici-
pants did not complete all items on the questionnaire. The level of significance (risk α) was
set at 5% (α = 0.05).

3. Results
3.1. Sociodemographic Analysis

The analysis of the sociodemographic data of the respondents is shown in Figure 1.
A total of 30.2% (n = 608) were male, and 69.8% (n =1405) were female. The mean and
median age of participants was 33.9 and 26.0 years, respectively (SD = 16.01; IQR = 25),
with a range of 10 to 85 years. The participants who reported receiving instrumental and
emotional supports were 4.6% (n = 86) and 44.4% (n = 811), respectively.
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Figure 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the participants in the study.

Regarding the place of origin, it is quite distributed, although more than 60% are from
urban areas. In education, 81.7% have university studies. Further, 84.7% of the participants
are completely autonomous, and 50.95% are single. In relation to living arrangements,
27.9% live with their parents, with a wide variety of situations. Regarding the employment
situation of the participants, 46.6% are unemployed and 45.4% have a job. Finally, the
level of monthly income is relatively high, with 42.8% of the participants at over EUR 2500
(Figure 1).

http://statwiki.gaskination.com/index.php?title=Main_Page
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3.2. Instrument Validation
3.2.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
Perceived Social Support (PSS)

The Exploratory Factor Analysis, using half of the sample, with the instrument that
evaluates perceived social support (PSS), yields two latent variables or factors, correspond-
ing to instrumental support (PSS-Instrumental) and emotional support (PSS-Emotional);
both for sustainability. The sampling adequacy test yields a Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO)
measure of 0.919, and a Bartlett sphericity test that gives highly statistically significant
p < 0.001, as well as the goodness of fit test p < 0.001. This confirms and justifies the
pertinence and relevance of the exploratory factorial analysis carried out. These two factors
or latent variables explain 56.54% of the total variance. These results indicate adequate
construct validity adjusted to the content validity of the original design from which the
measurement instrument was based.

The MacDonalds omega or composite reliability of instrumental perceived social
support gave a coefficient of 0.943; the average variance extracted (convergent validity) was
0.57; and the discriminant validity (square root of the AVE) was 0.755, which is much higher
than the intercorrelations between the factors (0.22). Therefore, the composite reliability,
the convergent validity and the discriminant validity of the instrument are confirmed.

Internal consistency reliability for instrumental perceived social support was a stan-
dardized Cronbach’s alpha of 0.933 and 0.942. For social emotional support, a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.921, and standardized of 0.92. The total of the social support scale was 0.901, and
standardized 0.919. Therefore, reliability by internal consistency, that is, considering the
elements of the scale, seems adequate.

Psychoeducational Profiles

For the scales of the psychological pattern variables, the data support construct va-
lidity, internal consistency reliability (considering the items of the scales), composite or
MacDonalds omega reliability (considering the latent factors of the scales), convergent
validity (mean variance extracted), as well as discriminant validity (square root of the AVE),
since they are greater than the intercorrelations between the scales.

We can identify a general factor for each of the measured constructs: emotion manage-
ment, EM; motivation, MOT; self-efficacy, SE; social support SS.

The KMO sampling adequacy measure is high (KMO-EI = 0.957; KMO-SE = 0.973;
KMO-SD = 0.942) except for MOT (KMO = 0.70). The statistical significance of the deter-
minants of the intercorrelations between the initial indicators for the extraction of latent
factors are highly significant (p < 0.001 for EI, SE, SD; 0.027 for MOT); this coincides with
the significance of the Bartlett sphericity tests and with the goodness of fit tests; in all cases,
highly statistically significant.

The composite skills or omegas of McDonalds are very high (CR-EM = 0.983;
CR-MOT = 0.944; CR-SE = 0.997; CR-SS = 0.982). The extracted average variances are also
very high (AVE-EM = 0.897; AVE-MOT = 0.851; AVE-SE = 0.977; AVE-SS = 0.888). Therefore,
the convergent validity is evidenced, as well as the composite reliability.

Internal consistency reliability also provides very high Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
(EM = 0.983; MOT = 0.928; SE = 0.997; SS = 0.981).

