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INTRODUCTION 

The Cambridge dictionary (n.d.) defines invisibility as “the fact of being impossible to see, or 

of not being noticed”. This definition involves two conceptual aspects for invisibility. First, 

invisibility is related to the physical impossibility of seeing something or someone. Second, and more 

metaphorically, invisibility is related to the possibility of overlooking something or someone even in 

the absence of any apparent obstacles. In this work, I extend the concept of invisibility by addressing 

the intersectional invisibility (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Women are less “visible” than men 

in our society (Bailey et al., 2019). Also, Black people are more under-represented in highly visible 

professional roles than White people (Galinsky et al., 2013). Intersectional invisibility refers to the 

fact that specific category combinations, like Black women, are “invisible” within the Black 

community, which is primarily represented by Black men, and the female population which is 

predominately depicted by White women (Cole, 2009; Crenshaw, 1993; Sesko & Biernat, 2010; 

Thomas et al., 2014). 

The current research project has focused on the combination of age and sexual orientation 

categories referring to men as the generative mechanism of the invisibility of older gay men. On a 

social level, elderly gay men have been called the “unseen minority” (Berger, 1982). Indeed, elderly 

gay men run the risk of being invisible among older people in general, as their particular needs have 

not always been acknowledged by, for instance, policymakers and healthcare services (Harrison, 

2006; Kia et al., 2019). In addition, elderly gay men are invisible in the gay community, whose media 

representation (Jankowski et al., 2014; Saucier & Caron, 2008) is very much tied to the concept of 

youth (Bennett & Thompson, 1991; Hajek & Giles, 2002). Older gay people also are invisible as they 

likely refrain from coming out after living their whole lives under the pressure to pass as heterosexual 

(Harris & Fiske, 2006; Harrison, 2006). 
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Together, these studies acknowledge that elderly gay men are invisible (i.e., impossible to be 

seen) in society, metaphorically speaking, among the population. The current research is aimed at 

studying the cognitive processes that enact the cognitive invisibility of elderly gay men. Specifically, 

the current research project aimed at a) extending the intersectional perspective to the analysis of the 

combination of age and sexual orientation categories; b) understanding the cognitive processes 

involved in the perception of this specific case of sexual orientation by age categories intersection; c) 

developing a mixed method approach to the study of category intersections.  

Built on these insights, we framed the “invisibility” of ‘Elderly gay men’ as the results of two 

distinct albeit related processes, that is the biased conceptualization of its category constituents, 

namely ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Gay men’, and the combination of such category constituents at the 

cognitive level.  

First, research rooted in social cognition has long acknowledged that categories have a graded 

structure, with some category exemplars being more typical of the category as a whole than other 

exemplars (Barsalou, 1985; Mervis & Rosch, 1981). As a result, the representation of the category 

ends up being conflated with those exemplars that are highly typical (Hegarty & Pratto, 2001; Hegarty 

& Pratto, 2004). Indeed, such exemplars tend to come up to perceivers’ minds easily when thinking 

of their category (Rothbart et al., 1996), and display features that are common to the category 

prototype (Rosch & Mervis, 1975). When thinking of ‘Men’, people strongly assumed that they are 

heterosexual and likely young. Hence, ‘Heterosexual men’ and ‘Young men’ are category defaults, 

namely the attended values, alias the “normality” (Lick & Johnson, 2016; North & Fiske, 2015).  

We put forward that ‘Gay men’ has an age-graded structure that favors ‘Young men’ over 

‘Elderly men’, and that ‘Elderly men’ has a sexual orientation-graded structure that favors 

‘Heterosexual men’ over ‘Gay men’. Hence, we expect that, as for the discrete categories of age, the 

heterosexual men default would be stronger in the category ‘Elderly men’ than ‘Young men’. Also, 
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as for the discrete categories of sexual orientation, the young men default would be stronger in the 

category ‘Gay men’ than ‘Heterosexual men’. This first assumption was tested in Chapter 1. 

Second, we assume that, if the category of age and sexual orientation intersect in the manner 

described above, then some category combinations are socially expected to be “deviant” category 

combinations. Said otherwise, if ‘Gay men’ category is assumed to be young by default, and ‘Elderly 

men’ is expected to be heterosexual by default, the implications of the former category would be at 

odds with the implications of the latter category, and vice versa. In other words, ‘Elderly gay men’ is 

conceptualized as an atypical subtype, that contradicts the prototypical representation of ‘Elderly 

men’. To test this theoretical assumption, we assess the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’. We 

reasoned that, as with any atypical subtype, ‘Elderly gay men’ is expected to be less stereotyped on 

traits that are consistent with their age category and more on traits that are inconsistent with that 

category: ‘Elderly gay men’ should be stereotyped as less old and younger that ‘Elderly men’. Such 

a prediction was tested in Chapter 2. 

Moreover, and to extend the theoretical rationale of Chapter 2, we elaborate more on the 

nature of ‘Elderly gay men’ as an atypical subtype. Indeed, research on the category combination 

suggests that when combining discrete categories whose contents are inconsistent with each other, 

their cross-over would generate unique traits that are not part of the representation of the categories 

in question. To corroborate the idea that ‘Elderly gay men’ is represented as an atypical subtype, we 

directly test the characteristics that are associated with the discrete categories of sexual orientation 

and age, and their combinations. By quantitatively inspecting the contents of the generated 

characteristics, we expect that ‘Elderly gay men’ would be portrayed by characteristics that make 

them different and far away from the prototype of  ‘Elderly men’ and, at least in part, from that of 

‘Gay men’. These assumptions were tested in Chapter 3.  

Overall, and to test the theoretical model outlined above, we adopted a multistep approach, in 

which each of the just mentioned assumptions was experimentally tested and then theoretically 
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discussed to inform the subsequent step. Specifically, in Chapter 1, a category interpretation paradigm 

has been used to ascertain whether the cognitive invisibility of ‘Elderly gay men’ was contingent to 

the interpretation of ‘Gay men’, more so than of ‘Heterosexual men’, as ‘Young men’, and to the 

interpretation of ‘Elderly men’, more than ‘Young men’ as ‘Heterosexual men’. Two studies (Ntot = 

317) analyzed whether, at the cognitive level, ‘Elderly gay man’ was “invisible” both when 

processing the labels ‘Gay man’ and ‘Elderly man’. We suggested that ‘Gay man’ is conflated with 

‘Young man’, and that ‘Elderly man’ is conflated with ‘Heterosexual man’. In Chapter 2, four studies 

(Ntot = 440) relied on a stereotyping paradigm to investigate the age stereotypes perceivers apply to 

men depending on the combination of their age (Young vs. Elderly) and sexual orientation (Gay vs. 

Heterosexual). These studies have demonstrated that ‘Elderly gay men’ were stereotyped as less old 

and younger than both ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’. Moreover, these studies 

suggested that ‘Elderly gay men’ might be represented at the cognitive level as an atypical subtype, 

likewise additional subtypes (i.e., ‘Elderly atheist men’ and ‘Elderly athlete men’) that clashed against 

the representation of ‘Elderly men’. The results informed cognitive models of multiple category 

stereotyping. Such a claim was more thoroughly explored in Chapter 3. In the third chapter, three 

studies (Ntot = 364) investigated how people perceive combinations of sexual orientation and age 

through a multi-method approach. In particular, the results of Chapter 1 and 2 were expanded using 

a typicality measure. ‘Elderly gay men’ was shown to be perceived as atypical with respect to both 

its constituent categories. By using a free generation trait task, stereotype contents of ‘Gay men’ 

overlapping those of ‘Young gay men’ were analyzed. As well, the stereotype contents of ‘Elderly 

men’ overlapping those of ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ were considered. The novel, emergent features 

that characterize ‘Elderly gay men’ as “deviant” were investigated. Representations of both ‘Gay 

men’  and ‘Elderly men’ were shown to render this group invisible to its constituent categories.  

An explorative goal of this research was to begin to ascertain the role played by perceivers’ 

amount of contact with individuals defined by both age and sexual orientation categories in the 
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conceptualization of the age and sexual orientation discrete categories (Chapter 1) and the 

conceptualization of categories issued from the intersection between age and sexual orientation 

categories (Chapter 2). In both chapters, we conjectured that intergroup contact would provide 

perceivers with a more diverse category representation (Allan & Johnson, 2008; Caspi, 1984; Hale & 

Hewitt, 1998; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Nichols & McAndrew, 1984; Shamloo et al., 2018). As a 

result, we suggested that higher levels of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ might promote a more age-

diverse representation of ‘Elderly men’ (Chapter 1) and a less stereotypical perception of ‘Elderly 

gay men’(Chapter 2). Also, we put forward that higher levels of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ might 

back a more sexual-orientation diverse representation of ‘Elderly men’ (Chapter 1) and an attenuated 

stereotypical perception of ‘Elderly gay men’ (Chapter 2). 

Contrary to these conjectures, and as evidenced by studies on the subtyping model, an 

encounter with ‘Elderly gay men’ can lead perceivers to consider this group as a “deviant” subtype 

with respect to the category of ‘Elderly men’ (Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2006; Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2007; 

Hewstone et al., 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Richards & Hewstone, 2001; Weber & Crocker, 

1983). If perceivers isolated ‘Elderly gay men’ as an atypical case, then the representation of ‘Elderly 

men’ would still show the heteronormative default and be victim of the age stereotyping. 

Both the alternative speculations are well grounded in the literature. Hence, testing the 

association between the amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and the perception of this 

intersectional category appears to be mandatory to understand the interplay between intersectional 

category contact and the representation of age and sexual orientation discrete categories (Chapter 1, 

Study 2) and the age stereotyping of such category combinations (Chapter 2).  

All studies were approved by the University Ethical Committee. All data, analyses, and 

supplemental materials associated with this project are available on the Open Science Framework 

website: https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8.  

  

https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8
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1. Introduction 

Research addressing how gay men are perceived by mainstream society and gay culture has 

acknowledged the overemphasis both place on youthful characteristics in aspects such as physical 

appearance and sexuality (Bennett & Thompson, 1991; Hajek & Giles, 2002). The conflation of ‘Gay 

men’ with ‘Young men’ may foster in younger gay men a fear of aging (Warren, 2000), and older 

gay men might experience an inability to meet these appearance and sexuality standards (Hajek & 

Giles, 2002). Older gay men run the risk of being “invisible” in the gay community, as they may 

refrain from participating in gay social life both because it is mainly aimed at young gay men and 

because of anticipated ageism (Wight et al., 2015). Furthermore, older gay men may be “invisible” 

within the group of older men in general. For instance, healthcare services dedicated to older people 

tend to presume clients’ heterosexuality, unless otherwise informed (Cronin & King, 2010). The 

increased social acceptability of diverse sexualities over time may contribute to the fact that younger 

people are more prone to identify as gay (8%, 16-24 years old) than older people (0.8%, 65+ years 

old; Office for National Statistics, 2022). Older gay men may refrain from coming out at later stages 

of their life because of the strong internalized pressure to pass as heterosexual in their early years 

(Harris & Fiske, 2006). Together, these societal factors contribute to rendering older gay men less 

visible within both ‘Gay men’ and ‘Elderly men’. 

Drawing on the cited works, the current research investigated whether the social-

psychological evidence of ‘Gay man’ as prevalently young, and ‘Elderly man’ as prevalently 

heterosexual, maps onto individual cognition, thus creating a persistent young bias in the perception 

of ‘Gay man’, and heterosexual bias in the perception of ‘Elderly man’. By shifting the focus from 

the societal determinants to the cognitive processes involved in the perception of this sexual 

orientation and age category intersection, we contributed to the literature from two related 

perspectives. 
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First, this work provided a cognitive account of the “invisibility” of the category ‘Elderly gay 

man’ as a result of the selective conceptualizing of its constituent categories, namely ‘Gay man’ as 

young and ‘Elderly man’ as heterosexual. We recast the “invisibility” of older gay men within the 

theoretical framework of the non-prototypicality of individuals with multiple non-prototypical 

memberships (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; Schug et al., 2015). Categories 

display a graded structure, with some exemplars being more typical of the category than others 

(Barsalou, 1985; Mervis & Rosch, 1981). Highly typical members tend to be taken as the category 

default, thus conflating the general category representation with specific members (Hegarty & Pratto, 

2001; Hegarty & Pratto, 2004). Young men and heterosexual men are category defaults (Lick & 

Johnson, 2016; North & Fiske, 2015). Thus, we predicted that ‘Gay men’ and ‘Elderly men’ would 

be overlooked when processing age and sexual orientation categories, respectively. Furthermore, we 

predicted that ‘Elderly gay men’ would be the most overlooked due to having two non-prototypical 

intersecting categories. This prediction was based on evidence that ‘Gay men’ has an age-graded 

structure, and ‘Elderly men’ has a sexuality-graded structure. Indeed, the higher representativeness 

of younger than older male exemplars is more pronounced for gay than heterosexual men, thus 

making ‘Elderly gay men’ particularly invisible within ‘Gay men’ (Coladonato et al., 2022). The 

higher representativeness of heterosexual than gay male exemplars is more pronounced with elderly 

than young men, rendering ‘Elderly gay men’ especially invisible within ‘Elderly men’ (Carnaghi et 

al., 2022). The “invisibility” of ‘Elderly gay men’ may stem from a perceived higher prevalence of 

‘Young men’ within ‘Gay men’, and of ‘Heterosexual men’ within ‘Elderly men’. Also, attributes 

equally true of two categories may be more central to the concept of one than the other, and youth 

and heterosexuality seem to be especially central attributes in the conceptualization of gay men and 

older men, respectively (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Medin & Shoben, 1988). 

Drawing on this evidence, we predicted that ‘Young gay men’ would conceptualize ‘Gay 

man’, and the young-as-default would be stronger with ‘Gay man’ than ‘Heterosexual man’. Also, 
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we predicted that ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ would conceptualize ‘Elderly man’, and the 

heteronormative default would be stronger with ‘Elderly man’ than ‘Young man’. Hence, older gay 

men would be overlooked due to having two non-prototypical intersecting categories, as they are 

neither typical of ‘Gay man’ (who are prototyped as young) nor of ‘Elderly man’ (who are prototyped 

as heterosexual). 

Second, we provided a baseline measurement of the defaults with sexual orientation and age 

categories by assessing the defaults with categories that are unrelated to both sexuality and age (i.e., 

irrelevant categories). We expected the defaults under analyses to shape the representation of these 

categories: irrelevant categories would be conceptualized as young and heterosexual. Moreover, we 

expected that the young-as-default with irrelevant categories would resemble that of ‘Heterosexual 

man’, and be less strong than that with ‘Gay man’. Likewise, we expected that the heteronormative 

default with irrelevant categories should be more similar to that with ‘Young man’ than with ‘Elderly 

man’. The inclusion of irrelevant categories as controls provided an additional test of the cognitive 

underpinnings of ‘Elderly gay men’ being particularly overlooked within ‘Gay men’ and ‘Elderly 

men’. 

2. Study 1 

2.1 Method 

2.1.1 Participants  

One hundred thirty-three Italian participants (Table 1) provided informed consent orally. A 

sensitivity power analysis (α = .05, 1 - β = .80) indicated that the smallest effect size (f = .10) we 

could detect with this sample size fell within the small-effect size area (Cohen, 1988).  

2.1.2 Material 

Two sexual orientation category labels, namely ‘Heterosexual’ [eterosessuale] and ‘Gay’ 

[omosessuale], and two age category labels, namely ‘Elderly’ [anziano] and ‘Young’ [giovane], were 
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selected for the study. We used ‘Right-handed’ [destrimane] and ‘English’ [Inglese] as irrelevant 

category labels because both labels have been shown to be independent from both sexual orientation 

and age categories (see Carnaghi et al., 2022, Study 4). Additionally, multiple characteristics might 

cluster around ‘English’, but likely not ‘Right-handed’. This reflects a natural difference between 

Table 1  

Age, gender, sexual orientation, citizenship, and native language of participants as a function of the 

Study (Studies 1 and 2) 

  STUDY 1 STUDY 2 
Age   

Range 
M 

SE 
Not reporting 

18 – 38 19 – 75 
21.97 33.64 
0.29 0.92 

4 5 
Gender   

Female 
Male 
Other 

Not reporting 

87 109 
39 67 

 2 
7 6 

Sexual orientation   
Heterosexual 

Bisexual 
Homosexual 

Other 
Not reporting 

 152 
 18 
 4 
 5 
 5 

Citizenship   
Italian 

Other than Italian  
Dual 

Not reporting 

 178 
  
 1 
 5 

Native language   
Italian 

Other than Italian  
Dual 

Not reporting 

 174 
 1 
 3 
 6 

Note. Values pertaining to the participants' age are expressed in years.  
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social groups, in that some may trigger specific “group” characteristics, while others are considered 

“loose groups”, less likely to be associated with well-defined stereotypes (Lickel et al., 2000).  

The sexual orientation, age, and irrelevant category labels have opaque grammatical gender 

in Italian but are highly likely to be processed as referring to men (Carnaghi et al., 2022). ‘Elderly’ 

can be declined in both masculine and feminine forms. To be consistent with the other category labels, 

‘Elderly’ was grammatically marked as masculine. This likely reinforced the understanding of the 

labels with opaque grammatical gender as referring to males.  

2.1.3 Procedure 

Participants were informed that “This research aims to study how people use words, and what 

people refer to when using these words. We are not interested in the linguistic correctness, namely 

how people should use these words, but we seek to understand how these words are actually used in 

everyday life.” Participants were then presented with the age and the sexual orientation inference task, 

in a counterbalanced order. In the age inference task, participants were presented with the two sexual 

orientation category labels and the two irrelevant category labels. Participants rated each category 

label on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (very elderly) to 7 (very young; see Supplementary Material 

online). In the sexual orientation inference task, participants were presented with the two age category 

labels and the two irrelevant category labels. Participants rated each category label on a 7-point scale, 

ranging from 1 (very gay) to 7 (very heterosexual). 

Irrelevant category labels were always presented as the first and the third labels. To estimate 

the defaults in irrelevant categories in general, participants’ ratings of ‘English man’ and ‘Right-

handed man’ were averaged together, separately in the two tasks. Within each task, the presentation 

order of the category labels relating to sexual orientation and age were counterbalanced across 

participants. Due to a material error, 104 participants were presented with the ‘English man’ label 

first. We subsequently collected an additional 32 participants that were presented with ‘Right-handed 

https://osf.io/h263z
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man’ as the first label. The results were not affected by which type of label participants were presented 

with first (see Supplementary Material online).  

2.2 Results 

In the age inference task (Table 2), participants’ ratings were analyzed by means of ANOVA 

3(labels: Gay man vs. Heterosexual man vs. Irrelevant labels) repeated measures. Higher ratings 

indicated that the labels were thought of as referred to ‘young man’. A significant effect of labels was 

found, F(2, 264) = 80.40, p < .001, η2p = .38. Post-hoc comparisons (Bonferroni correction) showed 

that ‘Gay man’ was thought of as referring to ‘young man’ to a greater extent than was ‘Heterosexual 

man’ (t(132) = 10.41, p < .001), and ‘Irrelevant labels’ (t(132) = 12.12, p < .001), while no difference 

occurred between ‘Heterosexual man’ and ‘Irrelevant labels’, t(132) = 1.97, p = .151.  

In the sexual orientation inference task (Table 2), participants’ ratings were analyzed by 

means of ANOVA 3(labels: Elderly man vs. Young man vs. Irrelevant labels) repeated measures. 

Higher ratings indicated that the labels were thought of as referred to ‘heterosexual man’. A 

significant effect of labels was found, F(2, 264) = 97.94, p < .001, η2p = .43. Post-hoc comparisons 

(Bonferroni correction) showed that ‘Elderly man’ was considered to be referring to ‘heterosexual 

man’ to a greater extent than was ‘Young man’ (t(132) = 10.11, p < .001), and ‘Irrelevant labels’, 

t(132) = 12.40, p < .001, while no difference occurred between ‘Young man’ and ‘Irrelevant labels’ 

t(132) = 0.35, p = 1.000.  

2.3 Discussion 

These results indicated that participants made different age assumptions concerning the sexual 

orientation categories: ‘Gay man’ was considered as referring to young to a greater extent than 

‘Heterosexual man’. The young-as-default with irrelevant categories was similar to that with 

‘Heterosexual man’. Furthermore, participants differently made heteronormative assumptions 

depending on the age categories: ‘Elderly man’ was considered as referring to heterosexual to a 

https://osf.io/h263z
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greater extent than ‘Young man’. Also, the heteronormative bias in the irrelevant categories 

resembled that with ‘Young man’.  

Study 2 aimed to replicate these findings, and explored the role of contact with the sexual 

orientation and age category intersections in the defaults. Frequent encounters with specific category 

Table 2  

Participants’ ratings as a function of the task and labels, separately for Study 1 and Study 2  

 Labels 
Study 1    

Task    
 Irrelevant 

labels 
Young man Elderly man 

Sexual orientation estimation 4.25* 4.22* 5.57* 
 (0.07) (0.09) (0.07) 
    
 Irrelevant 

labels 
Heterosexual 

man 
Gay man 

Age estimation 4.29* 4.05 5.44* 
 (0.06) (0.11) (0.09) 

Study 2    
Task    
 Irrelevant 

labels 
Young man Elderly man 

Sexual orientation estimation 4.55* 4.67* 5.63* 
 (0.08) (0.10) (0.10) 
    
 Irrelevant 

labels 
Heterosexual 

man 
Gay man 

Age estimation 4.15* 4.17 5.23* 
 (0.06) (0.10) (0.09) 

Note. Standard errors are displayed between brackets. In the sexual orientation inference task, higher 

scores indicated that the labels point to ‘heterosexual men’; in the age inference task, higher scores 

indicated that the labels point to ‘young men’. Mean values marked with * significantly differed from 

the midpoint of the scale, p < .05.  
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members enhance the accessibility of those members from memory, leading them to be judged as 

more typical of the category (Barsalou, 1985; Kahneman & Miller, 1986). Hence, contact with 

‘Elderly gay men’ could attenuate the young bias in ‘Gay man’, and the heterosexual bias in ‘Elderly 

man’. However, enhanced contact with ‘Young gay men’ and/or ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ could 

further strengthen ‘Gay men’ being assumed young, and ‘Elderly men’ being assumed heterosexual.  

3. Study 2 

3.1 Method 

3.1.1 Participants  

One hundred eighty-four Italian participants (Table 1) provided written informed consent 

prior to their participation in the study. A sensitivity power analysis (α = .05, 1 - β = .80) suggested 

that, with the current N, the smallest detectable effect size (MDE) (Cohen’s f = .09) falls within the 

small-effect size area (Cohen, 1988).  

3.1.2 Procedure 

The material and the procedures were the same as those in Study 1. Category labels were 

presented in a random order within each inference task.  

Participants’ direct and indirect contact with ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, ‘Elderly gay men’, 

‘Young heterosexual men’, and ‘Young gay men’ were assessed after the inference tasks. As this 

procedure represents the first test of the potential role of intersectional contact in shaping the 

representations of the target groups, we decided to rely on both direct and indirect contact measures 

thus gaining a more reliable assessment of participants’ first-hand and vicarious experience with the 

target groups. We adapted two items previously used by Voci and Hewstone (2003; see also Shamloo 

et al., 2018) to assess participants’ amount of direct contact with the target groups. Specifically, 

participants were asked:  
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- “How many target group people do you know?” (None-More than 10) [in Italian: Quante 

persone ‘target group’ conosci?],  

- “How frequently do you have contact with target group people?” (Never-Very often) [in 

Italian: Quanto frequentemente hai contatti con persone ‘target group’?].  

Also, two items assessed participants’ amount of indirect contact with the target groups 

(Pagotto et al., 2010; Visintin et al., 2017). Namely, participants were asked:  

- “How often do you hear or read news about target group people on the TV news, in 

newspapers, or on the radio?” (Never-Very often) [in Italian: Quanto frequentemente senti 

o leggi di notizie su persone ’target group’ al telegiornale, sui quotidiani, alla radio?],  

- “How often do you see target group people in films or in TV series?” (Never-Very often) 

[in Italian: Quanto frequentemente vedi persone ‘target group’ nei film e nelle serie tv?].  

All answers were given on a five-point scale. We decided to evaluate participants' contact at 

the end of the questionnaire for two related reasons. First, as Study 2 was an exact replica of Study 

1, in Study 2 we strictly followed the procedure of Study 1. For this reason, contact was assessed only 

after participants had performed the inference tasks. Second, previous works on person construal have 

shown that people make use of contextual information, such as specific exemplars, to conceptualize 

social categories (e.g., Smith & Zárate, 1992). Therefore, if we had assessed participants' contact with 

the intersections of sexual orientation and age categories, we would likely have induced a more 

diverse conceptualization of sexual orientation and age categories, influencing the observed results. 

Participants reported their age, gender, sexual orientation, citizenship, and native language 

(see Table 1).  

3.2 Results and Discussion 

Participants’ ratings in the age and sexual orientation inference task (Table 2) were analyzed 

as in Study 1. In the age inference task, results indicated a significant effect of labels, F(2, 366) = 

62.69, p < .001, η2p = .26. Post-hoc comparisons (Bonferroni correction) showed that ‘Gay man’ was 
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thought of as referring to ‘young man’ to a greater extent than was ‘Heterosexual man’ (t(183) = 8.87, 

p < .001), and ‘Irrelevant labels’ (t(183) = 10.71, p < .001), while ‘Heterosexual man’ and ‘Irrelevant 

labels’ did not differ from each other, t(183) = 0.20, p = 1.000.  

In the sexual orientation inference task, results indicated a significant effect of labels, F(2, 

366) = 77.01, p < .001, η2p = .30. Post-hoc comparisons (Bonferroni correction) showed that ‘Elderly 

man’ was considered to be referring to ‘heterosexual man’ to a greater extent than ‘Young man’ 

(t(183) = 9.14, p < .001), and ‘Irrelevant labels’ (t(183) = 10.90, p < .001), while ‘Young man’ and 

‘Irrelevant labels’ did not differ from each other, t(183) = 1.50, p = .404. 

3.2.1 Analyses of amount of contact  

Participants’ ratings on the two items assessing the amount of direct contact with ‘Elderly gay 

Table 3  

Regressions of association between participants’ ratings of each label and the amount of contact with 

the target groups in Study 2 

Predictors ß SE t p 95% CI 
 Elderly man 

Amount of contact  
Elderly heterosexual men -0.13 0.12 1.07 .287 [-0.23, 0.07] 

Elderly gay men -0.44 0.16 2.76 .007 [-0.36, -0.06] 
 Young man 
Amount of contact  

Young heterosexual men 0.17 0.22 0.81 .417 [-0.09, 0.22] 
Young gay men -0.37 0.14 2.63 .009 [-0.36, -0.05] 

 Heterosexual man 
Amount of contact  

Elderly heterosexual men  0.06 0.12 0.45 .654 [-0.12, 0.20] 
Young heterosexual men  0.14 0.21 0.65 .515 [-0.11, 0.21] 

 Gay man 
Amount of contact  

Elderly gay men  0.19 0.15 1.24 .215 [-0.06, 0.27] 
Young gay men -0.17 0.13 1.35 .178 [-0.28, 0.05] 

Note. CI = confidence interval. 
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men’ (r = .66, p < .001, 95% CI [0.57, 0.73]), ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (r = .52, p < .001, 95% CI 

[0.41, 0.62]), ‘Young gay men’ (r = .65, p < .001, 95% CI [0.56, 0.73]), and ‘Young heterosexual 

men’ (r = .51, p < .001, 95% CI [0.40, 0.61]), were averaged, separately. Participants reported a 

higher amount of direct contact with ‘Young gay men’ (M = 3.33, SE = .08) than with ‘Elderly gay 

men’ (M = 1.63, SE = .06; t(179) = 21.86, p < .001, d = 1.63). Also, participants reported a higher 

amount of direct contact with ‘Young heterosexual men’ (M = 4.71, SE = .04) than with ‘Elderly 

heterosexual men’ (M = 4.11, SE = .08; t(179) = 7.41, p < .001, d = 0.55).  

Figure 1 

Participants’ ratings of ‘Elderly man’ in the sexual orientation inference task (i.e., SO estimation) as a 

function of the amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ in Study 2 

 
Note. Sexual orientation estimation (i.e., SO estimation), ranging from 1 = very gay to 7 = very 

heterosexual. The shaded gray area represents the 95% confidence level for the regression line.  
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Moreover, participants’ ratings on the two items assessing the amount of indirect contact with 

‘Elderly gay men’ (r = .55, p < .001, 95% CI [0.43, 0.64]), ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (r = .57, p < 

.001, 95% CI [0.46, 0.66]), ‘Young gay men’ (r = .40, p < .001, 95% CI [0.28, 0.52]), and ‘Young 

heterosexual men’ (r = .33, p < .001, 95% CI [0.19, 0.45]), were averaged, separately. Participants 

reported a higher amount of indirect contact with ‘Young gay men’ (M = 3.57, SE = .06) than with 

‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 2.03, SE = .06; t(178) = 22.88, p < .001, d = 1.71). Also, participants reported 

a higher amount of indirect contact with ‘Young heterosexual men’ (M = 4.54, SE = .05) than with 

‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (M = 4.11, SE = .07; t(180) = 6.42, p < .001, d = 0.48).  

Figure 2 

Participants’ ratings of ‘Young man’ in the sexual orientation inference task (i.e., SO estimation) as a 

function of the amount of contact with ‘Young gay men’ in Study 2 

 
Note. Sexual orientation estimation (i.e., SO estimation), ranging from 1 = very gay to 7 = very 

heterosexual. The shaded gray area represents the 95% confidence level for the regression line.  
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As we intend to merge together participants’ direct and indirect contact with each target group, 

separately, we tested the reliability of the four items pertaining to these measures: ‘Elderly gay men’: 

ω = .77; ‘Elderly heterosexual men’: ω = .75; ‘Young gay men’: ω = .69; and ‘Young heterosexual 

men’: ω = .63. Hence, direct and indirect contact were averaged into a single index of amount of 

contact for each target group.  

In the sexual orientation inference task, participants’ ratings of ‘Elderly man’ and ‘Young 

man’ were regressed on participants’ amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly 

heterosexual men’, ‘Young gay men’ and ‘Young heterosexual men’, separately (Table 3). Results 

indicated that higher levels of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ were associated with a lower pointing 

of ‘Elderly man’ to ‘heterosexual man’, ß = -0.44; t = 2.76, p = .007 (see Figure 1 and Table 4), and 

Table 4  

Participants’ ratings (i.e., Marginal mean) of Elderly man (upper side of the table) and of Young man 

(lower side of the table) as a function of the amount of contact with Elderly gay men and Young gay men, 

respectively 

 Amount of 
contact 

Marginal 
mean 

SE 95% CI 

  
Elderly gay men  

- 1 SD 1.18 5.94 0.14 [5.65, 6.22] 
Mean 1.84 5.65 0.10 [5.46, 5.85] 

+ 1 SD 2.49 5.37 0.14 [5.08, 5.65] 
  
Young gay men  

- 1 SD 2.69 5.00 0.15 [4.70, 5.30] 
Mean 3.46 4.71 0.10 [4.51, 4.92] 

+ 1 SD 4.23 4.43 0.15 [4.13, 4.73] 
Note. CI = confidence interval. SE = Standard error. -1 SD/+1SD indicate the amount of contact at 1 

Standard Deviation below/above the mean.  
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that higher levels of contact with ‘Young gay men’ were associated with a lower pointing of ‘Young 

man’ to ‘heterosexual man’, ß = -0.37; t = 2.63, p = .009 (see Figure 2 and Table 4).  

In the age inference task, participants’ ratings of ‘Heterosexual man’ and ‘Gay man’ were 

regressed on participants’ amount of contact with ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ and ‘Young 

heterosexual men’, and ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’, separately (Table 3). No significant 

result was found.  

4. General Discussion 

This research investigates the processes that can account for the invisibility of ‘Elderly gay 

men’ at the cognitive level. Confirming our predictions based on category default theories, ‘Gay 

man’ was thought of being young, and to a greater extent than ‘Heterosexual man’. Likewise, 

‘Elderly man’ was perceived as heterosexual, and to a greater extent than ‘Young man’. As 

expected, irrelevant categories were processed as young and heterosexual by default, and were 

processed more similarly to normative categories (i.e., ‘Heterosexual men’ and ‘Young men’) than 

non-normative categories (i.e., ‘Gay men’ and ‘Elderly men’). Both studies confirmed that 

participants made distinct age assumptions concerning the two sexual-orientation categories, and 

distinct sexual-orientation assumptions about the two age categories. In line with the theoretical 

framework of the non-prototypicality, the cognitive “invisibility” of ‘Elderly gay men’ is a 

byproduct of the narrow and non-inclusive conceptualization of ‘Gay man’ (prototyped as young) 

and ‘Elderly man’ (prototyped as heterosexual). These findings are consistent with studies 

suggesting that the stereotypes about older gay men (Bennett & Thompson, 1991) do not match the 

stereotypes of either of their constituent categories and older gay men are relegated to an atypical 

subtype within both the categories gay men and older men (Coladonato et al., 2022). The 

intersection of contrasting discrete categories (e.g., ‘Gay man’ and ‘Elderly man’) can be 
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represented by a “compound category”, whose emergent attributes cannot be reduced to the sum of 

their constituent category attributes (Kunda et al., 1990; Roccas & Brewer, 2002). 

Moreover, the results suggested that the non-normative category (e.g., ‘Elderly men’) was 

particularly likely to be combined with the normative intersecting category (e.g., ‘Heterosexual men’) 

rather than the non-normative category (e.g., ‘Gay men’). This conjecture is in line with evidence 

suggesting that, for instance, ‘Black people’ are more likely to be processed as ‘Men’ rather than 

‘Women’ (Galinsky et al., 2013).  

Participants’ amount of contact with both ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’ reduced 

the heteronormative defaults in both age categories. By contrast, contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and 

‘Elderly heterosexual men’ did not weaken the young-as-default in the construal of either ‘Gay man’ 

or ‘Heterosexual man’. Conjecturally, age categories might be more likely to be represented by 

exemplars perceivers encountered, while sexual orientation categories, and ‘Gay man’ in particular, 

more by abstract knowledge, alias, by prototype. Unusual encounters, such as those with ‘Elderly gay 

men’, may be isolated as atypical instances, and not generalize the age information to the category 

‘Gay man’ (Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2007). Future studies can experimentally vary the frequency of 

encounters with elderly gay and young gay individuals and test their effects on the young-as-default 

of ‘Gay man’ as well as on the heteronormativity of ‘Elderly man’.  

It is worth noting that the hypotheses were tested by relying only on the category interpretation 

paradigm (Rosch et al., 1976). Although this paradigm has been largely employed to ascertain 

preferential representation (e.g., plastic vs. glass) of a given category (e.g., bottles), future studies 

may test the current hypotheses by comparing the attributes associated with discrete categories (e.g., 

‘Gay men’) to those associated with intersectional categories (i.e., ‘Young gay men’, ‘Elderly gay 

men’; Kunda et al., 1990; Preddie & Biernat, 2021). Such a limit has been addressed in Chapter 2. 

These studies warn that labels such as ‘Gay men’ and ‘Elderly men’ convey non-inclusive 

representations, even unintentionally. Because such labels are considered neutral and non-offensive, 
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their use may incidentally normalize the cognitive invisibility of older gay men (Ng, 2007). 

Institutions may adopt two strategies to counteract the defaults. At the linguist level, more 

intersectional age- and sexuality-diverse language should be routinized in public communication. At 

the social level, broader age representation of gay men (e.g., through the media; Avila-Saavedra, 

2009; Fejes, 2000) should be increased to weaken the heteronormativity of age categories (Rosenfeld, 

2009). Together, these initiatives may strengthen the diversity perceived within both gay and older 

men.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

Age Stereotyping of Gay and Heterosexual Men:  

Why Does a Minority Sexual Orientation Blur  

the Age of Old Men, in Particular? 
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1. Introduction 

Social perceivers have to manage the complexity of their environment and try to simplify the 

overburden of information with which they are exposed. To achieve this goal, perceivers 

spontaneously rely on categorization (Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Macrae & 

Bodenhausen, 2000). Indeed, grouping individuals into specific classes leads perceivers to simplify 

the social context and gain access to a set of beliefs and expectations concerning the members of 

those categories (i.e., stereotypes; Ashmore & Del Boca, 1981; Brigham, 1971; McCauley et al., 

1980). Consequently, perceivers are highly likely to consider such individuals not on the basis of their 

idiosyncratic characteristics, but on the basis of the category stereotypes (stereotype application; 

Gilbert & Hixon, 1991; Kunda & Spencer, 2003). Indeed, categorizing individuals in a given group 

leads perceivers to rely on category stereotypes to form impressions of these individuals, elicits biases 

that disadvantage these individuals, and likely promotes discrimination (Dovidio & Jones, 2019; 

Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Tajfel et al., 1971). 

The stereotyping activity is complicated by the fact that individuals display multiple 

categories at a time, such as, for example, age, gender, race, and sexual orientation. Previous research 

has demonstrated that when processing an individual simultaneously defined by two different 

categories (e.g., Asian women), contextual cues can selectively activate a given category (e.g., race) 

which then dominates the stereotyping of such an individual (Craig & Bodenhausen, 2018; Macrae 

et al., 1995). 

Recently, research has begun to address how perceivers stereotype individuals defined by 

multiple categories when no selective category activation is triggered by contextual cues (Kang & 

Bodenhausen, 2015). Specifically, accumulated evidence has addressed the stereotyping of category 

combinations in which one of the categories is assumed to be the default, also referred to as 

“normality” or the expected value in a given context (Cheryan & Markus, 2020; Devos & Banaji, 
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2005; Smith & Zárate, 1992; Zárate & Smith, 1990). For instance, in the category combination of 

‘White women’, the race category is the default, as women are prototypically represented as ‘White’. 

As a consequence, the gender stereotyping of ‘White women’ is mainly driven by the gender category 

(Stroessner, 1996), as evidenced by the fact that the stereotypes of ‘White women’ overlap the 

stereotypes of women in general (Ghavami & Peplau, 2013; Goff et al., 2008). In a similar vein, 

‘Black men’ are prototyped as heterosexuals by default (Carnaghi et al., 2020; Johnson & Ghavami, 

2011; Stragà et al., 2020), and the racial stereotyping of heterosexual Black men seems to be similar 

to the racial stereotyping of Black men as a whole (Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019a).  

A different case is represented by the combination of two categories in which the two 

constituents are in contrast with each other. For example, Black people are prototyped as men by 

default and as heterosexual by default. Hence, ‘Black women’ and ‘Black gay men’ appear to be 

category combinations in which the constituents are at odds with each other (herewith referred to as 

conflicting intersectional category; Goff et al., 2008; Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019a). This research 

demonstrated that race stereotyping of ‘Black men’ was erased when this category was combined 

with ‘Gay men’ (i.e., ‘Black gay men’ were characterized less as Black and more as White than 

‘Black men’; Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019a). The gender stereotyping of ‘Women’ was blurred when 

this category intersected the category ‘Black’ (i.e., ‘Black women’ were characterized as more 

masculine and less attractive compared to ‘White women’; Goff et al., 2008). 