3.2.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

The Confirmatory Factor Analysis CFA indicates the adjustment of the EFA, relative
to the scales used, perceived social support, PSS; emotion management, EM; motivation,
MOT; self-efficacy, SE; social support, SS. Specifically, the coefficients for NFI, TLI, and
CLI are greater than 0.90; the RMSEA is below 0.08. Likewise, Gazkin’s plugin of validity
and reliability tests confirmed the composite reliability, the average variance extracted
(convergent validity), and the discriminant validity. The illustration of the measurement
model for PSS is included in Figure 2.
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3.3. Instrumental and Emotional Supports for Sustainability of the Participants

We examined whether the receipt of instrumental and emotional supports for sustain-
ability was associated with the sociodemographic variables of the survey participants. The
results of the Pearson’s chi-square analysis are provided in Table 1. Regarding their age, a
very significant association was found with both instrumental and emotional supports of
the participants. Older participants (≥40 years old) were the group of people who received
these supports less frequently. The gender of the respondents was also strongly associated
with emotional support, but only tended to be significant for the instrumental support.
Thus, female participants received instrumental and emotional supports more commonly
than men.

In relation to the educational level, the participants with college or university edu-
cation received instrumental and emotional supports more frequently than those with a
low level of education. This association was significant for the instrumental support, but
not the emotional support received by the participants. We also found significant asso-
ciations in relation to the employment situation and the income level of the participants.
The emotional support, but not the instrumental support, received was significantly less
frequent among the retired participants, and both instrumental and emotional supports
among the participants with low-income level. This can be explained because in Spain,
most older adults are no longer in the care of the family, but of institutions, which only
provide instrumental support, attending to the basic health needs of these people, but not to
more personal matters. Those who cannot afford a residence do not receive specific medical
care, and they also have less contact with friends and family, who distance themselves
more from these people.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 10377 7 of 16

Table 1. Association between the instrumental and emotional supports for sustainability received
and the sociodemographic characteristics of the participants.

Variables

Instrumental Support Emotional Support

No Yes
χ2 p No Yes

χ2 p
Frequency N (%) Frequency N (%)

Age (years)
<22 451 (25.6) 40 (46.5)

20.691 0.001
228 (22.5) 252 (31.1)

38.904 0.00122–39 678 (38.5) 30 (34.9) 366 (36.2) 334 (41.2)
≥40 631 (35.9) 16 (18.6) 418 (41.3) 225 (27.7)

Gender
Male 548 (31.1) 19 (22.1)

3.106 0.078
349 (34.4) 217 (26.8)

12.161 0.001Female 1216 (68.9) 67 (77.9) 667 (65.6) 594 (73.2)

Place of origin
Rural area 651 (36.9) 38 (44.2)

1.860 0.173
384 (37.8) 294 (36.3)

0.461 0.497Urban area 1113 (63.1) 48 (55.8) 632 (62.2) 517 (63.7)

Education
Less than college or university 305 (17.3) 23 (26.7)

5.025 0.025
182 (17.9) 143 (82.1)

0.024 0.876College or university 1459 (82.7) 63 (73.3) 834 (17.6) 668 (82.4)

Autonomy level
Alone 1528 (86.6) 57 (66.3)

27.650 0.001
904 (89.0) 661 (81.5)

20.498 0.001Family/profesional/other
support 236 (13.4) 29 (33.7) 112 (11.0) 150 (18.5)

Marital status
Single 868 (52.0) 52 (65.0)

5.200 0.074
489 (50.8) 415 (54.3)

2.155 0.340Married or in union 705 (42.2) 25 (31.3) 417 (43.3) 308 (40.3)
Widowed/separated/divorced 96 (5.8) 3 (3.8) 57 (5.9) 41 (5.4)

Living arrangements
Living alone/with

children/with grandchildren 220 (12.5) 10 (11.6)

12.999 0.005

183 (13.6) 91 (11.2)

20.477 0.001Living with a partner/with a
partner and children and/or

grandchildren
644 (36.5) 16 (18.6) 395 (38.9) 261 (32.2)

Living with parents and/or
grandparents/with other

relatives
546 (31.0) 37 (43.0) 310 (30.5) 260 (32.1)

Living with friends/other
types 354 (20.1) 23 (26.7) 173 (17.0) 199 (24.5)

Employment situation
Unemployed 778 (44.1) 48 (55.8)

4.977 0.083
400 (39.9) 414 (51.0)

31.477 0.001Employed 846 (48.0) 31 (36.0) 513 (50.5) 354 (43.6)
Retired 140 (7.9) 7 (8.1) 103 (10.1) 43 (5.3)

Income level (EUR/month)
>2001 985 (55.8) 64 (74.4)

11.863 0.003
521 (51.3) 512 (63.1)

37.314 0.0011001–2000 470 (26.6) 15 (17.4) 276 (27.2) 204 (25.2)
<1000 309 (17.5) 7 (8.1) 219 (21.6) 95 (11.7)

NOTE: N = number of participants, χ2 = chi-square test, p = significance, α-Risk = 0.05.

In terms of their autonomy level, participants who needed family, professional or
other support received instrumental and emotional supports for sustainability significantly
less frequently than those who did not need any support.

3.4. Emotion Management of the Participants

Our survey included seven items about participants’ abilities to manage their own
and other people’s emotions and the frequency reported by respondents of each item is
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present in Figure 3 (upper left—emotion management). Most of the participants presented
a high frequency when managing their emotions. The number of situations in which it was
not achieved was very low.
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We analyzed the associations between the management of emotions and the sociode-
mographic characteristics of the participants (Table 2 and Supplementary Tables S1-1–S1-7).
Older participants reported the ability to identify their feelings, express their feelings
openly, control their own emotions, empathize with another person, know how to say
“no” when necessary, and be satisfied with themselves significantly more frequently than
participants in the youngest group (<22 years old). Female participants reported the ability
to express their feelings openly, control their own emotions, and empathize with another
person significantly more frequently than men.

Regarding marital status, widowed, separated or divorced participants were the group
who reported significantly less frequently the ability to identify their feelings, recognize
what others feel, express their feelings openly, and control their own emotions.

Unemployed or retired participants or with a low-income level also reported signifi-
cantly less frequently these four items related to their emotion management.
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Table 2. Association between the ability to manage emotions and the sociodemographic characteris-
tics of the participants.

Variables

Identify
What

You Feel

Recognize
What

Others Feel

Express
Your

Feelings
Openly

Control
Your Own
Emotions

Empathize
with

Another
Person

Know How
to Say “No”

When
Necessary

In General,
Be Satisfied

with
Yourself

χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p

Age (years) 25.782 0.001 7.963 0.093 27.687 0.001 14.845 0.005 9.527 0.049 16.905 0.002 13.155 0.011
Gender 0.386 0.825 5.247 0.076 10.414 0.005 16.852 0.001 22.055 0.001 1.021 0.600 0.543 0.762

Place of origin 21.119 0.001 13.531 0.001 3.270 0.195 0.145 0.930 0.871 0.647 3.208 0.201 2.055 0.358
Education 8.286 0.016 6.936 0.031 2.068 0.355 5.996 0.050 2.722 0.256 0.421 0.810 13.193 0.001

Autonomy level 6.419 0.040 4.131 0.127 0.990 0.610 4.741 0.093 2.136 0.344 0.001 0.999 2.214 0.331
Marital status 21.855 0.001 20.724 0.001 30.971 0.001 11.644 0.020 7.783 0.100 6.328 0.176 8.742 0.068

Living
arrangements 19.537 0.003 6.959 0.325 34.580 0.001 14.102 0.029 5.001 0.544 6.715 0.348 17.355 0.008

Employment
situation 16.800 0.001 4.276 0.118 5.811 0.055 8.669 0.013 0.244 0.855 0.425 0.809 3.589 0.166

Income level
(EUR/month) 28.423 0.001 16.707 0.002 21.294 0.001 13.842 0.008 5.609 0.230 8.478 0.076 12.060 0.017

NOTE: χ2 = chi-square test, p = significance, α-Risk = 0.05.