Thus far, the analysis of the stereotyping of conflicting intersectional categories has been 

limited in its investigation to the racial stereotyping of the inconsistent categories issued by the 

combination of ethnic and sexual orientation memberships (e.g., ‘Black gay men’; Petsko & 

Bodenhausen, 2019a; see also Preddie & Biernat, 2021; Semrow et al., 2020), and the gender 

stereotyping of the intersection between ethnic and gender categories (e.g., ‘Black women’; Goff et 

al., 2008; see also Chaney et al., 2020; Craig & Bodenhausen, 2018). 
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In the current research we extend these lines of investigation by analyzing the age stereotypes 

perceivers apply to men depending on the simultaneous combination of their age and their sexual 

orientation memberships. Previous studies have generally analyzed the stereotypes perceivers 

associated with the discrete categories of both ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Young men’, and showed that the 

former category is stereotyped as warmer (although not competent), less energetic, more demanding 

and stubborn, for example, than the latter category (Chasteen et al., 2002; Cuddy & Fiske, 2002; Fiske 

et al., 2002; Kite et al., 1991; Wright & Canetto, 2009). Yet no study thus far has addressed how age-

related stereotypes apply to age categories when intersecting sexual orientation. 

The current endeavor is guided by recent findings documenting that the discrete category of 

‘Elderly men’, but not that of ‘Young men’, is prototyped as ‘Heterosexual’, and that the discrete 

category of ‘Gay men’, but not that of ‘Heterosexual men’, is prototyped as ‘Young’ (Carnaghi et al., 

2022). Hence, it appears that ‘Elderly gay men’ could be overlooked when thinking of both ‘Elderly 

men’ (who are prototyped as heterosexual by default) and when thinking of ‘Gay men’ (who are 

prototyped as young by default). The defaulting processes operating on such discrete categories have 

likely contributed to leading perceivers in general, and policymakers and health care institutions to 

assume that old men were heterosexual by default, thus “erasing” the sexuality of ‘Elderly gay men’ 

(Cronin & King, 2010; Harrison, 2006; Kia et al., 2019). This claim has been further corroborated by 

experimental research showing that participants miscategorized pictures of the faces of old gay men, 

but not of young gay men, as heterosexual (Tskhay et al., 2016). An additional, as yet uninvestigated, 

consequence of the cognitive representation of the age and sexual orientation categories in question 

concerns the possibility that perceivers also “erase” age-related content when cognitively 

representing ‘Elderly gay men’. We reasoned that the combination of ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Gay men’, 

namely two categories presumably in contrast with each other, would lead perceivers to blur the age 

stereotyping of such a unique category crossover: ‘Elderly gay men’ might turn out to be 
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characterized as younger and less old than both ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’. This 

hypothesis was tested in the current studies. 

1.1 On the stereotyping of conflicting intersectional categories: a comparison of theoretical 

accounts 

At least three alternative theoretical accounts could explain how perceivers apply the 

stereotypes to intersectional categories in general, and the age stereotypes to the conflicting 

intersectional category issued by the combination of ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Gay men’ in particular. 

First, early works on social categorization claimed that perceivers assess the similarity 

between a set of exemplars and the prototype of a given category (i.e., the best example for that 

category; Rosch & Mervis, 1975). The similarity is an increasing function of features common to this 

set of exemplars and the prototype (Tversky, 1977). Research has shown that category stereotypes 

are less likely to apply to a category member(s) as the number of uncommon characteristics between 

that (those) member(s) and the category prototype increases (Brewer et al., 1981; Fiske & Neuberg, 

1990; Nisbett et al., 1981). Given that ‘Elderly gay men’ displays an uncommon feature (i.e., sexual 

orientation) with the prototype ‘Elderly men’, the former may be less stereotyped on the typical traits 

of ‘Elderly men’. It is worth noting that similar expectations would be formulated not only for 

conflicting intersectional categories, but also for the category combination whose instances are not 

inconsistent with each other, such as ‘Elderly right-handed men’. In fact, any piece of additional 

information that is uncommon with ‘Elderly men’, and not only the category information that is at 

odds with ‘Elderly men’, could account for the diluted application of the stereotypes of ‘Elderly men’ 

to such a category combination. 

Thus far, no study has verified these assumptions. In the current research we compared the 

age stereotyping of conflicting intersectional categories (i.e., Elderly gay men) to the age stereotyping 

of multiple, albeit not inconsistent categories (e.g., Elderly right-handed men). This model, herewith 

referred to as the similarity model, offers accurate predictions regarding the decreased attribution of 
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elderly-stereotypical traits to both ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly right-handed men’ compared to 

‘Elderly men’, but it is nearly silent on the prediction regarding the attribution of elderly counter-

stereotypical traits to these target groups, namely young-stereotypical traits. Predictions regarding the 

attribution of both elderly and young-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ are put forward by two 

different models which are herewith referred to as the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-

prototypicality model. 

Second, and according to the stereotype-inconsistent model, the manner in which perceivers 

stereotype a conflicting intersectional category is assumed to be a function of the stereotypes implied 

by each of the discrete categories (Beale, 1970; Craig & Bodenhausen, 2018; Freeman & Ambady, 

2011; Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019b). For instance, ‘Black men’ are stereotyped as virile and 

masculine, and these stereotypical characteristics are at odds with the stereotypes of ‘Gay men’ who 

are assumed to be feminine (Carnaghi et al., 2020; Stragà et al., 2020). Hence, the racial 

prototypicality of ‘Black gay men’ with respect to ‘Black men’ would be reduced by the fact that the 

stereotypes of ‘Gay men’ are inconsistent with the stereotypical representations of ‘Black men’. As 

a consequence, ‘Black gay men’ become “deracialized”, namely they are stereotyped less on Black-

stereotypical traits than ‘Black men’ (Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019a). Moreover, ‘Black men’ are 

believed to be particularly “poor” (Fiske et al., 2002), while ‘Gay men’ are stereotyped as having as 

high status as White people (Barrett & Pollack, 2005; Bettinsoli et al., 2022). Thus, and given the 

association of the stereotypes of ‘Gay men’ and ‘White people’, ‘Black gay men’ are “whitened”, 

namely they are stereotyped more on White-stereotypical traits than ‘Black men’ (Petsko & 

Bodenhausen, 2019a). Recasting the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ within the stereotype-

inconsistent model, research has acknowledged that ‘Elderly men’ are particularly stereotyped on 

traits associated with ‘Heterosexual men’, which clashes with the stereotypical implications of ‘Gay 

men’ (Carnaghi et al., 2022). Hence, ‘Elderly gay men’ should be stereotyped less on elderly-

stereotypical traits compared to ‘Elderly men’. ‘Gay men’ are stereotyped on young-stereotypical 
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traits, which run against the stereotypical implications of ‘Elderly men’ (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Fejes, 

2000; Jankowski et al., 2014; Saucier & Caron, 2008). Hence, and compared to ‘Elderly men’, 

‘Elderly gay men’ should be stereotyped more on young-stereotypical traits which are implicated by 

the gay-as-young stereotype. In sum, and according to the predictions stemming from the stereotype-

inconsistent model, ‘Elderly gay men’ should be “rejuvenated” compared to ‘Elderly men’. 

We reasoned that if the premises of the stereotype-inconsistent model were appropriate, 

similar predictions should be extended to intersectional categories involving ‘Elderly men’ and an 

inconsistent category whose stereotypes imply attributes related to ‘Young men’, such as ‘Athlete 

men’, as it did the category ‘Gay men’ (Hummert et al., 1994). Similar to ‘Elderly gay men’, ‘Elderly 

athlete men’ should be “rejuvenated”, namely they should be stereotyped less on elderly- 

stereotypical traits and more on young-stereotypical traits compared to ‘Elderly men’. Although 

testing for the above predictions is of fundamental importance in probing whether conflicting 

intersectional category stereotyping is indeed driven by the implications derived from the stereotypes 

of the discrete categories, no study based on these theoretical assumptions has addressed this issue to 

date. 

Third, the manner in which perceivers stereotype a conflicting intersectional category is 

assumed to be a function of the “non-prototypical status” of such category combination. Indeed, 

conflicting intersectional categories are subtypes of their respective discrete categories (Purdie-

Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). For instance, ‘Elderly gay men’ jointly possess a low prototypical status 

relative to both ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Gay men’ (Carnaghi et al., 2022). Research rooted in the social 

cognition demonstrated that atypical subtypes are weakly stereotyped on characteristics typical of the 

category and are more likely to display characteristics at odds with that category (Bodenhausen et al., 

1995; Brewer et al., 1981; Carnaghi et al., 2022; Sherman, 1996). Given the claims of the non-

prototypicality model, we expected that compared to ‘Elderly men’, ‘Elderly gay men’ would be less 

stereotyped on elderly-stereotypical traits and more stereotyped on counter-stereotypical traits, 
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namely young-stereotypical traits. If the non-prototypical status of ‘Elderly gay men’ accounted for 

the predicted findings, the pattern of the age stereotyping described above should be found for any 

category combination involving a category that is atypical of ‘Elderly men’ and that does not 

necessary imply young-related stereotypical content—as is the assertion of the stereotype-

inconsistent model. For instance, ‘Atheist men’ appears to be inconsistent with ‘Elderly men’ and 

does not necessarily bring about the stereotypical content associated with ‘Young men’ (Hummert et 

al., 1994). Hence, ‘Elderly gay men’ as well as ‘Elderly atheist men’ constitute two atypical subtypes 

with respect to ‘Elderly men’. If the non-prototypical status of such subtypes per se accounted for the 

age stereotyping of such subtypes, the stereotype of ‘Elderly gay men’ should not differ from that of 

‘Elderly atheist men’, and both ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly atheist men’ should be stereotyped 

less on elderly-stereotypical traits and more on young-stereotypical traits compared to ‘Elderly men’. 

2. Overview of Studies 

In four studies we tested whether ‘Elderly gay men’ were stereotyped as less old and younger 

than ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (Study 1) and ‘Elderly men’ (Studies 2–4). In Study 1, we 

ascertained whether such a pattern was found only when ‘Gay men’, but not ‘Heterosexual men’, was 

combined with ‘Elderly men’ and not when intersecting ‘Young men’. In Study 2, we further 

compared the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’ to the age stereotyping of 

the two discrete categories respectively, namely ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Young men’. Study 3 more 

directly tested the predictions derived from the similarity model. The age stereotyping of ‘Elderly 

men’ was compared to that of ‘Elderly gay men’ and that of the category intersection between 

‘Elderly men’ and an additional, albeit age-unrelated category, namely ‘Right-handed men’. Study 4 

aimed at gathering preliminary evidence on the predictions issued by the stereotype-inconsistent and 

non-prototypicality model. We assessed and compared the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly men’ to that 

of ‘Elderly gay men’, and to that of ‘Elderly athlete men’ and ‘Elderly atheist men’. We relied on 
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these two latter category intersections as ‘Athlete men’ and ‘Atheist men’ are both inconsistent with 

‘Elderly men’, and ‘Athlete men’ especially implied young-stereotypical content. 

3. Methodological Information 

The sample size for all the studies was based on a sensitivity power analysis using G*Power 

3.1 statistical tool (Faul et al., 2007, 2009). Data analyses were conducted only when data collection 

was closed. We reported and detailed all the independent and dependent variables used in the current 

studies. 

In all studies, we a priori decided to exclude from each experimental sample those participants 

who skipped the rating of one or more given target groups on one or both stereotypical dimensions 

(i.e., young- and elderly-stereotypical traits). Moreover, for missing values concerning participants’ 

ratings pertaining to a specific stereotypical dimension, only those participants who rated at least 5 

out of 10 traits of that dimension were retained in the analyses. The exclusion of participants is 

reported and discussed in each study (see Participants section).1 

Data were collected online using the Qualtrics survey platform (Qualtrics, 2020). The on-line 

link to each of the studies was advertised on social media and instant messaging platforms by a student 

in charge of data collection. Data were analyzed using the JAMOVI statistical package (JAMOVI, 

2020). To decrease the likelihood of a Type I error in the Post-hoc analyses, we set the significance 

level using the Bonferroni correction method: the p level was obtained by dividing the alpha (i.e., 

.05) by the number of the post-hoc comparisons performed in each of the four studies. The p values 

we report in each of the studies have not yet been adjusted (see Results sections). We report below 

only the results relevant to our hypotheses (see Supporting information for the full analyses). 

 
1 We a priori did not exclude sexual minority participants, in line with the prior research on a similar issue (e.g., 

Petsko and Bodenhausen, 2019a; Carnaghi et al. 2022). Analyses carried out on experimental samples that excluded such 
participants are reported in the Supporting information. 

https://osf.io/szc73
https://osf.io/szc73
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A secondary goal of this research was to continue to explore the role played by perceivers’ 

direct contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ in the age stereotyping of this group. In Chapter 1, no relation 

was found between the contact with both ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’ and the age 

interpretation of both ‘Heterosexual man’ and ‘Gay man’. Given the precursory nature of these 

results, in Chapter 2 we tested the same hypotheses outlined in Chapter 1 by assessing the relationship 

between contact and the age stereotyping of the intersectional categories under analysis. The 

measures of direct contact are fully described in the procedure section of each of the studies, and the 

data concerning these measures are analyzed and discussed in a dedicated section. 

4. Study 1 

Study 1 aimed to test the premise of our theoretical efforts, that is the gay, but not the 

heterosexual, sexual orientation, in combination with the category of ‘Elderly men’, but not with the 

category of ‘Young men’, would constitute a case of conflicting intersectional category. Previous 

research demonstrated that ‘heterosexual’ is a default category for ‘Elderly men’, while ‘Young men’ 

are not prototyped in terms of sexual orientation (Carnaghi et al., 2022). Hence, we would expect that 

the sexual orientation category information would interfere more with the stereotyping of ‘Elderly 

men’ than ‘Young men’. Specifically, we expected that compared to ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, 

‘Elderly gay men’ should be stereotyped less on elderly-stereotypical traits, as predicted by the three 

theoretical models. Moreover, and as envisaged by the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-

prototypicality model, compared to ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, ‘Elderly gay men’ should be 

stereotyped more on young-stereotypical traits. Also, ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ would be 

stereotyped more on elderly- than on young-stereotypical traits. ‘Young heterosexual men’ and 

‘Young gay men’ would show similar levels of age stereotyping, these being stereotyped more on 

young- than elderly-stereotypical traits. 

4.1 Method 
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4.1.1 Participants 

We recorded thirty-four clicks2 on the link to the online survey which did not result in any 

 
2 People who accessed the survey and agreed to participate but did not provide any rating on the dependent 

variables and who might have reported demographic characteristics only. 

Table 1  

Age, gender, sexual orientation, citizenship, native language of participants as a function of the Study 

(Studies 1- 4) 

  STUDY 1 STUDY 2 STUDY 3 STUDY 4 
Age     
Range 
M 
SE 
Not reporting 

18 – 72 19 – 60 18 – 65 18 – 56 
40.56 28.17 39.41 27.71 
1.89 0.78 1.41 0.69 

1    
Gender     
Female 
Male 
Other 
Not reporting 

65 90 74 62 
22 28 50 40 

  1  
5 1 1 1 

Sexual orientation     
Heterosexual 
Bisexual 
Homosexual 
Other 
Not reporting 

81 99 109 96 
5 10 9 2 
1 7 2 2 
 2 5 2 
5 1 1 1 

Citizenship     
Italian 
Other than Italian  
Dual 
Not reporting 

89 115 122 102 
1 1 1  
1 2  1 
1 1 3  

Native language     
Italian 
Other than Italian  
Dual 
Not reporting 

87 114 121 101 
3 2  1 
1 2 2 1 
1 1 3  

Note. Values pertaining to the participant age are expressed in years.  
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part of the survey being completed. One-hundred and two people participated in the study. Of these, 

N = 10 participants skipped the ratings on either the young-stereotypical traits or the elderly-

stereotypical traits of one or more target groups. The final sample comprised N = 92 participants (see 

Table 1 for detailed demographic characteristics). 

A sensitivity power analysis with α = .05, 1 − β = .80, and N = 92, indicated a minimal 

detectable effect (MDE) size Cohen’s f = .12. Hence, the smallest effect size which we would be able 

to detect (at 80% power) with this sample size falls within the small-effect size area (Cohen, 1988). 

4.1.2 Materials and procedure 

In line with the procedures outlined by previous studies on stereotyping (Carnaghi et al., 2020; Petsko 

& Bodenhausen, 2019a), participants were briefed that they would be presented with different social 

Table 2 

List of young- and elderly-stereotypical traits used in Studies 1-4    

Elderly-stereotypical traits Young-stereotypical traits 

Positive traits Positive traits 

Balanced (Equilibrato) Energetic (Energico) 

Wise (Saggio) Adventurous (Avventuroso) 

Patient (Paziente) Carefree (Spensierato) 

Cautious (Prudente)  Curious (Curioso) 

Practical (Concreto) Flexible (Flessibile) 

Negative traits Negative traits 

Forgetful (Smemorato) Reckless (Imprudente) 

Tired (Affaticato) Rebellious (Ribelle) 

Shabby (Trascurato)  Disrespectful (Irrispettoso) 

Inflexible (Inflessibile) Irresponsible (Impulsivo) 

Lonely (Solitario) Impatient (Impaziente)  
Note. The Italian translation of each trait is provided between brackets.  
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groups and asked to think about how society in general represented each of these groups. After having 

consented to take part in the experiment, participants were presented with the following labels 

pertaining to four target groups, one at a time: ‘Young heterosexual men’ (in Italian: giovani 

eterosessuali), ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (in Italian: anziani eterosessuali), ‘Young gay men’ (in 

Italian: giovani omosessuali), and ‘Elderly gay men’ (in Italian: anziani omosessuali). All four target 

group labels were presented in Italian and in the masculine plural form. The order of the presentation 

of the target groups was randomized across participants. Each target group was presented along with 

20 traits. Ten traits were stereotypical of young men and ten traits were stereotypical of elderly men 

(see Table 2 for all traits). Traits were selected on the basis of past research relevant to the scope of 

the current study and translated to Italian (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Chasteen et al., 2002; Wright & 

Canetto, 2009). The presentation order of all 20 traits was randomized across participants. 

Participants indicated the extent to which each trait was typical of the target group in question by 

means of a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (not at all typical) to 7 (very much typical). 

Then, participants’ amount of direct intergroup contact with ‘Young heterosexual men’, 

‘Elderly heterosexual men’, ‘Young gay men’ and ‘Elderly gay men’ as the target groups was 

measured. Specifically, for each target, participants were presented with two items from Shamloo et 

al. (2018; adapted from Voci & Hewstone, 2003):  

- “How many [target group] do you know?” (None-More than ten),  

- “How frequently do you have contact with [target group]?” (Never-Very frequently).  

All answers were given on a five-point scale. The order of presentation of the target groups 

was randomized across participants.  

At the end of the questionnaire, participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, 

sexual orientation, citizenship, native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

4.2 Results 
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Participants’ ratings on the ten young-stereotypical traits had good reliability with regard to 

the four target groups (‘Young heterosexual men’: ω = .86; ‘Elderly heterosexual men’: ω = .77; 

‘Young gay men’: ω = .86; and ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .84). Also, participants’ ratings of elderly-

stereotypical traits had good reliability across target groups (‘Young heterosexual men’: ω = .71; 

‘Elderly heterosexual men’: ω = .77; ‘Young gay men’: ω = .79; ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .78). 

Participants’ ratings on young-stereotypical traits and elderly-stereotypical traits were 

averaged separately and for all target groups. Participants’ ratings were analyzed by means of a 2 

(target group age: young men vs. elderly men) × 2 (target group sexual orientation: heterosexual vs. 

gay) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly- stereotypical traits) ANOVA, with all variables 

as within-participants factors3. For the complete results see Supporting information.  

Relevant to our hypothesis, the three-way interaction was significant, F(1, 91) = 47.91, p < 

.001, η2p = .34 (see Figure 1). Post-hoc comparisons were carried out and marginal means are 

reported. As eight post-hoc comparisons were performed, the p level was set at .006 (i.e., .05/8, 

Bonferroni correction); the reported p values have not yet been adjusted. Compared to ‘Elderly 

heterosexual men’ (M = 4.47, SE = .10), participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to 

‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.73, SE = .11; t(91) = 6.88, p < .001). Also, and compared to ‘Elderly 

heterosexual men’ (M = 2.96, SE = .10), participants attributed more young-stereotypical traits to 

‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.29, SE = .11; t(91) = 2.92, p = .004). Participants characterized ‘Elderly 

heterosexual men’ more by elderly-stereotypical traits than young-stereotypical traits, t(91) = 12.15, 

p < .001. ‘Elderly gay men’ were characterized more by elderly-stereotypical traits than young-

 
3 Following the suggestion made by Reviewer 1, we ascertained whether the above-pattern of results was 

independent from the valence of traits (see Table 2 for the list of positive and negative elderly- and young-stereotypical 
traits). Participants’ ratings were then analyzed by means of a 2 (target group age: young men vs. elderly men) × 2 (target 
group sexual orientation: heterosexual vs. gay) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly- stereotypical traits) x 2 
(trait valence: positive vs. negative) ANOVA. The target group age x target group sexual orientation x traits interaction 
was significant as in the original analysis, F(1, 91) = 47.89, p < .001, η2

p = .34. Importantly, this pattern of results was 
not modified by the trait valence, as indicated by the non-significant four-ways interaction, F(1, 91) = 1.20, p = .276, η2

p 
= .01. Analyses are available in the OSF folder. 

https://osf.io/szc73
https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8
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stereotypical traits, t(91) = 3.08, p = .003. In sum, both ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ and ‘Elderly gay 

men’ were characterized as elderly men, but ‘Elderly gay men’ were stereotyped as less old and 

younger than ‘Elderly heterosexual men’. 

Moreover, participants equally attributed elderly-stereotypical traits to both ‘Young 

heterosexual men’ (M = 3.12, SE = .08) and ‘Young gay men’ (M = 3.07, SE = .10; t(91) = 0.548, p 

= 1.000), and equally attributed young-stereotypical traits to both ‘Young heterosexual men’ (M = 

4.39, SE = .11) and ‘Young gay men’ (M = 4.10, SE = .12; t(91) = 2.48, p = .015). Also, ‘Young 

heterosexual men’ were characterized more by young-stereotypical traits than elderly-stereotypical 

traits, t(91) = 9.98, p < .001 as well as ‘Young gay men’ were stereotyped more by young- than 

Figure 1 

Participants’ ratings on young- and elderly-stereotypical traits as a function of the target group age, 

target group sexual orientation and traits in Study 1 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the means. 
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elderly-stereotypical traits, t(91) = 7.25, p < .001. Hence, both ‘Young gay men’ and ‘Young 

heterosexual men’ were, to a similar extent, stereotyped more as young than as elderly men. 

4.2.1 Amount of contact 

Participants’ ratings on the two items assessing the quantity of contact with ‘Young 

heterosexual men’ (r = .59, p < .001, 95% CI [0.44, 0.71]), ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (r = .59, p < 

.001, 95% CI [0.44, 0.71]), ‘Young gay men’ (r = .62, p < .001, 95% CI [0.47, 0.73]), and ‘Elderly 

gay men’ (r = .70, p < .001, 95% CI [0.58, 0.79]), were averaged, separately. Participants reported a 

higher amount of contact with ‘Young heterosexual men’ (M = 4.53, SE = .08) than with ‘Elderly 

heterosexual men’ (M = 4.19, SE = .10; t(91) = 4.42, p < .001, d = 0.46). Also, participants reported 

a higher amount of contact with ‘Young gay men’ (M = 2.55, SE = .11) than with ‘Elderly gay men’ 

(M = 1.41, SE = .06; t(91) = 10.62, p < .001, d = 1.11). No significant correlation was found between 

the amount of contact with ‘Young heterosexual men’ and both the attribution of young- (r = -.08, p 

= .466, 95% CI [-0.28, 0.13]) and elderly-stereotypical traits (r = -.01, p = .896, 95% CI [-0.22, 0.19]) 

to this target group. Similarly, no significant correlation was found between the amount of contact 

with ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ and the attribution of both young- (r = -.01, p = .955, 95% CI [-0.21, 

0.20]) and elderly-stereotypical traits (r = .13, p = .218, 95% CI [-0.08, 0.33]) to this target group. 

No significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with ‘Young gay men’ and the 

attribution of both young- (r = -.07, p = .507, 95% CI [-0.27, 0.14]) and elderly-stereotypical traits (r 

= -.19, p = .064, 95% CI [-0.38, 0.01]) to this target group. No significant correlation was found 

between the amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and the attribution of both young- (r = -.07, p 

= .499, 95% CI [-0.27, 0.14]) and elderly-stereotypical traits (r = -.17, p = .108, 95% CI [-0.36, 0.04]) 

to this target group. 

4.3 Discussion 

The results from Study 1 showed that the gay, but not the heterosexual, sexual orientation 

affected the age stereotyping of elderly target groups, but not that of young target groups. Specifically, 
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‘Elderly heterosexual men’ were characterized more as elderly than young. ‘Elderly gay men’ were 

characterized as less elderly than ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, as predicted by the three models. 

Moreover, ‘Elderly gay men’ were stereotyped as younger than ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ as more 

specifically predicted by the stereotype-inconsistent and non-prototypicality model. By contrast, the 

age stereotyping of ‘Young heterosexual men’ and ‘Young gay men’ did not differ from each other 

and these target groups were both stereotyped more on young- than elderly-stereotypical traits. 

These patterns of results indicated that the gay, and not the heterosexual, sexual orientation 

category, especially in combination with the category of ‘Elderly men’, and not with the category of 

‘Young men’, is highly likely to constitute a conflicting intersectional category. Moreover, these 

results provide preliminary evidence attesting that the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-

prototypicality model could provide a more parsimonious account for the stereotyping of ‘Elderly 

gay men’ than the similarity model. 

5. Study 2 

Study 2 was designed to further compare predictions derived from the similarity model to 

those derived from both the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-prototypicality model. To 

attain this aim, and differently from Study 1, we compared the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ 

and ‘Young gay men’ to the age stereotyping of the two discrete categories respectively, namely 

‘Elderly men’ and ‘Young men’. 

According to both the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-prototypicality model, the 

gay sexual orientation information would dramatically affect the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly men’ 

but not that of ‘Young men’, albeit for different reasons. While ‘Elderly gay men’ would be 

stereotyped less on elderly- and more on young-stereotypical traits than ‘Elderly men’, ‘Young gay 

men’ would still be characterized more on young- than on elderly-stereotypical traits. By contrast, as 

discussed in the introduction, the similarity model would provide an analogous account for the 
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stereotyping of conflicting intersectional categories as well as category combinations whose 

constituents are not in conflict with each other. As both ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’ 

shared an uncommon feature with ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Young men’ respectively, the stereotypes 

associated with the discrete categories would be less applied to the more specialized subsets, namely 

‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’. Hence, ‘Elderly gay men’ should be stereotyped less than 

‘Elderly men’ on the elderly-stereotypical traits, while ‘Young gay men’ should be less stereotyped 

than ‘Young men’ on the young-stereotypical traits. 

5.1 Method 

5.1.1 Participants 

We recorded sixty-seven clicks4 on the link to the online survey which did not result in any 

part of the survey being completed. One-hundred and thirty-six people participated in the study. Of 

these, N = 16 participants skipped the ratings on either the young-stereotypical traits or the elderly-

stereotypical traits of one or more target groups. Furthermore, N = 1 rated less than 5 out of 10 traits 

of the young-stereotypical dimension of a given target group. The participant was excluded from the 

experimental sample. The final sample comprised N = 119 participants (see Table 1 for detailed 

demographic characteristics). 

A sensitivity power analysis, with α = .05, 1 − β = .80, and N = 119, indicated a minimal 

detectable effect (MDE) size Cohen’s f = .11. Hence, the smallest effect size which we would be able 

to detect (at 80% power) with this sample size falls within the small-effect size area (Cohen, 1988). 

5.1.2 Materials and procedure 

The experimental procedures were identical to those from Study 1. All participants were 

presented with the following labels concerning four target groups one at a time: ‘Young men’ (in 

Italian: giovani), ‘Elderly men’ (in Italian: anziani), ‘Young gay men’ (in Italian: giovani 

 
4 People who accessed the survey and agreed to participate but did not provide any rating on the dependent 

variables and who might have reported demographic characteristics only. 
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omosessuali), and ‘Elderly gay men’ (in Italian: anziani omosessuali). All four target group labels 

were presented in the masculine plural form, and their order of presentation was randomized across 

participants. Participants’ age stereotyping of the target groups was assessed as in Study 1. Also, 

participants’ amount of intergroup contact with ‘Young gay men’ and ‘Elderly gay men’ were 

measured as in Study 1. 

At the end of the questionnaire, participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, 

sexual orientation, citizenship, native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

5.2 Results 

Participants’ ratings on the ten young-stereotypical traits had good reliability with regard to 

the four target groups (‘Young men’: ω = .74; ‘Elderly men’: ω = .75; ‘Young gay men’: ω = .79; 

and ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .82). Also, participants’ ratings of elderly-stereotypical traits had good 

reliability across target groups (‘Young men’: ω = .65; ‘Elderly men’: ω = .65; ‘Young gay men’: ω 

= .73; ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .79). 

Participants’ ratings on young-stereotypical traits and elderly-stereotypical traits were 

averaged separately and for all target groups. Participants’ ratings were analyzed by means of a 2 

(target group age: young men vs. elderly men) × 2 (target group sexual orientation: gay vs. no info) 

× 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly- stereotypical traits) ANOVA, with all variables as a 

within-participants factor5. For the complete results of this study see Supporting information. 

The three-way interaction was significant, F(1, 118) = 185.53, p < .001, η2p = .61 (see Figure 

2). Post-hoc comparisons were carried out and marginal means are reported. As in Study 1, eight 

 
5 Following the suggestion made by Reviewer 1, we ascertained whether the above-pattern of results was 

independent from the valence of traits (see Table 2 for the list of positive and negative elderly- and young-stereotypical 
traits). Participants’ ratings were then analyzed by means of a 2 (target group age: young men vs. elderly men) × 2 (target 
group sexual orientation: gay vs. no info) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly- stereotypical traits) x 2 (traits 
valence: positive vs. negative) ANOVA. The target group age x target group sexual orientation x traits interaction was 
significant as in the original analysis, F(1, 118) = 182.56, p < .001, η2

p = .61. Importantly, this pattern of results was not 
modified by the trait valence, as indicated by the non-significant four-ways interaction, F(1, 118) = 2.46, p = .120, η2

p = 
.02. Analyses are available in the OSF folder. 

https://osf.io/szc73
https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8
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post-hoc comparisons were performed and the p level was set at .006 (i.e., .05/8, Bonferroni 

correction). The reported p values have not yet been adjusted. Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 4.85, 

SE = .06), participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.76, 

SE = .09; t(118) = 11.89, p < .001). Also, and with respect to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 2.75, SE = .07), 

participants attributed more young-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.58, SE = .09; 

t(118) = 8.82, p < .001). Participants characterized ‘Elderly men’ more by elderly-stereotypical traits 

than young-stereotypical traits, t(118) = 19.48, p < .001. Also, both elderly- and young-stereotypical 

traits were equally attributed to ‘Elderly gay men’, t(118) = 1.54, p = .126. Hence, ‘Elderly men’ 

Figure 2 

Participants’ ratings on young- and elderly-stereotypical traits as a function of the target group age, 

target group sexual orientation and traits in Study 2 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the means. 
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were characterized as elderly men, and this was not the case for ‘Elderly gay men’ who were 

stereotyped as less old and younger than ‘Elderly men’. 

Moreover, participants equally attributed elderly-stereotypical traits to both ‘Young men’ and 

‘Young gay men’ (M = 2.77, SE = .07; t(118) = 1.08, p = .282), but attributed fewer young- 

stereotypical traits to ‘Young gay men’ (M = 4.54, SE = .08) than to ‘Young men’, t(118) = 8.53, p < 

.001. ‘Young men’ were characterized more by young-stereotypical traits (M = 5.21, SE = .06) than 

elderly-stereotypical traits (M = 2.84, SE = .06; t(118) = 26.38, p < .001). Also, ‘Young gay men’ 

were stereotyped more by young- than elderly-stereotypical traits, t(118) = 17.10, p < .001. Hence, 

‘Young men’ and ‘Young gay men’ were stereotyped more as young than as elderly, although the 

attribution of young-stereotypical traits to ‘Young men’ was stronger than the attribution of these 

traits to ‘Young gay men’. 

5.2.1 Amount of contact 

Participants’ ratings on the two items assessing the quantity of contact with ‘Young gay men’ 

(r = .62, p < .001, 95% CI [0.49, 0.72]) and ‘Elderly gay men’ (r = .75, p < .001, 95% CI [0.66, 0.82]) 

were averaged, separately. Participants reported a higher amount of contact with ‘Young gay men’ 

(M = 3.03, SE = .09) than with ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 1.38, SE = .06; t(118) = 19.48, p < .001, d = 

1.79). No significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with ‘Young gay men’ 

and both the attribution of young- (r = .08, p = .399, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.25]) and elderly-stereotypical 

traits (r = .10, p = .303, 95% CI [-0.09, 0.27]) to this target group. Similarly, no significant correlation 

was found between the amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and the attribution of both young- 

(r = -.11, p = .223, 95% CI [-0.29, 0.07]) and elderly-stereotypical traits (r = -.01, p = .917, 95% CI 

[-0.19, 0.17]) to this target group. 

5.3 Discussion 
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The results from Study 2 suggest that ‘Elderly gay men’ were characterized more by young- 

and less by elderly-stereotypical traits than ‘Elderly men’. By contrast, ‘Young gay men’ were less 

characterized by young traits compared to ‘Young men’, while no difference occurred in terms of the 

attribution of elderly-stereotypical traits to both ‘Young gay men’ and ‘Young men’. This pattern of 

results corroborates the claim based on Study 1 that the gay sexual orientation information concerning 

young and elderly men played a different role in the age stereotyping of such categories. In the case 

of ‘Young gay men’, it appears that the information regarding homosexuality enhanced the 

dissimilarity between this target group and the prototype of ‘Young men’, thus decreasing but not 

modifying the age stereotyping of ‘Young gay men’ compared to ‘Young men’. This pattern of results 

seemed to be in line with the prediction made by the similarity model. On the contrary, the age 

stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ appears to fit the hypotheses derived from both the stereotype-

inconsistent model and the non-prototypicality model. 

These findings suggest that the stereotyping of conflicting intersectional categories is 

predicted by both the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-prototypicality model, while the 

predictions stemming from the similarity model do not apply to conflicting intersectional categories, 

as in the case of ‘Elderly gay men’, but may involve the stereotyping of a non-conflicting category 

combination such as ‘Young gay men’. 

6. Study 3 

In Study 3 we compared the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly men’, ‘Elderly gay men’, and 

‘Elderly right-handed men’ (in Italian: destrimani). We decided to rely on ‘Right-handed men’, as 

this category information is highly likely to be non-diagnostic, irrelevant to and not conflicting with 

the age categories (see Carnaghi et al., 2022). If the similarity model accounts for the age stereotyping 

of ‘Elderly right-handed men’, then we should find that ‘Elderly right-handed men’ were less 

stereotyped on elderly-stereotypical traits than ‘Elderly men’, but equally stereotyped on young-
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stereotypical traits. Also, ‘Elderly right-handed men’ would be stereotyped more on elderly-

stereotypical traits than young-stereotypical traits. 

In sharp contrast, we expected that ‘Elderly gay men’ would be stereotyped less on elderly- 

and more on young-stereotypical traits compared to both ‘Elderly men’—as in Study 2—and ‘Elderly 

right-handed men’. If this were the case, the predictions of the similarity model would be limited to 

non-conflicting category combinations only, while the age stereotyping of conflicting intersectional 

categories would be better predicted by both the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-

prototypicality model. 

6.1 Method 

6.1.1 Participants 

We recorded twenty-three clicks6 on the link to the online sur- vey which did not result in any 

part of the survey being completed. One-hundred and fifty-nine people participated in the study. Of 

these, N = 32 participants skipped the ratings on either the young-stereotypical traits or the elderly-

stereotypical traits of one or more target groups. Furthermore, N = 1 rated fewer than 5 out of 10 traits 

of the young-stereotypical dimension and on the elderly-stereotypical dimension of a given target 

group. The final sample comprised N = 126 participants (see Table 1 for detailed demographic 

characteristics). 

A sensitivity power analysis (ANOVA: repeated measures, within factors), with α = .05, 1 − 

β = .80, N = 126, indicated a minimal detectable effect (MDE) size Cohen’s f = .11. Hence, the 

smallest effect size which we would be able to detect (at 80% power) with this sample size falls within 

the small-effect size area (Cohen, 1988). 

6.1.2 Materials and procedure 

 
6 People who accessed the survey and agreed to participate but did not provide any rating on the dependent 

variables and who might have reported demographic characteristics only. 
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The experimental procedures were identical to those of Studies 1 and 2 except for the target 

group labels. In this experiment participants were presented with the labels of three target groups, 

one at a time: ‘Elderly men’ (in Italian: anziani), ‘Elderly gay men’ (in Italian: anziani omosessuali), 

and ‘Elderly right-handed men’ (in Italian: anziani destrimani). All three target group labels were 

presented in the masculine plural form, and their order of presentation was randomized across 

participants. Participants rated each target group on the 20 traits as in Studies 1 and 2. Also, 

participants’ amount of intergroup contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly right-handed men’ 

target groups was measured with the same items used in Studies 1 and 2. At the end of the 

questionnaire, participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, sexual orientation, 

citizenship, native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

6.2 Results 

Participants’ ratings on the ten young-stereotypical traits had good reliability with regard to 

the four target groups (‘Elderly men’: ω = .80; ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .84; and ‘Elderly right-handed 

men’: ω = .87). Also, participants’ ratings of elderly-stereotypical traits had good reliability across 

target groups (‘Elderly men’: ω = .75; ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .83; ‘Elderly right-handed men’: ω = 

.84). 

Participants’ ratings on young-stereotypical traits and elderly-stereotypical traits were 

averaged separately and for all target groups. Participants’ ratings were analyzed by means of a 3 

(target group information: no info vs. gay vs. irrelevant) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. 

elderly-stereotypical traits) ANOVA, with all variables as within-participants factors7. For the 

complete results of this study see Supporting information. The predicted interaction between target 

 
7 Following the suggestion made by Reviewer 1, we ascertained whether the above-pattern of results was 

independent from the valence of traits (see Table 2 for the list of positive and negative elderly- and young-stereotypical 
traits). Participants’ ratings were then analyzed by means of a 3 (target group information: no info vs. gay vs. irrelevant) 
× 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly-stereotypical traits) x 2 (traits valence: positive vs. negative) ANOVA. 
The target group information x traits interaction was significant as in the original analysis, F(2, 250) = 93.33, p < .001, 
η2

p = .43. Importantly, this pattern of results was not modified by the trait valence, as indicated by the non-significant 
three-way interaction, F(2, 250) = 2.22, p = .111, η2

p = .02. Analyses are available in the OSF folder. 

https://osf.io/szc73
https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8
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group information and traits was statistically significant, F(2, 250) = 92.61, p < .001, η2p = .43 (see 

Figure 3). Post-hoc comparisons were carried out and marginal means are reported. As nine post-hoc 

comparisons were performed, the p level was set at < .006 (i.e., .05/9 = .0055, Bonferroni correction) 

and the reported p values have not yet been adjusted. Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 4.61, SE = 

.07), participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.82, SE = 

.09; t(125) = 9.44, p < .001). Also, and with respect to ‘Elderly men’, participants attributed fewer 

elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly right-handed men’ (M = 4.38, SE = .09; t(125) = 3.06, p = .003). 

Moreover, participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ compared to 

‘Elderly right-handed men’, t(125) = 7.35, p < .001. 

Figure 3 

Participants’ ratings on young- and elderly-stereotypical traits as a function of the target group 

information and traits in Study 3 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the means. 
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Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 2.77, SE = .08), participants attributed more young-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.49, SE = .09; t(125) = 9.85, p < .001). By contrast, 

participants equally attributed young-stereotypical traits to both ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Elderly right-

handed men’ (M = 2.80, SE = .08; t(125) = 0.66, p = .508). Participants attributed more young-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ compared to ‘Elderly right-handed men’, t(125) = 8.96, p < 

.001. 