3.5. Motivations of the Participants

The frequencies reported by participants about the three items related to their motiva-
tions are shown in Figure 3 (upper right—motivation). Regarding persisting in reaching
your goals and performing actions things for the pleasure of performing them, no more than
3% reported never or almost never performing them. Plus, only 8.1% of the participants
reported performing actions for the recognition of others.

The associations with the sociodemographic characteristics of the participants are
presented in Table 3 and Supplementary Figures S1–S3.

Table 3. Association between the motivations and the sociodemographic characteristics of
the participants.

Variables
Persist in Reaching Your

Goals
Do Things for the

Pleasure of Doing Them
Do Things for the

Recognition of Others

χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p

Age (years) 9.313 0.054 8.230 0.081 5.449 0.224
Gender 0.303 0.859 1.997 0.368 2.741 0.254

Place of origin 0.641 0.726 0.144 0.930 1.801 0.406
Education 12.328 0.002 3.519 0.172 0.917 0.632

Autonomy level 13.396 0.001 6.983 0.030 0.378 0.828
Marital status 6.925 0.140 2.693 0.610 5.500 0.240

Living arrangements 6.084 0.414 5.149 0.525 11.127 0.086
Employment situation 2.703 0.259 1.568 0.457 1.633 0.442

Income level (EUR/month) 3.062 0.543 6.282 0.179 8.545 0.074

NOTE: χ2 = chi-square test, p = significance, α-Risk = 0.05.

We found a significant association between the autonomy level of the participants and
their motivations. Specifically, the participants who needed family, professional or other
support reported significantly less frequently the ability to persist in reaching their goals
and to perform actions for the pleasure of performing them. In relation to the educational
level, the participants with low education were significantly less able to persist in reaching
their goals.
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3.6. Self-Efficacy of the Participants

Our survey included nine items related to participants’ self-efficacy, whose reported
frequencies are shown in Figure 3 (bottom left—self-efficacy). Most of the participants
(>94%) were ambiguous in the nine items with their answers: neither unsure nor sure of
being able to achieve it.

The associations of each self-efficacy item with the sociodemographic characteristics
of the participants are presented in Table 4 and Supplementary Tables S2-1–S2-9.

Table 4. Association between self-efficacy and sociodemographic characteristics of the participants.

Variables

Perform
Personal

Care
Activities

Perform
Physical
Exercise

Perform
Activities
to Keep

Your Mind
Active

Perform
House-
hold

Chores

Perform
Everyday
Activities

on the
Street

Interact
with
Other
People

Perform
Educa-
tional

Activities

Perform
Leisure

Activities

Manage
Your

Money

χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p

Age (years) 2.990 0.560 2.005 0.735 2.402 0.662 6.797 0.033 1.903 0.386 10.335 0.006 1.706 0.426 3.658 0.161 10.537 0.005
Gender 2.532 0.282 4.186 0.123 2.231 0.328 10.153 0.001 0.245 0.620 0.583 0.445 1.7880 0.181 0.130 0.909 0.122 0.727

Place of origin 1.806 0.405 1.845 0.398 1.770 0.413 0.645 0.422 0.184 0.668 0.029 0.865 0.143 0.706 0.596 0.440 0.090 0.764
Education 5.087 0.079 1.551 0.461 10.892 0.004 7.702 0.006 3.182 0.074 3.573 0.059 0.083 0.773 0.125 0.723 1.802 0.179
Autonomy

level 8.765 0.012 5.740 0.057 1.895 0.388 0.016 0.899 0.020 0.887 7.874 0.005 1.213 0.271 1.022 0.312 3.767 0.052

Marital status 2.556 0.635 1.084 0.897 1.094 0.895 3.087 0.214 2.402 0.301 7.884 0.019 3.196 0.202 1.961 0.375 2.912 0.233
Living

arrangements 2.031 0.917 2.333 0.887 5.199 0.519 4.588 0.205 0.611 0.894 3.901 0.272 2.507 0.474 0.082 0.994 2.971 0.396
Employment

situation 1.146 0.564 1.197 0.550 1.156 0.556 1.487 0.223 0.346 0.556 0.558 0.455 0.116 0.733 0.033 0.857 0.117 0.732

Income level
(EUR/month) 5.041 0.283 5.374 0.251 4.982 0.289 2.435 0.296 2.544 0.280 2.736 0.255 1.994 0.369 1.675 0.433 2.919 0.232

NOTE: χ2 = chi-square test, p = significance, α-Risk = 0.05.