Participants characterized ‘Elderly men’ more by elderly-stereotypical traits than young-

stereotypical traits, t(125) = 16.50, p < .001. Participants equally attributed both elderly- and young-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’, t(125) = 2.56, p = .012. Participants characterized ‘Elderly 

right-handed men’ more by elderly- stereotypical traits than young-stereotypical traits, t(125) = 14.22, 

p < .001.  

6.2.1 Amount of contact 

Participants’ ratings on the two items assessing the quantity of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ 

(r = .75, p < .001, 95% CI [0.66, 0.82]) and ‘Elderly right-handed men’ (r = .58, p < .001, 95% CI 

[0.45, 0.68]) were averaged, separately. Participants reported a higher amount of contact with ‘Elderly 

right-handed men’ (M = 3.74, SE = .10) than with ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 1.40, SE = .05; t(125) = 

21.88, p < .001, d = 1.95). No significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with 

‘Elderly gay men’ and both the attribution of young- (r = .10, p = .278, 95% CI [-0.08, 0.27]) and 

elderly-stereotypical traits (r = -.09, p = .327, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.09]) to this group. Similarly, no 

significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with ‘Elderly right-handed men’ and 

both the attribution of young-stereotypical traits (r = -.04, p = .647, 95% CI [-0.21, 0.13]) and elderly-

stereotypical traits (r = .03, p = .770, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.20]) to this target group. 

6.3 Discussion 

The results of Study 3 showed that ‘Elderly right-handed men’ were less characterized by 

elderly traits compared to ‘Elderly men’, while no difference occurred in terms of attribution of 
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young-stereotypical traits to both ‘Elderly right-handed men’ and ‘Elderly men’. This pattern of 

stereotyping is consistent with the idea that the right-handedness information concerning the elderly 

men decreased the similarity between this target group and the prototype of ‘Elderly men’, thus 

lessening but not modifying the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly right-handed men’ compared to ‘Elderly 

men’. Replicating the results of Study 2, ‘Elderly gay men’ were characterized more by young- and 

less by elderly-stereotypical traits than ‘Elderly men’. Importantly, ‘Elderly gay men’ were 

characterized more by young- and less by elderly-stereotypical traits than ‘Elderly right-handed men’. 

Together, these results suggest that a similarity-based mechanism could account for the age 

stereotyping of ‘Elderly right-handed men’ but not of ‘Elderly gay men’, whose observed 

stereotyping was in line with the predictions of both the stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-

prototypicality model. Said otherwise, the similarity model appears to be effective in accounting for 

the stereotyping of category combinations not at odds with each other, while the predictions of the 

stereotype-inconsistent model and the non-prototypicality model seem to better fit the stereotyping 

of conflicting intersectional categories. 

7. Study 4 

In Study 4 we furthered our understanding of the underpinnings of the age stereotyping of 

‘Elderly gay men’ by testing the predictions of the stereotype-inconsistent model and the predictions 

stemming from the non-prototypicality model. To attain this aim, the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay 

men’ was compared to the age stereotyping of the conflicting intersectional category resulting from 

the combination of ‘Elderly men’ with a category that was inconsistent with ‘Elderly men’. More 

specifically, we relied on two different inconsistent categories, namely ‘Athlete men’ and ‘Atheist 

men’. Both categories were inconsistent with the category of ‘Elderly men’, who are assumed to be 

feeble/sedentary as well as religious (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Hummert et al., 1994). Importantly, while 

‘Athlete men’ implied young-related traits, this was less the case for the ‘Atheist men’ category. This 
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claim was corroborated in a follow-up study (see Supporting information) showing that the category 

‘Athlete men’ was stereotyped more by young- than elderly-stereotypical traits, while ‘Atheist men’ 

was equally stereotyped on both young- and elderly-stereotypical traits. Also, ‘Athlete men’ were 

stereotyped more on young-stereotypical traits than ‘Atheist men’, while both ‘Athlete men’ and 

‘Atheist men’ displayed a similar level of stereotyping on elderly-stereotypical traits. In sum, ‘Athlete 

men’ is highly likely to bring about the stereotypical content associated with ‘Young men’, while 

‘Atheist men’ does not appear to convey specific age-related stereotypical content. 

According to the stereotype-inconsistent model, both ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly athlete 

men’, but not ‘Elderly atheist men’, should be “rejuvenated” compared to ‘Elderly men’. Since ‘Gay 

men’ and ‘Athlete men’ are at odds with ‘Elderly men’, and because their stereotypes involved young-

stereotypical traits, ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly athlete men’ should be stereotyped less on elderly-

stereotypical traits and more on young-stereotypical traits compared to ‘Elderly men’. Alternatively, 

and in line with the non-prototypicality model, ‘Elderly gay men’, ‘Elderly athlete men’, and ‘Elderly 

atheist men’ were all atypical subtypes with respect to the prototype of ‘Elderly men’, and they would 

then be stereotyped less on elderly-stereotypical traits and more on counter-stereotypical features, 

namely young-stereotypical traits, compared to ‘Elderly men’. 

7.1 Method 

7.1.1 Participants 

We recorded twenty-eight clicks8 on the link to the online survey which did not result in any 

part of the survey being completed. One-hundred and twenty-two people participated in the study. Of 

these, N = 18 participants skipped the ratings on either the young-stereotypical traits or the elderly-

stereotypical traits of one or more groups. Furthermore, N = 1 rated fewer than 5 out of 10 traits of 

the young-stereotypical dimension and the elderly-stereotypical dimension of a given target group. 

 
8 People who accessed the survey and agreed to participate but did not provide any rating on the dependent 

variables and who might have reported demographic characteristics only. 

https://osf.io/szc73
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This participant was not retained for further analyses. The final sample comprised N = 103 

participants (see Table 1 for detailed demographic characteristics).  

A sensitivity power analysis (ANOVA: repeated measure, within- between interaction), with 

α = .05, 1 − β = .80, N = 103, indicated a minimal detectable effect (MDE) size Cohen’s f = .13. 

Hence, the smallest effect size which we would be able to detect (at 80% power) with this sample 

size falls within the small-effect size area (Cohen, 1988). 

7.1.2 Materials and procedure 

The experimental procedures were identical to those of Studies 1–3. As in previous studies, 

all participants were presented with the target groups ‘Elderly men’ (in Italian: anziani) and ‘Elderly 

gay men’ (in Italian: anziani omosessuali). Moreover, participants were further presented with 

another target group based on the combination of disconfirming category information and ‘Elderly 

men’. Specifically, half of the participants were presented with ‘Elderly athlete men’ (in Italian: 

anziani atleti), the other half of participants were presented with ‘Elderly atheist men’ (in Italian: 

anziani atei). Participants were randomly assigned to the former or the latter disconfirming category 

information. 

All target groups were presented in the masculine plural form, and the order of presentation 

was randomized across participants. Participants’ age stereotyping of the target groups was assessed 

as in Studies 1–3. Also, participants’ amount of intergroup contact with the ‘Elderly gay men’ and 

‘Elderly athlete/atheist men’ target groups were measured as in Studies 1–3. 

At the end of the questionnaire, participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, 

sexual orientation, citizenship, native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

7.2 Results 

Participants’ ratings on the ten young-stereotypical traits had good reliability with regard to 

the target groups (‘Elderly men’: ω = .76; ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .82; ‘Elderly athlete men’: ω = .74; 

‘Elderly atheist men’: ω = .78). Also, participants’ ratings of elderly-stereotypical traits had good 
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reliability across target groups (‘Elderly men’: ω = .73; ‘Elderly gay men’: ω = .81; ‘Elderly athlete 

men’: ω = .77; ‘Elderly atheist men’: ω = .72). Both ratings of young and elderly stereotypes were 

averaged for all participants for all target groups. 

Participants’ ratings were analyzed by a 3 (target group information: no info vs. gay vs. 

inconsistent) × 2 (inconsistent condition: athlete vs. atheist) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. 

elderly-stereotypical traits) ANOVA, with both the target group information and traits as within-

participants factors, and inconsistent condition as the between-participants factor9. For the complete 

results of this study see Supporting information. 

A significant interaction between target group information and traits was found, (F(2, 202) = 

86.67, p < .001, η2p = .46) as shown in Figure 4. Post-hoc comparisons were carried out and marginal 

means are reported. As nine post-hoc comparisons were performed the p level was set at < .006 (i.e., 

.05/9 = .0055, Bonferroni correction). The reported p values have not yet been adjusted. The analysis 

showed that, compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 4.58, SE = .08), participants attributed fewer elderly-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.61, SE = .10; t(101) = 7.92, p < .001). Also, and with 

respect to ‘Elderly men’, participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to elderly men also 

described by inconsistent information (M = 3.82, SE = .09; t(101) = 7.71, p < .001). Moreover, 

participants equally attributed elderly-stereotypical traits to both ‘Elderly gay men’ and elderly men 

described by inconsistent information, t(101) = 2.39, p = .019. 

Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 3.04, SE = .08), participants attributed more young-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.68, SE = .10; t(101) = 5.86, p < .001). This pattern 

 
9 Following the suggestion made by Reviewer 1, we ascertained whether the above-pattern of results was 

independent from the valence of traits (see Table 2 for the list of positive and negative elderly- and young-stereotypical 
traits). Participants’ ratings were then analyzed by means of a 3 (target group information: no info vs. gay vs. inconsistent) 
× 2 (inconsistent condition: athlete vs. atheist) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly-stereotypical traits) 
ANOVA x 2 (traits valence: positive vs. negative) ANOVA. The target group age x inconsistent condition x traits 
interaction was significant as in the original analysis, F(2, 202) = 5.55, p = .004, η2

p = .05. Importantly, this pattern of 
results was not modified by the trait valence, as indicated by the non-significant four-way interaction, F(2, 202) = 1.21, 
p = .299, η2

p = .01. Analyses are available in the OSF folder. 

https://osf.io/szc73
https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8


 
 

 

57 
 

replicated the findings of Studies 2–3. Also, and with respect to ‘Elderly men’, participants attributed 

more young-stereotypical traits to elderly men also described by inconsistent information (M = 3.76, 

SE = .09; t(101) = 7.99, p < .001), while participants equally attributed young-stereotypical traits to 

both ‘Elderly gay men’ and elderly men described by inconsistent information, t(101) = 0.94, p = 

.347. 

Finally, participants characterized ‘Elderly men’ more by elderly-stereotypical traits than 

young-stereotypical traits, t(101) = 15.38, p < .001. Participants equally attributed young- and elderly-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’, t(101) = 0.65, p = .514. Also, participants equally attributed 

Figure 4 

Participants’ ratings on young- and elderly-stereotypical traits as a function of the target group 

information and traits in Study 4 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the means. 
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elderly- and young-stereotypical traits to elderly men described by inconsistent information, t(101) = 

0.57, p = .569. 

The three-way interaction was significant, F(2, 202) = 5.55, p = .005, η2p = .05 (see Figure 5). 

Pairwise-comparisons were conducted by comparing participants’ ratings in the two inconsistent 

conditions. As six post-hoc comparisons were performed the p level was set at .008 (i.e., .05/6 = .008, 

Bonferroni correction). As for the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly men’, no difference occurred between 

the inconsistent conditions on the elderly-stereotypical traits (M = 4.53, SE = .11; M = 4.63, SE = .11) 

for the ‘Atheist’ and the ‘Athlete’ conditions respectively, t(101) = 0.62, p = .534, and on the young-

stereotypical traits (M = 2.93, SE = .11; M = 3.15, SE = .11) for the ‘Atheist’ and the ‘Athlete’ 

 

Figure 5 

Participants’ ratings on young- and elderly-stereotypical traits as a function of the target group 

information, traits, and inconsistent information in Study 4 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the means. 
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conditions respectively, t(101) = 1.37, p = .174. With regard to the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay 

men’, no difference occurred between the inconsistent conditions on the elderly-stereotypical traits  

(M = 3.50, SE = .14; M = 3.72, SE = .14) for the ‘Atheist’ and the ‘Athlete’ conditions respectively, 

t(101) = 1.13, p = .262, and on the young-stereotypical traits (M = 3.58, SE = .14; M = 3.78, SE = 

.14) for the ‘Atheist’ and the ‘Athlete’ conditions respectively, t(101) = 1.05, p = .295. Importantly, 

while the ‘Elderly athlete men’ (M = 3.70, SE = .12) and the ‘Elderly atheist men’ (M = 3.95, SE = 

.12) were equally stereotyped on elderly-stereotypical traits (t(101) = 1.46, p = .147), ‘Elderly athlete 

men’ were stereotyped more on young-stereotypical traits (M = 4.00, SE = .12) than ‘Elderly atheist 

men’ (M = 3.53, SE = .12; t(101) = 2.76, p = .007). Hence, the three-way interaction appears to be 

driven by the fact that ‘Elderly athlete men’ were more characterized as young than ‘Elderly atheist 

men’. To corroborate the above data interpretation, we performed two repeated measures ANOVA 

analyses separately for each inconsistent condition. We report the athlete condition analysis first and 

then the atheist condition analysis. In the athlete condition analysis, participants’ ratings were 

analyzed by means of a 3 (target group information: no info vs. gay vs. athlete) × 2 (traits: young-

stereotypical traits vs. elderly-stereotypical traits) ANOVA, with all variables as within-participants 

factors. The two-way interaction was significant, F(2, 100) = 52.12, p < .001, η2p = .51. Post-hoc 

comparisons were carried out and marginal means are reported. As 6 post-hoc comparisons were 

performed the p level was set at .008 (i.e., .05/6, Bonferroni correction). The reported p values have 

not yet been adjusted. Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 4.53, SE = .12), participants attributed fewer 

elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.50, SE = .15; t(50) = 5.73, p < .001). Also, 

and with respect to ‘Elderly men’, participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly 

athlete men’ (M = 3.70, SE = .13; t(50) = 5.48, p < .001). Moreover, participants equally attributed 

elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly athlete men’, t(50) = 1.37, p = .176.  

Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 2.93, SE = .10), participants attributed more young-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.58, SE = .14; t(50) = 4.89, p < .001). Also, and with 
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respect to ‘Elderly men’, participants attributed more young-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly athlete 

men’ (M = 4.00, SE = .12; t(50) = 9.60, p < .001). Moreover, they attributed fewer young-stereotypical 

traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ than to ‘Elderly athlete men’, t(50) = 3.42, p = .001. 

In the atheist condition analysis, participants’ ratings were analyzed by means of a 3 (target 

group information: no info vs. gay vs. atheist) × 2 (traits: young-stereotypical traits vs. elderly-

stereotypical traits) ANOVA, with all variables as within-participants factors. The two-way 

interaction was significant, F(2, 102) = 38.25, p < .001, η2p = .43. Post- hoc comparisons were carried 

out and marginal means are reported. As nine post-hoc comparisons were performed the p level was 

set at .008 (i.e., .05/6, Bonferroni correction). The reported p values have not yet been adjusted. 

Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 4.63, SE = .10), participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical 

traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.72, SE = .12; t(51) = 5.47, p < .001). Also, and with respect to 

‘Elderly men’, participants attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly atheist men’ (M = 

3.95, SE = .11; t(51) = 5.46, p < .001). Moreover, participants equally attributed elderly-stereotypical 

traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly atheist men’, t(51) = 2.15, p = .036. 

Compared to ‘Elderly men’ (M = 3.15, SE = .12), participants attributed more young-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 3.78, SE = .13; t(51) = 3.66, p < .001). Also, and with 

respect to ‘Elderly men’, participants tended to attribute more young- stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly 

atheist men’ (M = 3.53, SE = .12; t(51) = 2.67, p = .010), although this result was not statistically 

significant. Moreover, participants equally attributed young-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ 

and ‘Elderly atheist men’, t(51) = 2.06, p = .045. 

7.2.1 Amount of contact 

Participants’ ratings on the two items assessing the quantity of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ 

(r = .64, p < .001, 95% CI [0.50, 0.74]) and ‘Elderly athlete/atheist men’ (r = .67, p < .001, 95% CI 

[0.55, 0.76]) were averaged, separately. Participants reported a higher amount of contact with ‘Elderly 
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athlete men’ (M = 2.02, SE = .12) than with ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 1.38, SE = .07; t(50) = 4.64, p < 

.001, d = .65). Also, participants reported a higher amount of contact with ‘Elderly atheist men’ (M 

= 2.14, SE = .14) than with ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 1.46, SE = .09; t(51) = 4.18, p < .001, d = .58). 

In general, participants reported a higher amount of contact with elderly men described by an 

inconsistent information (M = 2.08, SE = .09) than with ‘Elderly gay men’ (M = 1.42, SE = .06; t(102) 

= 6.21, p < .001, d = .61). A significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with 

‘Elderly gay men’ and the attribution of young-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ (r = .23, p = 

.020, 95% CI [0.04, 0.41]), indicating that higher levels of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ were 

associated with a stronger stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ on young-stereotypical traits. No 

significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ and the 

attribution of elderly-stereotypical traits to this target group (r = .16, p = .118, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.34]). 

Also, no significant correlation was found between the amount of contact with ‘Elderly athlete/atheist 

men’ and both the attribution of young- (r = .08, p = .423, 95% CI [-0.12, 0.27]) and elderly-

stereotypical traits (r = .03, p = .756, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.22]) to this target group. 

7.3 Discussion 

The results of Study 4 showed that ‘Elderly gay men’ were characterized more by young-

stereotypical traits and less by elderly-stereotypical traits than ‘Elderly men’, thus replicating the 

findings of Studies 2–3. In a similar vein, elderly men who were described by inconsistent 

information were attributed fewer elderly-stereotypical traits and more young-stereotypical traits than 

‘Elderly men’. Importantly, no difference occurred in terms of age stereotyping between ‘Elderly gay 

men’ and elderly men described by inconsistent information. Hence, the target group information by 

traits interaction suggests that when coming across an atypical subtype, participants decreased the 

attribution of the elderly-stereotypical traits and enhanced the attribution of counter-stereotypical 

traits (i.e., young-stereotypical traits) as predicted by the non-prototypicality model. 
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However, the three-ways interactions suggest that when processing ‘Elderly athlete men’, the 

young-stereotypical implications of the ‘Athlete men’ category were incorporated in the age 

stereotyping of ‘Elderly athlete men’. Indeed, this atypical subtype was stereotyped more on young-

stereotypical traits than both the ‘Elderly gay men’ and the ‘Elderly atheist men’. This pattern of 

results appears to be in line with the predictions of the stereotype-inconsistent model. 

8. Correlation Analyses 

We calculated Pearson’s correlations between the attribution of young- and elderly-

stereotypical traits to a given target group and the amount of contact with that target group (Figure 6; 

for more details on these analyses see Supporting information). In general, participants’ levels of age 

 

Figure 6 

Combined results: forest plot depicting correlations between the attribution of young- (left-hand panel) 

and elderly-stereotypical traits (right-hand panel) to ‘Elderly gay men’ and the amount of contact with 

this target group, separately for the 4 studies 

 

Note. In the left-hand column are listed all the studies. Values of each coefficient and its 95% 

confidence intervals are listed in a separate column (r[CI]). Each horizontal line represents the 

coefficient (dots) and the associated confidence intervals (squares). Statistically significant effects are 

indicated with an asterisk. 

* p = .020 

 

* 

https://osf.io/szc73
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stereotyping and their amount of contact appears to be independent from each other. Specifically, 

across Studies 1 - 4, only in one case was the amount of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ positively  

and significantly correlated with the attribution of young-stereotypical traits to this target group: 

Higher levels of contact with ‘Elderly gay men’ were associated with the stronger stereotyping of this 

target group on young traits. Also, the attribution of elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ 

was uncorrelated with the amount of contact with this target group.  

As shown in Figure 7, no significant correlation was found between the age stereotyping of 

all the additional target groups presented in Studies 1-4 and the amount of contact with these groups.  

9. General Discussion 

Across four studies we analyzed the age stereotypes perceivers apply to men depending on 

the simultaneous combination of their age and sexual orientation. Together, the current results suggest 

Figure 7  

Combined results: forest plot depicting correlations between the attribution of young- (left-hand panel) 

and elderly-stereotypical traits (right-hand panel) and the amount of contact with all presented target 

groups, separately for the 4 studies   

 
Note. In the left-hand column are listed all the studies and the presented target groups. Values of each 

coefficient and its 95% confidence intervals are listed in a separate column (r[CI]). Each horizontal line 

represents the coefficient (dots) and the associated confidence intervals (squares).  
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that distinct cognitive underpinnings account for the age stereotyping of different age and sexual 

orientation category intersections. 

Specifically, when category combinations comprised constituents that are not inconsistent 

with each other, such as in the case of ‘Young gay men’ (Studies 1–2) and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ 

(Study 1), the age stereotyping of such category intersections follows the predictions derived by the 

similarity model. In line with this model, we found that the age stereotyping of ‘Young gay men’ 

appears to be diluted with respect to the age discrete category: ‘Young gay men’ were perceived as 

less young but equally old as ‘Young men’ (Study 2). Also, diluted age stereotyping was found when 

‘Elderly men’ was combined with an additional category which is not at odds with ‘Elderly men’ as 

well as ostensibly unrelated to age categories, that is ‘Right-handed men’ (Study 3). In fact, ‘Elderly 

right-handed men’ were perceived as less old but equally young as ‘Elderly men’. In sum, in such 

category combinations (e.g., ‘Young gay men’, ‘Elderly heterosexual men’), sexual orientation 

constitutes an additional piece of information that enhances the dissimilarity between these category 

combinations and the prototype of the age discrete categories (e.g., ‘Young men’, ‘Elderly men’), 

thus weakening but not erasing their age stereotyping. 

A different case is represented by the age stereotyping of category combinations whose 

constituents are inconsistent with each other, as in the case of ‘Elderly gay men’. Across studies, we 

showed that compared to ‘Elderly men’, ‘Elderly gay men’ were characterized less on traits that are 

stereotypical of ‘Elderly men’ and more on traits that are counter-stereotypical of this discrete 

category, namely young-stereotypical traits (Studies 2–4). Hence it appears that the gay sexual 

orientation in association with the category ‘Elderly men’ blurs the age stereotyping of this conflicting 

intersectional category. 

The age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ does not appear to be driven by the fact that this 

conflicting intersectional category works as a more specific subset of ‘Elderly men’, as predicted by 

the similarity model. In fact, when comparing the age stereotyping of two potential specific subsets, 
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that is ‘Elderly gay men’ and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, the former category was still perceived as 

younger and less old than the latter category (Study 1). Also, the category of ‘Elderly gay men’ was 

perceived as younger and less old than both ‘Elderly right-handed men’ and ‘Elderly men’ (Study 3), 

thus ruling out the possibility that the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ was driven by its 

hypothetical status of a more specific subtype. 

In sharp contrast, the fact that age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ appears to be blurred 

seems to be due to the atypical status of this subtype with respect to ‘Elderly men’ as a whole. Indeed, 

the findings of Study 4 indicate that ‘Elderly gay men’ were perceived as younger and less old than 

‘Elderly men’, and this pattern of age stereotyping was replicated when ‘Elderly men’ was combined 

with an inconsistent category, namely ‘Atheist men’ and ‘Athlete men’. This atypical status may 

result either from the fact that the category in combination with ‘Elderly men’ is inconsistent with 

this age category, as in the case of ‘Atheist men’, or from the fact that the category in combination 

with ‘Elderly men’ is not only inconsistent with this age category but further contradicts it, due to its 

association with young-related content, as in the case of ‘Athlete men’. These results suggest that 

both the atypical status of a conflicting intersectional category as well as the stereotypical 

implications of the intersected categories played a crucial, and not an antagonist, role in shaping the 

stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’. 

Moreover, we found that ‘Elderly athlete men’ were perceived as younger than ‘Elderly atheist 

men’ and ‘Elderly gay men’. Such a result may indicate that the availability of young-stereotypical 

content in one of the combined categories amplified the pattern of age stereotyping of this subtype 

on the young-stereotypical traits. In other words, perceivers integrated the stereotypes implicated by 

the combined categories, in line with the stereotype-inconsistent model. An alternative interpretation 

of such a pattern of results is derived by the non-prototypicality model. Indeed, ‘Elderly athlete men’ 

could be considered a more extreme atypical, and “deviant” case compared to ‘Elderly gay men’ and 

‘Elderly atheist men’. Research has long acknowledged that counter-stereotypical content was more 
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intensively applied to extreme, compared to less peripheral atypical members (Bodenhausen et al., 

1995; Sherman, 1996). If this were the case, the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly athlete men’ is 

particularly blurred compared to the other categories presented, which may be accounted for by its 

atypicality rather than the specific stereotypical content attached to this category cross-over. 

Unfortunately, when selecting the experimental material, we failed to assess the perceived atypicality 

of ‘Athlete men’ and ‘Atheist men’ with respect to ‘Elderly men’, and therefore rely on categories 

that might display comparable levels of atypicality. Given this methodological flaw, we are unable to 

adjudicate between these two alternative accounts. 

The current research had additional limitations. First, we compared the stereotyping of 

‘Elderly gay men’ with that of the combination of ‘Elderly men’ with a category ostensibly unrelated 

to age (Study 3; ‘Right-handed’). However, ‘Right-handed men’ represents a majority/normative 

group. Given that ‘Gay men’ is a minority/stigmatized category, we failed to compare the unique 

stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’ with that of ‘Elderly men’ in combination with another 

minority/stigmatized category. Minority/stigmatized categories in general are perceived as highly 

homogeneous and stereotyped in an extreme fashion (Cadinu et al., 2013; Mullen, 1991). Such a 

comparison would have allowed us to understand whether the atypical status and/or the 

minority/stigmatized status of the combined categories could have played a crucial role in blurring 

the age stereotyping of ‘Elderly gay men’. 

Second, the current research focused on category intersections involving male individuals 

only, thus perpetuating androcentrism in social psychology research (Lee & Crawford, 2007). Our 

findings might be equivalent for ‘Elderly lesbian women’, as ‘Lesbian women’ might also be 

appraised as an atypical case of ‘Elderly women’, or may be different due to the overlap (and not the 

inconsistency) between the stereotypes of ‘Elderly women’ and ‘Lesbian women’, as both categories 

are stereotyped as unattractive and lonely (e.g., Berger, 1982; Kite et al., 1991; Schope, 2005). Also, 

the current study relied on sexual orientation categories only as binary concepts, thus leaving out 
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additional sexual orientation categories (e.g., bisexual men and women, pansexual individuals). 

Future research could further analyze the age stereotyping of more fluid and nonbinary sexual 

orientation categories. 

Moreover, in three out of four studies we found that the attribution of young- and elderly-

stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ did not differ from each other. This recurring pattern of 

results could be due at least to two different processes that the current studies are unable to unravel, 

which is a limit of this research. First, conflicting intersectional categories, like the combination of 

inconsistent categories, possess unique stereotypical features that cannot be reduced to the stereotypes 

of the constituent categories (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Kunda et al., 1990; Preddie & Biernat, 2021). In 

such a case, perceivers apply neither young- nor elderly-stereotypical traits to the atypical case of 

‘Elderly gay men’, because such an atypical subtype is characterized by specific features. Second, 

stereotypical features belonging to the constituent categories might coexist to a similar extent in the 

stereotypes of the conflicting intersectional categories. This claim is coherent with evidence 

suggesting that rather than being homogeneous, stereotypes associated with age and race groups, for 

instance, are non-uniform and display ambivalent content (Cuddy et al., 2005; Katz et al., 1986). If 

this were the case, stereotypes of conflicting intersectional categories might constitute a case of 

mixed, ambivalent stereotypical features. Accordingly, perceivers may apply the young- and the 

elderly-stereotypical traits to ‘Elderly gay men’ to a similar degree. In Chapter 3 we addressed this 

issue. 

Finally, an ancillary goal of this set of studies was to assess whether the degree of contact with 

intersectional categories would alter the observed pattern of age stereotyping across studies. In four 

studies, the association between contact and stereotyping was almost elusive. Hence, and given this 

null result (see also Chapter 1), the association in question was no longer investigated in Chapter 3.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

Combining Social Concepts of Age and Sexual  

Orientation: The Case of Elderly Gay Men  

as an Atypical Intersection 
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1. Introduction 

On August 24, 2020, The Guardian advertised an exhibition by Melissa Ianniello entitled 

“Wish it was a coming out: older gay people in Italy”. The artist portrayed “the double taboo of 

homosexuality and old age in Italy”, in a series of pictures of older gay men. Ianniello was 

unquestionably successful in making elderly men visible among gay men. She also made 

homosexuality visible among elderly people. In a unique way, an exhibition of this nature makes a 

significant claim: the way sexual orientation and age categories intersect favors some specific 

category combinations (e.g., young gay men) while hiding others (e.g., older gay men). In the present 

research, we aimed to examine this claim in a systematic and indeed scientific rather than artistic way 

by testing whether and how particular combinations of sexual orientation and age are cognitively 

more prototypical than others. 

The available research on category intersections has mainly focussed on how individuals are 

represented when belonging to two subordinate categories (for a review, Kang & Bodenhausen, 

2015). Two competing approaches stand out (Kang & Chasteen., 2009; Preddie & Biernat, 2021) in 

past studies. The “double jeopardy” approach proposes that individuals who belong to two 

subordinate categories (Latina women) experience cumulative forms of discrimination (Beal, 1970; 

Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Blakemore & Boneham, 1994), and are cognitively represented by the sum 

of the stereotypical attributes pertaining to both (e.g., “uneducated” + “attractive”, for Latino people 

and women, respectively; Ghavami & Peplau, 2013; Gonzales et al., 2002). In contrast, the 

multiplicative approach argues that the representations of individuals belonging to two subordinate 

categories are not the result of an additive combination of the category stereotypes, but rather stem 

from the interaction of the category memberships. For instance, the stereotype of Black women is not 

the sum of the stereotype of Black people and that of women (Ghavami & Peplau, 2013; Sesko & 
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Biernat, 2010), and their experience of discrimination corresponds to a specific form of sexism and 

racism (Crenshaw, 1993).  

In our view, these approaches may not be mutually exclusive. Rather, they take into account 

different cases of category membership combinations. In particular, we argue that the additive 

approach turns out to be predictive of the way perceivers represent individuals with multiple category 

memberships when the stereotypes of the categories are not at odds with each other as in the case of 

Latina women. Indeed, the stereotypes of Latino people (e.g., uneducated) do not clash with the 

stereotypes related to women (e.g., attractive). At the very least, the category stereotypes should 

exhibit some commonalities. For instance, the stereotype of Asian people (e.g., gentle, graceful, 

delicate) exhibits commonalities with the stereotype of women more than with the stereotype of men 

(Axt et al., 2022; Galinsky et al., 2013). In contrast, the multiplicative approach provides a better 

account for the representation of individuals with multiple category memberships when the categories 

stereotypes are in conflict with each other - as in the case of Black women. Indeed, the stereotype of 

Black people largely overlaps with the stereotypes of men, and the stereotype of women exhibits 

characteristics typically ascribed to White women (Goff et al., 2008). Hence, the stereotype of Black 

people appears to run against the stereotype of women. 

In the present endeavor and in line with a conciliatory view of the above approaches, we build 

on the modification model for conceptual combination (e.g., Kunda et al., 1990; Medin & Shoben, 

1988). This model provides a more encompassing theoretical framework to deal with the 

intersectionality issue. Moreover, we test the predictions derived from this suggested framework by 

analyzing the intersectional representation of sexual orientation and age categories. The conceptual 

combination model suggests that when it comes to understanding how perceivers bring categories 

together and represent them cognitively, one should first look at the way each of the constituent 

categories is conceptualized. A critical issue concerns the question of whether and how the 

stereotypes associated with the categories correlate with each other. When the stereotypes associated 
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with the to-be-combined categories are uncorrelated (e.g., ethnic group and mother tongue, as in the 

case of a White person who speaks French), the range of the category exemplars of one category 

(White person) is restricted to the dimension implied by the other category (French speaker), thus 

enhancing the significance of this dimension.  

If, however, the stereotypes correlate, a follow-up question is whether the correlation is 

positive or negative. In the presence of a positive correlation, as in the case of the stereotype of Asian 

people and the stereotype of women (Schug et al., 2015) or the stereotype of Black people and the 

stereotype of men (Galinsky et al., 2013; Nicolas et al, 2017), the attributes associated with one 

category are partially redundant with the attributes associated with the other. Such a strong overlap 

between the stereotypes of the categories could lead perceivers to conflate one category with the 

other. 

When the correlation is negative, three possible ways in which perceivers combine constituent 

categories are considered. First, the representation of the to-be-combined categories is derived from 

the average representations of the discrete categories (e.g., Anderson, 1965). Given the negative 

correlation between stereotypes, the representation of one category overrides the stereotypical 

implications of the other category, thus blurring the conceptualization of the combined category 

(Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019a). Second, the representation of the to-be-combined categories inherits 

the attributes of one but not of the others. This is likely to occur when one of the to-be-combined 

categories points to a stigmatized group (e.g., a blind person), and ends up dominating the 

representation of the category combination as a whole (Goffman, 1963; Stroessner, 1996). Third, the 

combination of negatively correlated categories leads perceivers to generate novel characteristics not 

found in either of the constituent categories (Crisp & Hewstone, 2007; Kunda et al., 1990; Preddie & 

Biernat, 2021). Such emergent attributes account for the atypicality of representation of the to-be-

combined categories with respect to the constituent categories (Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Yzerbyt et 

al., 1999). 
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To illustrate, let us go back to our introductory example and examine in more detail the 

categories associated with age, i.e., young and elderly, and with sexual orientation, i.e., heterosexual 

and gay. In this research, we focus exclusively on men as most crimes of hate and the largest share 

of discrimination concern gay men (Herek, 2007). Recent work by Carnaghi et al. (2022) and 

Coladonato et al. (2022) indicates that people use stereotypical traits that evoke young versus old age 

equally to characterize ‘Heterosexual men’. That is, the ‘Heterosexual men’ category tends to be 

uncorrelated with age categories. In addition, perceivers rely equally on stereotypical traits that refer 

to homosexuality or heterosexuality when describing ‘Young men’. Thus the ‘Young men’ category 

is uncorrelated with the sexual orientation categories.  

For both ‘Heterosexual men’ and ‘Young men’, the modification model for conceptual 

combination thus predicts a new restricted category. As stated, ‘Heterosexual men’ is not perceived 

in terms of a specific age. ‘Young heterosexual men’ will be perceived as younger than ‘Heterosexual 

men’, while ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ will be perceived as older than ‘Heterosexual men’. Said 

otherwise, the perception of ‘Heterosexual men’ will be “restricted” to the age categories with which 

it is associated. ‘Young men’ tends not to be perceived in terms of a specific sexual orientation, so 

‘Young heterosexual men’ will be perceived as more heterosexual than ‘Young men’, while ‘Young 

gay men’ will be perceived as more gay than ‘Young men’. That is to say, the perception of ‘Young 

men’ will be “restricted” to the sexual orientation categories with which it is combined. 

A different outcome prevails when the constituent categories correlate positively. Carnaghi et 

al. (2022) and Coladonato et al. (2022) have shown that ‘Gay men’ is stereotyped more as being 

young than old, i.e., perceivers preferentially assign traits that evoke young age. ‘Elderly men’, 

instead, is stereotyped more as being heterosexual than homosexual, i.e., perceivers preferentially 

assign traits that denote heterosexuality. In other words, perceivers by default represent ‘Gay men’ 

as being younger and ‘Elderly men’ as being heterosexual. This means that the category ‘Gay men’ 

is positively related to young age. For this reason, people represent the combined category ‘Young 
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gay men’ similarly to the category ‘Gay men’ because the qualification “young” is redundant when 

associated with ‘Gay men.’ Similarly, the category ‘Elderly men’ is positively related to 

heterosexuality. This means that perceivers see the combined category ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ 

similarly to the category ‘Elderly men’ because the qualification “heterosexual” happens to be 

redundant when associated with ‘Elderly men’. 

As we noted above, another situation emerges when the constituent categories correlate 

negatively, like in the case of ‘Gay men’ (represented as young) and ‘Elderly men’ (represented as 

heterosexual). According to the averaging model, a conflicting category combination inherits the 

characteristics of both constituent categories but, because of the conflict, these characteristics should 

cancel each other out. In our specific case, ‘Elderly gay men’ would come across as neither gay nor 

old because the default representation of ‘Gay men’ as young cancels out the default representation 

of ‘Elderly men’ as heterosexual. According to the dominance model (Kang & Chasteen, 2009; 

Macrae et al., 1995), a conflicting category combination likely inherits the characteristics of the more 

salient of the two categories. Because ‘Gay men’ is a stigmatized minority, we would expect 

perceivers to conceive of ‘Elderly gay men’ more readily as ‘Gay men’ than as ‘Elderly men’. As for 

the emergent attributes model (Kunda et al., 1990), the prediction is that the attributes that emerge 

from the conflicting category combination are unique to this combination. In other words, these 

attributes do not characterize the constituent categories and presumably account for the atypicality of 

this category combination with respect to its constituents. Thus, according to this model, perceivers 

should characterize ‘Elderly gay men’ using unique attributes that do not readily define the 

constituent categories. Interestingly, some researchers suggest that the dominance model and the 

emergent attributes model can operate together (Kunda et al., 1990; Roccas & Brewer, 2002). 

In the present study, we aimed to examine whether and how the overlap and relations of 

characteristics between discrete categories allow predicting of how categories intersect with each 

other. Extending the work on category combinations where concepts are overtly in opposition (e.g., 
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a straight boomerang; Medin & Shoben, 1988), this research would contribute to the literature on 

conceptual combination by focusing on combinations in which social concepts are tacitly congruent 

or incongruent. Specifically, an understanding of how people perceive combinations of sexual 

orientation and age through a multimethod approach is presented.  

1.1 Overview of the studies and hypotheses 

In the first two studies, we decided to rely on the typicality measure of categorical 

combinations as a direct means to verify how categories of age and sexual orientation combine. The 

literature suggests that the categories show a graded structure, with some members coming across as 

more typical of the category than others (Bailey et al., 2019). Previous studies have explored the 

discrete categories of age and sexual orientation using inference-based measurements (Coladonato et 

al, 2023; Park et al., 2001) such as ranking and stereotyping (Carnaghi et al., 2022; Coladonato et al., 

2022). In contrast, research that has focussed on various categorical combinations using the 

conceptual combination model relied on similarity as a proxy for typicality (e.g., Preddie & Biernat, 

2021). In Study 1, we asked participants to rate the extent to which discrete categories of sexual 

orientation (i.e., ‘Heterosexual men’ and ‘Gay men’) and different combinations of categories of 

sexual orientation and age were typical of the categories of young and elderly men, respectively. In 

Study 2, we asked participants to rate the extent to which discrete categories of age (i.e., ‘Young men’ 

and ‘Elderly men’) and different combinations of categories of age and sexual orientation were typical 

of heterosexual and gay men, respectively.  

We predicted that, consistent with the above predictions, the different types of categorical 

combinations (i.e., uncorrelated, positively correlated, and negatively correlated) would consistently 

alter the typicality of male individuals in terms of age and sexual orientation. Concretely, we predicted 

that the modification model would drive the typicality of the uncorrelated combinations (e.g., ‘Young 

men’ + ‘Heterosexual men’). We also expected that the redundancy model would account for the 

typicality of the positively correlated combinations (e.g., ‘Gay men’ + ‘Young men’). Finally, the 
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combination of ‘Elderly gay men’ should constitute the only case of a conflicting combination of age 

and sexual orientation whose typicality could be driven by both constituents (i.e., averaging model) 

or by only one of them (i.e., dominance model). Alternatively, it is also possible that the typicality of 

this category rests not on the joint or single contribution of the constituents but on a unique and 

combination-specific set of elements (i.e., emergent attributes model).  