We found that the self-efficacy reported by participants was significantly associated
to their age and their autonomy level. Thus, younger participants were significantly less
able to perform household chores, interact with other people, and manage their money.
Regarding the autonomy level, participants who needed family, professional or other
support reported less frequently the ability to perform personal care activities, and interact
with other people in a significant way, but the association only tended to be significant for
performing physical exercise and managing their money.

3.7. Social and Communication Skills and Social Support of the Participants

The frequencies reported by participants about the seven items related to their social
and communication skills and social support are shown in Figure 3 (lower right—social
support). Most of the participants were ambiguous in the seven items with their answers:
neither agree nor disagree. Although 67.3% reported not feeling lonely.

The associations with the sociodemographic characteristics of the participants are
presented in Table 5 and Supplementary Tables S3-1–S3-7.

Regarding the age of the participant, a significant association was found with the
frequency of feeling lonely, with the extreme age groups (<22 and ≥40 years) being the ones
that most frequently reported feeling lonely. The participants with higher educational level,
singles, and people living alone also reported feeling lonely significantly more commonly
than the other corresponding groups. Finally, the participants with low educational level,
widowed, separated or divorced and with low-income level reported feeling valued and
appreciated by the people around them less frequently in a significant way.
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Table 5. Association between the social support for sustainability and the sociodemographic charac-
teristics of the participants.

Variables

Have a
Wide Social

Circle

Have Good
Social and
Communi-

cation
Skills

Feel Lonely

Count on
Other

People Who
Comfort

You

Have the
Support of

Other
People for
Anything
You Need

Count on
Other

People Who
Inform and
Help You

Feel Valued
and

Appreciated
by the
People

Around You

χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p χ2 p

Age (years) 0.700 0.705 3.361 0.186 6.564 0.038 0.724 0.696 1.508 0.470 0.249 0.883 3.451 0.178
Gender 0.909 0.340 0.850 0.357 0.225 0.635 0.391 0.523 0.651 0.420 0.102 0.749 0.052 0.820

Place of origin 1.146 0.284 0.069 0.792 0.293 0.588 0.062 0.803 1.116 0.291 0.903 0.342 0.001 0.983
Education 2.604 0.107 2.991 0.084 5.335 0.021 2.374 0.123 1.418 0.234 1.580 0.209 11.693 0.001

Autonomy level 0.759 0.384 4.006 0.045 0.689 0.406 0.001 0.974 0.349 0.555 0.126 0.722 0.203 0.652
Marital status 1.422 0.491 2.535 0.282 9.967 0.007 0.194 0.908 0.910 0.635 2.159 0.340 8.670 0.013

Living
arrangements 0.632 0.889 0.930 0.818 27.213 0.001 5.473 0.140 1.232 0.745 0.652 0.884 2.765 0.429

Employment
situation 0.265 0.607 0.237 0.626 3.165 0.075 0.056 0.812 0.830 0.362 1.987 0.159 1.659 0.198

Income level
(EUR/month) 0.621 0.733 1.967 0.374 5.334 0.069 0.008 0.996 0.435 0.804 0.255 0.880 6.335 0.042

NOTE: χ2 = chi-square test, p = significance, α-Risk = 0.05.

3.8. Multivariate Analysis

Through the GLM module of SPSS v26 software, using age as a grouping variable, in
its four intervals (18–29; 30–49; 50–64; >65 years) (Supplementary Table S4), and considering
the Bartlett factorial scores of the scales as dependent variables (that is, the two factors of
the perceived social support (PSS)), and each of the factors of the psychological constructs
measured (emotion management, EM; motivation, MOT; self-efficacy, SE; social support,
SS), statistically significant multivariate contrasts with small effect size are obtained [Wilks’s
lambda = 0.931, F = 5.65, p < 0.001, η = 0.017].