In Study 3, we decided to turn to a more indirect, indeed open-ended, approach with the goal 

to shed light on people’s spontaneous reactions when combine conflicting categories. We presented 

participants with categories of sexual orientation, age, and their combinations and asked them to list 

the words they associated with these target categories. This type of procedure constitutes a less direct 

comparison between constituent and combined categories. Some authors (Hinzman & Maddox, 2017; 

Park et al., 2001) have suggested that the typicality measure may exacerbate the differences between 

comparable instances by focusing too much on the degree of fit. Using this reasoning, the differences 

between discrete and combined categories of age and sexual orientation in Studies 1 and 2 may have 

been overestimated.  

Instead, research has also confirmed the covariation between processes of typicality and 

stereotyping (e.g., Hantzi, 1995; Johnston & Hewstone, 1992; Maurer et al., 1995). Hewstone and 

Hamberger (2000, p. 106) argued that the perception of typicality of a category and the degree of 

stereotyping are “intricately linked”, and “probably occurring simultaneously or interactively, rather 

than one casually preceding the other”. That is to say, perceived typicality and stereotyping go hand 

in hand. A clear asset of the open-ended approach is that nothing is imposed on participants other 

than providing us with their spontaneous descriptions of each category. This should allow for a test 

of the earlier obtained pattern of findings using a truly alternative method. 

Differently from Chapter 1 and 2, we decided to not further explore the role of participants’ 

contact with the categories under analysis, given the lack significant evidence shown in previous 

chapters. 



 
 

 

76 
 

2. Methodological considerations 

We conducted the analyses after the data collection. In Studies 1 and 2, we decided a priori to 

exclude participants with missing values. In Study 3, we excluded participants who did not list at 

least one characteristic for each category. In addition, we deleted non-Italian and non-native Italian-

speaking participants from the final sample. We provide more detail on the exclusion of participants 

in the participant section of each study. 

The Qualtrics survey platform (2021) was used. For Studies 1-2, an online link to each of the 

studies via social media and instant messaging platforms was distributed. For Study 3, data were 

collected in two successive waves. In the first, an online link to the study with psychology students 

was distributed during a lecture at a large university in northern Italy. For the second, participants 

were sampled via Prolific (www.prolific.co). 

We performed the analyses using RStudio statistical package (Version 4.1.2; 2021). To 

decrease the likelihood of a Type I error in the post-hoc analyses of Studies 1-2, we set the 

significance level using the Bonferroni correction method, that is, we determined the p level by 

dividing the alpha (i.e., .05) by the number of the contrasts. Because we performed six contrasts, the 

p-level was .008 (i.e., .05/6). In the Result section of Studies 1-2, we report unadjusted p values. 

Below we report only the results relevant to our hypotheses (see Supplementary material for the full 

analyses). All datasets and data analyses are available on OSF via 

https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8.  

All the studies received ethical approval from the University of Trieste Ethical Committee. 

Participants provided their written informed consent prior to participating in the studies. 

3. Study 1 

3.1 Method 

3.1.1 Participants 

http://www.prolific.co/
mailto:https://osf.io/kgyux
https://osf.io/vk9np/?view_only=ffe3b597747840cca10bac91a4a951f8
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We recorded two hundred and seventeen clicks on the link to the online survey. Of these, n = 

8 accessed the survey and agreed to participate but did not complete any part of the survey. Also, we 

excluded n = 47 participants who did not rate one or more than one category. The final experimental 

sample comprised N = 162 participants (see Table 1 for detailed demographic characteristics).  

 

Table 1  

Age, gender, sexual orientation, citizenship, and native language of participants as a function of the 

Studies 1-3 

  STUDY 1 STUDY 2 STUDY 3 
Age    

Range 
M 

SE 
Not reporting 

18 – 79 18 – 68 18 – 64 
28.92 29.83 26.74 
0.84 0.97 0.81 

5 1 1 
Gender    

Female 
Male 
Other 

Not reporting 

90 76 41 
55 43 40 
10   
7 2  

Sexual orientation    
Heterosexual 

Bisexual 
Homosexual 

Other 
Not reporting 

117 112 68 
15 4 7 
14 1 2 
10 2 4 
6 2  

Citizenship    
Italian 

Other than Italian  
Dual 

Not reporting 

153 117 81 
2 3  
1 1  
6   

Native language    
Italian 

Other than Italian  
Dual 

Not reporting 

148 115 81 
8 5  
 1  
6   

Note. Values pertaining to the participant's age are expressed in years.  
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3.1.2 Materials and Procedure 

Participants learned that they would have to think of a specific category and its representation 

at the societal level. In particular, we indicated that we were interested in understanding how people 

in general see these categories. To clarify the task, we provided participants with the following 

example: “Try to think about ‘apples’. How, in your opinion, are apples considered to be typical (= 

characteristics) of fruits in general?” 10. Then, we presented participants with 8 categories, one at a 

time: ‘Heterosexual men’, [in Italian: eterosessuali] and ‘Gay men’ [in Italian: omosessuali]), namely 

the sexual orientation discrete categories; ‘Young heterosexual men’ [in Italian: giovani 

eterosessuali], ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ [in Italian: anziani eterosessuali], ‘Young gay men’ [in 

Italian: giovani omosessuali], ‘Elderly gay men’ [in Italian: anziani omosessuali], namely the sexual 

orientation and age category intersections; ‘Heterosexual chef men’ [in Italian: eterosessuali cuochi], 

‘Gay chef men’ [in Italian: omosessuali cuochi], filler categories. The presentation order between and 

within the discrete, intersectional, and filler categories was randomized across participants. 

Participants indicated the extent to which each category was typical of elderly men and young men, 

separately (order counterbalanced across participants), by means of a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 

(= not at all typical) to 7 (= very typical).  

Participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, sexual orientation, citizenship, 

native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

3.2 Results 

In line with the goals of this study, we focused on the sexual orientation categories (i.e., 

‘heterosexual men’ and ‘gay men’) and on intersectional categories (i.e., ‘young heterosexual men’, 

‘elderly heterosexual men’, ‘young gay men’, and ‘elderly gay men’), excluding the filler categories 

 
10 [in Italian: Prova a pensare alle ‘mele’. Quanto, a tuo avviso, le mele sono considerate tipiche (= 

caratteristiche) della frutta in generale?] 
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from the analyses. In other words, we relied on a 2 (sexual orientation: heterosexual men vs gay men) 

x 3 (age: young vs. elderly vs. control) design with both factors varying within participants and the 

“control” referring to the fact that sexual orientation was the only category available.  

For each category, an age typicality score was computed by subtracting the typicality ratings 

with respect to elderly men from the typicality ratings with respect to young men. Positive values 

indicated a higher typicality of the category with respect to young over elderly men. This score was 

submitted to a 2 (sexual orientation: heterosexual men vs gay men) x 3 (age: young vs. elderly vs. 

control) repeated measures ANOVA (see Figure 1). The sexual orientation main effect was 

significant, F(1, 805) = 106.9, p < .001, η2p = .12. Participants perceived gay men as more typical of 

young men (M = 1.21, SE = .09) than of elderly men, t(485) = 14.00, p < .001, d = 0.63 for the one-

sample t-test against zero, and they did more so than for heterosexual men (M = -0.15, SE = .09), 

t(805) = 10.34, p < .001. They also perceived the latter as no more typical of young men than of 

elderly men, t(485) = -1.20, p = .200, d = 0.06 for the one-sample t-test against zero. 

The age main effect was also significant, F(2, 805) = 103.4, p < .001, η2p = .20. The age 

typicality score of the young categories (M = 1.55, SE = .12) was significantly greater than zero, 

t(323) = 12.00, p < .001, d = 0.66. The age typicality score of the elderly categories (M = -0.73, SE = 

.12) was significantly lower than zero, t(323) = -5.60, p < .001, d = 0.31. Participants perceived the 

categories defined as young as younger than those defined as elderly, t(805) = 14.15, p < .001. Control 

categories (M = 0.77, SE = .12) were perceived overall as more typical of young men than of elderly 

men, t(323) = 7.40, p < .001, d = 0.41, for the one-sample t-test against zero. The age typicality score 

of the control categories fell between that concerning young men, t(805) = 4.84, p < .001, and that of 

elderly men, t(805) = 9.30, p < .001. 

The sexual orientation by age interaction proved significant, F(2, 805) = 13.10, p < .001, η2p 

= .03. We conducted a series of follow-up analyses to examine the impact of age on each sexual 
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orientation category. First participants’ scores regarding heterosexual men as a sexual orientation 

were examined.  

As a baseline, participants considered ‘heterosexual men’ to be as neither typical of young nor 

of elderly men (M = -0.30, SE = .16), t(161) = -2.60, p = .01, d = 0.20 for the one-sample t-test against 

zero. Compared to ‘heterosexual men’, namely the baseline, participants judged ‘young heterosexual 

men’ (M = 1.30, SE = .16) more typical of young men, t(805) = 7.04, p < .001, and ‘elderly 

heterosexual men’ (M = -1.44, SE = .16) more typical of elderly men, t(805) = 5.00, p < .001. 

Corroborating this interpretation, the age typicality score of ‘young heterosexual men’ (M = 1.30, SE 

= .16) fell significantly above zero, t(161) = 6.20, p < .001, d = 0.49, whereas the age typicality score 

Figure 1 

Age typicality scores of heterosexual and gay men as a function of age in Study 1 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the differential scores. Positive values on the age typicality 

score indicate that the category was considered as typical of young men, while negative values indicate 

that the category was considered as typical of elderly men.  
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of ‘elderly heterosexual men’ (M = -1.44, SE = .16) fell significantly below zero, t(161) = -6.70, p < 

.001, d = 0.53, and ‘young heterosexual men’ were considered as more typical of young men than 

‘elderly heterosexual men’, t(805) = 12.04, p < .001.  

Next, the scores for gay men as a sexual orientation were analysed. Participants considered 

‘gay men’ as more typical of young men than of elderly men (M = 1.84, SE = .16), t(161) = 15.00, p 

< .001, d = 1.20 for the one-sample t-test against zero. The same held for ‘young gay men’ (M = 1.80, 

SE = .16), t(161) = 12.00, p < .001, d = 0.93 for the one-sample t-test against zero. Participants 

regarded ‘gay men’ and ‘young gay men’ as equally typical of young men, t(805) = 0.19, p = .850. 

As for ‘elderly gay men’ (M = -0.01, SE = .16), participants perceived them as neither typical of 

young or of elderly men, t(161) = 0.10, p = .900, d = 0.00. Also, ‘elderly gay men’ were considered 

as less typical of young men than ‘gay men’, t(805) = 8.15, p < .001, or than ‘young gay men’, t(805) 

= -7.96, p < .001.  

Next, the scores for gay men as a sexual orientation were analysed. Participants considered 

‘gay men’ as more typical of young men than of elderly men (M = 1.84, SE = .16), t(161) = 15.00, p 

< .001, d = 1.20 for the one-sample t-test against zero. The same held for ‘young gay men’ (M = 1.80, 

SE = .16), t(161) = 12.00, p < .001, d = 0.93 for the one-sample t-test against zero. Participants 

regarded ‘gay men’ and ‘young gay men’ as equally typical of young men, t(805) = 0.19, p = .850. 

As for ‘elderly gay men’ (M = -0.01, SE = .16), participants perceived them as neither typical of 

young or of elderly men, t(161) = 0.10, p = .900, d = 0.00. Also, ‘elderly gay men’ were considered 

as less typical of young men than ‘gay men’, t(805) = 8.15, p < .001, or than ‘young gay men’, t(805) 

= -7.96, p < .001.  

3.3 Discussion 

These results show that participants perceived ‘Heterosexual men’ as equally typical of both 

young and elderly men, while they viewed ‘Gay men’ as more typical of young than of elderly men. 

The significance of these results is twofold. First, these findings replicate, albeit with a different 
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measure, earlier findings on the age stereotyping of sexual orientation categories referring to men 

(e.g., Carnaghi et al., 2022; Coladonato et al., 2022). Second, they suggest that the category 

‘Heterosexual men’ is uncorrelated with age categories, while ‘Gay men’ is correlated with age 

categories. In line with the hypothesis derived from the modification model for uncorrelated 

categories, the range of category exemplars instantiating by ‘Heterosexual men’ is restricted to those 

implied by the age categories (i.e., ‘Young men’, ‘Elderly men’), thus enhancing the significance of 

the age category in the perception of the combined categories (i.e., ‘Young heterosexual men’, 

‘Elderly heterosexual men’). In fact, participants considered ‘Young heterosexual men’ as more 

typical of young men than ‘Heterosexual men’, and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ as more typical of 

elderly men than ‘Heterosexual men’. 

In line with the predictions issued from the redundancy model for correlated categories, and 

because ‘Gay men’ is positively correlated with ‘Young men’, the information about age attached to 

the former category appeared redundant with that of the latter age category. That is, ‘Gay men’ and 

‘Young gay men’ were considered as equally typical of young men. Also, ‘Elderly gay men’ 

constituted the only category combination for which the two constituent categories (i.e., ‘Elderly 

men’ and ‘Gay men’) were negatively correlated. ‘Elderly gay men’ came across as neither typical 

of young men nor of elderly men, results again consistent with both predictions of the average model 

(i.e., the representation of ‘Gay men’ as young and the age of ‘Elderly men’ canceled each other out) 

and those of the emergent attributes model (‘Elderly gay men’ showed emergent attributes that 

rendered it neither typical of young nor of elderly men). 

Whereas Study 1 assessed the age typicality of the sexual orientation categories, namely ‘Gay 

men’ and ‘Heterosexual men’, and their combinations with sexual orientation categories, Study 2 

assessed the sexual orientation typicality of age categories, namely ‘Young men’ and ‘Elderly men’, 

and their combinations with sexual orientation categories.  
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4. Study 2 

4.1 Method 

4.1.1 Participants 

We recorded one hundred and fifty-nine clicks on the link to the online survey. Of these, n = 

14 accessed the survey and agreed to participate but did not complete any part of the survey. Also, 

we excluded n = 4 participants who did not rate one category, and another n = 20 who did not rate 

more than one category. The final experimental sample comprised N = 121 participants (see Table 1 

for detailed demographics).  

4.1.2 Materials and Procedure 

The procedure was identical to that of Study 1. We presented participants with 8 categories, 

one at a time: ‘Young men’, [in Italian: giovani] and ‘Elderly men’ [in Italian: anziani]), namely the 

age discrete categories; ‘Young heterosexual men’, ‘Young gay men’, ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, 

‘Elderly gay men’, namely the age and sexual orientation category intersections; ‘Young right-handed 

men’ [in Italian: destrimani giovani], ‘Elderly right-handed men’ [in Italian: destrimani anziani], 

filler categories. As in Study 1, the presentation order between and within the discrete, intersectional, 

and filler categories was randomized across participants. Participants indicated the extent to which 

each category was typical of heterosexual men and gay men, separately (order counterbalanced across 

participants), by means of a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (= not at all typical) to 7 (= very typical).  

Participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, sexual orientation, citizenship, 

native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

4.2 Results 

As in Study 1, we focused on the age categories (i.e., ‘young men’ and ‘elderly men’) and on 

intersectional categories (i.e., ‘young heterosexual men’, ‘young gay men’, ‘elderly heterosexual 

men’, and ‘elderly gay men’), excluding the filler categories from the analyses. A 2 (age: young men 
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vs elderly men) x 3 (sexual orientation: heterosexual vs. gay vs. control) design was utilized with both 

factors varying within participants and the “control” condition referring to the fact that age is the only 

category available.  

For each category, a sexual orientation typicality score was computed by subtracting the 

typicality ratings with respect to gay men from the typicality ratings with respect to heterosexual men. 

Positive values indicated a higher typicality of the category with respect to heterosexual over gay 

men. This score was then submitted to a 2 (age: young men vs elderly men) x 3 (sexual orientation: 

heterosexual vs. gay vs. control) repeated measures ANOVA (see Figure 2).  

The age main effect was significant, F(1, 600) = 41.59, p < .001, η2p = .06. Participants 

perceived both ‘elderly men’ (M = 1.41, SE = .13) and ‘young men’ (M = 0.32, SE = .13) more as 

typical of heterosexual men than of gay men, t(362) = 8.80, p < .001, d = 0.46 and t(362) = 2.00, p = 

.040, d = 0.11, respectively for the one-sample t-test against zero. Importantly, compared to ‘young 

men’, participants perceived ‘elderly men’ as more typical of heterosexual men, t(600) = 6.45, p < 

.001.  

The sexual orientation main effect was also significant, F(2, 600) = 255.93, p < .001, η2p = 

.46. Overall, participants perceived the categories defined as heterosexual (M = 2.53, SE = .15) as 

more typical of heterosexual men than of gay men, t(241) = 16.00, p < .001, d = 1.04, for the one-

sample t-test against zero, whereas they perceived the categories defined as gay (M = -1.80, SE = .15) 

as more typical of gay men than of heterosexual men, t(241) = 12.00, p < .001, d = 0.74, for the one-

sample t-test against zero. This pattern also materialized in the fact that the sexual orientation 

typicality score concerning the categories defined as heterosexual statistically differed from that 

concerning the categories defined as gay, t(600) = 21.03, p < .001. Moreover, participants perceived 

the control categories (M = 1.86, SE = .15) as more typical of heterosexual men than of gay men, 

t(241) = 13.00, p < .001, d = 0.80 for the one-sample t-test against zero. The sexual orientation 

typicality score concerning the control categories fell between that of the categories defined as 
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heterosexual, t(600) = -3.29, p = .001, and that of the category defined as gay, t(600) = 17.74, p < 

.001.  

More importantly for our research purpose, the age by sexual orientation interaction proved 

significant, F(2, 600) = 7.84, p < .001, η2p = .03. A series of follow-up analyses to examine the impact 

of sexual orientation on each age category was conducted. Participants’ scores regarding young men 

were first examined. As a baseline, participants considered ‘young men’ to be more typical of 

heterosexual men than gay men (M = 0.87, SE = .21), t(120) = 5.50, p < .001, d = 0.50 for the one-

Figure 2 

Sexual orientation typicality scores of elderly and young men as a function of sexual orientation in Study 

2 

 
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the differential scores. Positive values on the sexual 

orientation-typicality score indicate that the category was considered typical of heterosexual men, while 

negative values indicate that the category was considered as typical of gay men.  
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sample t-test against zero. Moreover, the sexual orientation typicality score of ‘young heterosexual 

men’ (M = 2.35, SE = .21) fell significantly above zero, t(120) = 10.00, p < .001, d = 0.95, whereas 

the sexual orientation typicality score of ‘young gay men’ (M = -2.26, SE = .21) fell significantly 

below zero, t(120) = -9.80, p < .001, d = 0.89, indicating that the former were judged to be more 

typical of heterosexual men than of gay men, while the latter were rated as more typical of gay men 

than of heterosexual men. Compared to ‘young men’, participants judged ‘young heterosexual men’ 

as more typical of heterosexual men, t(600) = -5.07, p < .001, and ‘young gay men’ as more typical 

of gay men, t(600) = 10.72, p < .001. In line with this interpretation, they also considered ‘young 

heterosexual men’ as more typical of heterosexual men than ‘young gay men’, t(600) = 15.79, p < 

.001.  

Next, the scores for elderly men were analysed. Participants considered ‘elderly men’, namely 

the baseline, as more typical of heterosexual men than of gay men (M = 2.84, SE = .21), t(120) = 

13.00, p < .001, d = 1.19 for the one-sample t-test against zero. The same held for ‘elderly 

heterosexual men’ (M = 2.72, SE = .21), t(120) = 12.00, p < .001, d = 1.13 for the one-sample t-test 

against zero. Importantly, participants perceived ‘elderly men’ and ‘elderly heterosexual men’ as 

equally typical of heterosexual men, t(600) = 0.43, p = .671. On the contrary, they saw ‘elderly gay 

men’ (M = -1.35, SE = .21) as more typical of gay men than of heterosexual men, t(120) = -6.70, p < 

.001, d = 0.61, for the one-sample t-test against zero. Compared to ‘elderly men’, namely the baseline, 

participants considered ‘elderly gay men’ as more typical of gay men, t(600) = -13.95, p < .001. 