Tests for between-subject effects indicate that all six factors are statistically significant
with low to medium effect size, ranging from p < 0.001 to 0.02. This is confirmed, in
general, by the patterns analyzed and explained before, in which the items of each scale are
analyzed, due to their value in identifying the differential patterns of interest. All of them
are key to promoting sustainability.

4. Discussion

Although the instrument collects data from a wide range of ages, in our study, instru-
mental and emotional supports were significantly less prevalent among older participants,
men, people with low educational level, those with low autonomy levels, retired people,
and people with low-income levels, suggesting that these populations have a lower weight
in terms of social engagement, so their productive role at the community level is also lower.
Sustainability requires that intergenerational relationships be strengthened and attended to
in order to optimize their functionality and undoubted beneficial effects by improving the
weight of these populations with a smaller role in these connections.

In recent years, research in the social domain has shown that adults’ perceptions of
aging have important implications for their health and well-being [40,41]. However, less
attention has been paid to the importance of socially active living in old age and its impact
on the social participation of older adults [25]. Therefore, we aimed to investigate the
prevalence of the instrumental and emotional supports received, and to examine various
psychosocial characteristics (emotion management, motivation, self-efficacy, and social and
communication skills) using an online survey completed by participants of any age and
from different social groups, essential for promoting sustainability.
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Older adults typically receive social support from family members, or health or
social care professionals, but they also can provide various types of support to other
people [5,42]. Older adults perform various productive tasks within the family, such as
caring for grandchildren, caring for partners, and caring for the sick [14,42–44]. Moreover,
older adults participate in productive activities in the household, such as housekeeping,
cooking, or gardening [45,46]. In addition, adults who provide support and advice to
family, neighbors, or friends in coping with problems or stressful life events have been
identified as productive individuals in the community [44,47].

Older people who have fewer negative stereotypes about aging, understood as a
period of social inactivity, appear to participate in social activities more often than those
who have these age-related stereotypes and believe they are too old for social activities [48].
At the same time, people who participate in social activities with younger people and
other active older adults may experience a high potential to play meaningful social roles
and improve their social participation, leading to a more positive view of their own aging.
Recently, [49] investigated the bidirectional relationships between age-related perceptions
and formal and informal social participation. They found that adults with more positive
perceptions of aging were more likely to participate more actively in social life, in both
informal and formal settings. Furthermore, they found that informal social participation
in all age groups was associated with better perceptions of old age, but not formal social
participation. These findings suggest that positive expectations about aging may encourage
adults to maintain a more engaged and socially productive lifestyle, and that informal social
participation, characterized by the provision of advice and support to others, contributes to
experiencing the aging process in a more positive way [49].

On the other hand, participation in socially productive activities is one of the most
important determinants of successful and active aging [50]. Therefore, maintaining social
engagement by engaging in meaningful activities improves the quality of life of older
adults and at the same time, they can help others and contribute to society [25]. In this
context, sociocultural characteristics of older adults, such as norms, values, civic culture,
and social contexts, are considered as the macro-conditions that influence productive social
engagement [51], and they motivate different types of productive activities, especially
volunteering [43,52]. Moreover, personal capacity, including knowledge, experience, skills
and abilities, interests, and desire to be productive, has been identified as human capital and
is an important factor in productive social engagement. Thus, many researchers have found
a significant relationship between older adults’ personal capacities and their productive
social roles [53–55]. In this sense, the motivations of the participants in our study, such as
insisting on achieving their goals or conducting activities for the pleasure of conducting
them, were less common among participants with low autonomy levels. In addition,
younger participants and participants with low autonomy levels were significantly less
likely to perform activities related to their self-efficacy.

Interest in social and human capital has increased significantly in recent years, and
the link to sustainability is also becoming more apparent [56]. It is these findings that
could be of interest to use for the links between the different fields analyzing social and
human capital in relation to productivity and for the development of new ideas in the field
of sustainability [56].

One consequence of productive social engagement is the improvement of the ability to
deal with emotions. Engaging in productive activities has been shown to help older adults
identify meaning in life and feel that they are useful in society [43,57]. Our survey data
suggest that older and female participants are able to manage their own and other people’s
emotions significantly more frequently, while among the participants who were widowed,
separated or divorced, unemployed or retired, and with a low-income levels, the ability
to manage emotions was less prevalent. Finally, extreme age groups, people with higher
educational level, singles, and those living alone were the groups significantly more likely
to report feeling lonely.
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The study has some limitations that need to be considered. The use of a self-administered
survey and the fact that it is a voluntary sample could influence the results. Therefore, the
motivation to complete the questionnaire and the level of digital literacy of the participants
are factors that could have influenced the obtaining of the final sample. In addition, the
sociodemographic, economic and educational characteristics of the sample might have
played a role, limiting the generalizability of the results.

Another noteworthy fact is that subjects who were not independent in their activities
of daily living were not included in the study, because they were unable to complete the
online survey. Despite these described limitations, this study offers important insights into
instrumental and emotional support and may contribute to the development of strategies
to promote social participation in older adults.

Sustainability and Intergenerational Social Participation

This study provides various elements of connection between sustainability and inter-
generational constructs, such as social and instrumental support, social participation, as
well as the psychological patterns involved in the participants, although they are not direct
measures of “sustainability” that should be deepened in future studies. Recent studies
indicate that global measures and indices of intra and intergenerational equity are key to
sustainable regional development [58]. It is clear that emotional and instrumental social
support, as well as the analysis of psychological patterns and contextual variables, analyzed
in this study contribute to understanding the need for actions that promote and enhance
sustainability between generations. Where life expectancy has increased considerably in
recent years, not only in Spain, the age of incorporation into working and adult life of the
young generations has been greatly delayed due to training needs in a complex world
that requires interaction between people of all ages (from 1 to 99 years); it is thus evident
that social, emotional and instrumental support between generations greatly affects the
possibilities of sustainability and the quality of social participation in different countries,
specifically the evidence of this study on Spain, comparable to other European countries
and, in many respects, to other countries of the world. For example, a recent study shows
the key role of intergenerational support for access to home ownership, a key issue for
independence and life projects for future generations in Hungary [59], which is similar
to what happens in Spain, or in other countries. Another example is the case of the deep
transformations that have taken place in recent years of sustainable urbanization of the
population; as in the Spanish case, the Chinese case is paradigmatic, representing intergen-
erational support and intergenerational social participation, crucial in this transformation,
are sustainable [60], or referring to intergenerational occupational mobility and sustain-
ability [61]. The sustainability of the profound changes that have taken place in the world
(increased urbanization, drastic reduction in the rural population), changes in habits due
to new needs, such as the need to care for grandchildren in which the older generations
represent a key role in making possible the work of both parents, which gives a new impe-
tus to the sustainability of women’s options in this access to a sustainable and fair world.
All of this requires instrumental and emotional social support between generations. New
learning needs require intergenerational support for sustainability, just as new needs have
shown unexpected changes, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, as illustrated by the synergy
produced by intergenerational actions in increasing commitment to work [62]; or, with the
increase in the need for virtualization of joint intergenerational action for sustainability and
the key role of the elderly in support and social participation with the younger and adult
generations [63], including the essential role of sustainability of artificial intelligence, in
increasing intergenerational social justice [64]. The evidence provided by the current study
with the Spanish sample, related to the constructs analyzed, and the illustrations of the
previous studies, reflect their role in the sustainability of intergenerational relationships
and the need to promote them to increase the potential for a sustainable and fair world.
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5. Conclusions

Older adults’ social participation for sustainability through engaging in productive
role activities, particularly with people of other ages, has been shown to improve their
quality of life and social and communication skills. Our study sheds light on the prevalence
of receiving instrumental and emotional supports in a Spanish population, and how these
affect the social engagement of different age and social groups. Therefore, it is noteworthy
that these results contribute to the identification of sociocultural characteristics of adults
with low participation in society. This is critical for governments and institutions to develop
useful strategies to promote social participation for a sustainable world and related benefits
for older adults and people of other ages.

The ultimate goal of this work is that implementation of the ideas proposed here can
promote sustainable human and social capital development in the community, for a fairer
and more sustainable world.
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