4.3 Discussion 

Study 2 shows that, although participants perceived both ‘Young men’ and ‘Elderly men’ as 

more typical of heterosexual than gay men, the perceived typicality of ‘Elderly men’ with respect to 

heterosexual men was much greater than that of ‘Young men’. Such a pattern of results suggests that 

the category ‘Elderly men’, rather than the category ‘Young men’, is strongly correlated with sexual 

orientation categories in general, and with ‘Heterosexual men’ in particular. Given the elusive 
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correlation between ‘Young men’ and the sexual orientation categories, the way in which ‘Young 

men’ combined with the sexual orientation categories (i.e., ‘Heterosexual men’, ‘Gay men’) is 

expected to follow the pattern derived from the modification model. Indeed, compared to ‘Young 

men’, participants perceived ‘Young heterosexual men’ as more typical of heterosexual men, and 

‘Young gay men’ as more typical of gay men. In line with the assumptions of the modification model, 

the range of category exemplars instantiated by ‘Young men’ was limited to those implied by the 

sexual orientation categories (i.e., ‘Heterosexual men’, ‘Gay men’), thus reinforcing the significance 

of the sexual orientation category in the perception of the combined categories (i.e., ‘Young 

heterosexual men’, ‘Young gay men’).  

‘Elderly men’ was positively correlated with ‘Heterosexual men’. The sexual orientation 

information given by the former category appeared to be redundant with that of the latter sexual 

orientation category. Indeed, participants considered ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ 

as equally typical of heterosexual men. Such a pattern of results is in line with the predictions derived 

from the redundancy model. Lastly, ‘Elderly gay men’ represented the only category combination for 

which the two constituent categories (i.e., ‘Elderly men’ and ‘Gay men’) were negatively correlated. 

As a result, compared to ‘Elderly men’, participants perceived ‘Elderly gay men’ as less typical of 

heterosexual men and more typical of gay men. This result dovetails well with the predictions of the 

dominance model in that the salience of the category ‘Gay men’ is greater than the salience of the 

age category. 

Building on these findings, Study 3 was designed to replicate the results of Study 1 and 2 on 

how unrelated or weakly correlated categories are combined with each other as well as on how 

positively correlated categories are cognitively combined. In addition, Study 3 aimed to shed light on 

the generative mechanism that underpins the combination of ‘Gay men’ and ‘Elderly men’ as discrete 

categories. In fact, while Study 1 suggested that the age typicality of ‘Elderly gay men’ could be 

explained by both the averaging and emergent attributes models, Study 2 suggested that the dominant 
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model provided a better account of the sexual orientation typicality of ‘Elderly gay men’. To do this, 

we changed the research methodology of Study 3 to an open-ended approach. Specifically, we 

secured participants' spontaneous generation of traits in reaction to the discrete categories of age and 

sexual orientation and their combinations.  

5. Study 3 

5.1 Method 

5.1.1 Participants 

We collected the data in two subsequent waves. In the first, data were collected from 

psychology students. Of the 84 clicks on the link to the online survey, 40 participants were dropped, 

n = 26 did not complete any part of the questionnaire and n = 14 participants did not list at least one 

characteristic for each given category. In the second, 40 clicks were recorded on the link to the online 

survey. Of these, n = 3 participants were dropped, n = 2 failed to list at least one characteristic for 

each given category and n = 1 did not report Italian citizenship and native language. The final sample 

comprised N = 81 participants (see Table 1 for detailed demographic characteristics).  

5.1.2 Materials and Procedure 

Participants completed an online survey and were briefed to think of a specific category and 

the way this category was perceived on a societal level. After agreeing to participate, participants 

read the following instructions: 

 

In this study, we are interested in understanding how certain social groups are represented 

in the society nowadays. Specifically, we are not interested in what you personally think about 

the social groups, but the manner in which the society in general thinks about these groups. 

For this reason, you will be asked to think about some groups, one at a time. For each group, 

you will be asked to list at least 6 characteristics/adjectives that society, not you in particular, 
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considers typical of that social group. Your task will be to list the first 6 characteristics or 

adjectives that come to your mind to describe how society, not you in particular, represents 

that social group. 

 

Next, we presented participants with 8 categories, one at a time. We randomized the order of 

presentation of the categories across participants. Specifically, two categories were the discrete 

categories of sexual orientation (i.e., ‘Heterosexual men’, ‘Gay men’), two categories were the 

discrete categories of age (i.e., ‘Young men’, ‘Elderly men’), and four categories were the 

intersectional categories stemming from the combination of the discrete categories of sexual 

orientation and age (i.e., ‘Heterosexual young men’, ‘Gay young men’, ‘Heterosexual elderly men’, 

‘Gay elderly men’). To control word order effects, intersectional categories were labeled by first 

mentioning either sexual orientation first (e.g., ‘Heterosexual young men’) or age (e.g., ‘Young 

heterosexual men’) and randomly assigning participants to one of the two labels (for similar 

procedure, see Kunda et al. 1990). For each category, participants were requested to report up to six 

characteristics/adjectives, each of which in one of the six displayed boxes.  

At the end of the questionnaire, participants reported their demographics (i.e., age, gender, 

sexual orientation, citizenship, native language). They were then debriefed and thanked. 

5.2 Results 

5.2.1 Treatment of free-response data 

Participants generated a total of 3379 attributes or short sentences. The average number of 

attributes generated was 5.20 (range = 1-6). The attributes generated in response to the discrete 

categories were analyzed first (n = 1728 attributes). The list of attributes was narrowed down by 

identifying exact synonyms (e.g., if “sensitive” was mentioned by three participants, resulting in three 

attributes, the attribute “sensitive” was included only once in the list of generated attributes). Also, if 

attributes were in both singular and plural forms, only attributes in the singular form were retained.  
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In a first step, two of the current authors (i.e., judges) worked with the list of the generated attributes 

in alphabetic order and without information concerning the discrete category that prompted each 

attribute comprised in the list. The attributes were grouped, independently by two judges, on the basis 

of their similarity in meaning (i.e., cluster). Similarity among attributes was defined using a bottom-

up approach, i.e., identifying synonyms (e.g., revolutionaries, rebels), as well as a top-down approach, 

i.e., grouping attributes based on lists of stereotypic traits available in published works (Abele et al., 

2016; Carnaghi et al., 2020; Carnaghi et al. 2022; Chasteen et al., 2002; Coladonato et al., 2022; Kite 

& Deaux, 1987; Kite, et al., 1991; Wright & Canetto, 2009). The two judges compared the clusters 

of attributes and resolved disagreement through discussion. The procedure resulted in a list of n = 

785 attributes, sorted into 77 clusters. Of these 77 clusters, one cluster comprised idiosyncratic 

responses (e.g., “they really listened to themselves”), namely attributes that could be included in none 

of the 76 clusters.  

In a second step, two additional independent raters evaluated the consistency of the attributes 

of each cluster. As well, the attributes were analyzed for being either synonymous or semantically 

associated with each other. Raters were required to spot inconsistencies and to suggest alternative 

clusters. We computed the inter-rater agreement using Cohen’s Kappa index and showed a high level 

of agreement (1960; see Table 2 for details). Specifically, inconsistencies amounted to 10.19% of the 

total number of attributes (i.e., both raters spotted n = 55 inconsistencies, and one but not the other 

rater found n = 12 and n = 13 inconsistencies).  

In a third step, the two judges reviewed the inconsistencies. They agreed on n = 24 of the 

suggested changes by the raters. The judges also agreed on n = 13 inconsistencies but suggested 

alternative clusters. Reviewing the entire sorting of the attributes into clusters, the judges suggested 

an additional classification n = 7 attributes into different clusters. 

In the fourth step, the entire list of attributes and the changes made by the judges in the 

previous step were reviewed by the same raters. Raters were also informed of the changes outlined 
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in the third step and provided with the same instructions as in the second step. They spotted no 

inconsistencies.  

This iterative process led to the definition of 74 clusters. Specifically, n = 5 clusters originally 

proposed by the judges were dismissed (i.e., “Descriptive”, “Fashion”, “Naïve”, “Non-materialistic”, 

and “Susceptible”) and n = 2 clusters were added (i.e., “Desperate” and “Stubborn”). The number of 

generated attributes that fell in a given cluster in reaction to each discrete category was computed 

(e.g., for the cluster “Agentic”, if a participant listed “motivated” and “successful” in reaction to 

‘Young men’, a score of 2 was assigned to “Agentic” for this participant and for this discrete 

category). The same logic was applied to those attributes (n = 1650) generated in response to 

intersection categories. This process allowed for the identification of novel attributes (n = 419) that 

were not generated for discrete categories and therefore could not be included in the 74 clusters.  

We narrowed down the list of novel attributes as described above, and obtained n = 334 novel 

attributes that underwent the same procedures as those outlined in steps 1 to 4. The inter-rater 

Table 2  

Inter-rater agreement 

 Judges – R1 Judges – R2 R1 – R2 
Discrete categories     

Agreement 718/785 717/785 760/785 
% 
K 
z 
p 

91.46 91.34 96.82 
  0.80 
  22.34 
  < .001 

Intersectional categories    
Agreement 311/334 300/334 283/334 

% 
K 
z 
p 

93.11 89.82 84.73 
  0.03 
  0.47 
  .638 
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agreement was computed using Cohen’s Kappa index and showed a modest inter-judge agreement 

(1960; see Table 2 for details). Specifically, inconsistencies amounted to 15.27% of the total number 

of attributes (i.e., both raters spotted n = 3 inconsistencies, and n = 20 and n = 31 inconsistencies were 

found by one but not the other rater). Of these, judges agreed on n = 5 of the suggested changes by 

the raters. Moreover, judges agreed on n = 2 inconsistencies but suggested alternative clusters than 

those proposed by the raters.  

The attribute-cluster associations stemming from the discrete categories were then compared 

to those in response to the intersectional categories. A rearrangement of the clusters was suggested 

by the judges that involved 22 out of 90 clusters. For instance, the attributes included in the cluster 

“Stigma” and “Inequality” in response to discrete categories and intersectional categories could be 

rearranged into a more accurate classification: “Generic discrimination” (e.g., violence, oppression ), 

“Victim-oriented discrimination” (e.g., harassed, stigmatized), and “Agent-oriented discrimination” 

(e.g., homophobic, racist). This procedure led to the organization of the attributes into 90 clusters. 

Raters learned about the above-mentioned changes made by judges and reviewed the entire sorting 

of the attributes. No inconsistencies were found.  

As a last step, the number of generated attributes that fell in a given cluster in reaction to each 

discrete and intersectional category was computed. 

All materials related to the steps described are available on OSF (https://osf.io/b5u4x).  

The final outcome resulted in a frequency table associating frequencies between 90 clusters and 8 

categories. Following the procedure outlined by previous research (Ghavami & Peplau, 2013; Preddie 

& Biernat, 2021), the first 15 clusters were retained, namely those clusters with a higher frequency 

in terms of association with all the categories (see Table 3). A Correspondence analysis was used to 

examine the relationship between categories (rows) and clusters (columns). This statistical method 

enables an examination of the associations between the discrete and intersectional age and sexual 

orientation categories with the attributes that participants listed for each of them. 

https://osf.io/b5u4x


 
 

 

93 
 

5.2.2 Correspondence analysis 

We conducted a Chi-square analysis of the categories by clusters table (Table 3). The observed 

frequencies deviated strongly from independence, 2(98) = 1824, p < .001, indicating that the clusters 

were not equally represented in each category.  

We then conducted a correspondence analysis using R (R Core Team, 2021) with FactoMineR 

 

Table 3  

Top 15 clusters. Frequency distributions 

Clusters 
Categories 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

Heterosexual 
men 

12 83 24 1 8 7 11 1 30 6 2 3 9 3 14 

Gay men 26 6 15 49 0 47 6 14 2 18 7 0 9 19 0 

Young men 9 0 27 5 2 12 52 35 1 13 6 2 28 14 1 

Elderly men 59 0 5 1 54 0 1 5 18 0 52 48 0 1 19 

Young 
heterosexual 
men 

10 52 28 0 7 6 34 14 14 9 1 4 26 3 8 

Elderly 
heterosexual 
men 

39 33 6 3 34 0 1 2 32 0 16 33 3 0 23 

Young gay  
men 

16 3 19 33 3 35 5 31 3 19 11 2 6 33 3 

Elderly gay  
men 

29 1 16 36 12 14 3 3 4 34 4 6 6 14 1 

Note. 1. Warm, 2. Norm, 3. Agentic, 4. Diversity, 5. Wisdom, 6. Exaggerated, 7. Dynamism, 8. Childish, 

9. Family role, 10. Alternative, 11. Not self-sufficient, 12. Low arousal, 13. Enthusiasm, 4. Immoral, 15. 

Conformist. 
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(Le et al., 2008) and factoextra packages. We intended to analyze the association between the 

occurrences of the clusters and categories. The parameters used to interpret the dimensions emerging 

from the correspondence analysis are the proportion of inertia (i.e., absolute contribution), the amount 

of a variable’s variance explained by a dimension (i.e., cosine square), and the position of the 

variables in the plot (i.e., coordinates) (see Appendix A).  

Results concerning the absolute contribution suggested seven dimensions extracted in order 

of importance, that is, as a decreasing function of the total inertia accounted for (first dimension 

45.93%, second 31.29%, third 15.83%, fourth 4.14%, fifth 1.65, sixth 1.02%, and seventh 0.13%). 

Figure 3 shows the bidimensional space based on the first two dimensions, explaining together 77.2% 

of the total inertia. The first dimension opposes what can be seen as the social default options, i.e., 

those categories conceptualized as “normality” (Zarate & Smith, 1990), such as heterosexual and 

young men (bottom portion of the vertical dimension), and those categories at odds with such 

defaults, namely elderly and gay men (top portion of the vertical dimension). The second dimension 

denotes the concept of traditionalism, contrasting categories high in traditionalism (left portion of the 

horizontal dimension) and correlated clusters, such as “Conformism”, “Family role”, and “Norm”, to 

categories less associated with traditionalism, such as young men and gay men, and clusters as 

“Immoral”, “Alternative”, and “Exaggerated” (right portion of the horizontal dimension).  

Turning to the variance explained by a given dimension (i.e., cos2), ‘Elderly men’ (cos2 = .67), 

‘Elderly heterosexual men’ (cos2 = .92), ‘Gay men’ (cos2 = .58), and ‘Young gay men’ (cos2 = .62), 

were mainly accounted for by the first dimension and less so by the second dimension (i.e., cos2 = 

.26, cos2 = .001, cos2 = .20, cos2 = .19, respectively). The first dimensions explained ‘Young men’ 

more (cos2 = .34) than the second dimension (cos2 = .10). In contrast, ‘Heterosexual men (cos2 = .66) 

and ‘Young heterosexual men’ (cos2 = .93) were mainly accounted for by the second rather than the 

first dimension (cos2 = .09, cos2 = .01, respectively). Although in a less polarized fashion, ‘Elderly 

gay men’ was less accounted for by the first (cos2 = .22) than the second dimension (cos2 = .31). 
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A first examination of the data involves the sexual orientation angle. As the position of ‘Gay 

men’, ‘Young gay men’ and ‘Elderly gay men’ shows, these categories inhabit the same area of the 

bi-dimensional space, suggesting that they shared similar stereotypical attributes. More precisely, 

‘Gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’ almost overlapped in terms of positioning, and both were not very 

distant from ‘Elderly gay men’. Hence, attributes grouped in the “Immoral”, “Exaggerated”, 

“Alternative”, and “Diversity” clusters defined both ‘Gay men’ and ‘Young gay men’, and somewhat 

more so than ‘Elderly gay men’. In sharp contrast, ‘Heterosexual men’, ‘Young heterosexual men’, 

and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ were spread over different areas of the bi-dimensional space. Whereas 

 

‘Heterosexual men’ was associated with attributes of the “Norm” cluster, ‘Young heterosexual men’ 

and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ were closer to those clusters defining the age categories, namely 

‘Young men’ and ‘Elderly men’ respectively.  
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Alternatively, it is instructive to consider the age angle. Here the two categories ‘Elderly men’ 

and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ were positioned close to each other in the space. Both were 

characterized by the “Low arousal”, “Wisdom”, “Conformist”, “Not self-sufficient”, and “Warm” 

clusters. These attributes did not characterize ‘Elderly gay men’ which was located in a different area, 

on the right side of the second dimension. Interestingly, ‘Young men’ is equally distant from ‘Young 

gay men’ and ‘Young heterosexual men’. Moreover, ‘Young men’ and ‘Young heterosexual men’ 

shared attributes associated with the “Agentic”, “Enthusiasm”, and “Dynamism” clusters, whereas 

‘Young men’ and ‘Young gay men’ shared those attributes associated with the “Childish” and 

“Alternative” clusters.  

5.2.3 Emergent clusters 

Following the procedure outlined by Kunda and colleagues (1990; see also, Ghavami & 

Peplau, 2013; Preddie & Biernat, 2021), a three-step procedure was used to identify emergent 

clusters. First, those clusters that pertained to intersectional categories only, and were not defining of 

their constituents, i.e., discrete categories were considered. Second, the clusters that comprised at 

least one attribute utilized at least 3 times and by at least 3 participants. Third, we kept those clusters 

that were used more frequently for a given category intersection than for the remaining category 

intersections.  

Using these criteria, no emergent cluster for ‘Young Heterosexual men’ and ‘Young gay men’ 

was found. There was a single emergent cluster for ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, namely the “Role 

models”. Only three emergent clusters for ‘Elderly gay men’: “Not-religious”, “Psychologically 

disturbed”, and “Invisibility” were found. Participants used the “Not-religious” cluster more often in  

5.3 Discussion 

Results showed that ‘Heterosexual men’, ‘Elderly heterosexual men’, and ‘Young 

heterosexual men’ were all positioned in different areas of the bi-dimensional space. More 

specifically, the representations of the intersectional categories, that is ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ 
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and ‘Young heterosexual men’, were characterized especially by their age category in addition to the 

heterosexual category. A similar pattern occurred for ‘Young men’ in combination with the sexual 

orientation categories. In fact, ‘Young heterosexual men’ and ‘Young gay men’ were equally distant 

from ‘Young men’, and their respective representations were especially based on their sexual 

orientation category in addition to their age category. In sum, ‘Heterosexual men’ and ‘Young men’, 

appeared to be loosely correlated with the age categories and sexual orientation categories 

respectively, thus the intersectional categories stemmed from an additive combination as predicted 

by the modification model. On the contrary, the representation of ‘Gay men’ largely overlapped that 

of ‘Young gay men’, and more so than that of ‘Elderly gay men’. Moreover, the representation of 

‘Elderly men’ was closer to that of ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ and far away from that of ‘Elderly gay 

men’. Hence, it appears that age information brought by ‘Young gay men’ was redundant with the 

contents of the representation of ‘Gay men’, and, at least in part, that the sexual orientation 

information brought by ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ was redundant with the contents of the 

representation of ‘Elderly men’. As such, this pattern of results confirmed that when the contents of 

the to-be-combined categories are positively correlated, their merging follows the prediction of the 

redundancy model. This pattern of result further confirmed that ‘Elderly gay men’ represented a 

conflicting category combination, as the contents brought by its constituent categories were at odds 

with each other, namely they were negatively correlated.  

‘Elderly gay men’ was set in the bi-dimensional space closer to ‘Gay men’ than to ‘Elderly 

men’, indicating that ‘Elderly gay men’ was conceptualized especially in terms of sexual orientation 

rather than of its age category information. Such a pattern of results confirms that when ‘Gay men’ 

and ‘Elderly men’ combined, the resulting combination is dominated by the salience of the sexual 

orientation category, as predicted by the dominance model. Moreover, the analyses of the emergent 

attributes, suggested that, as for this category intersection, perceivers generated attributes pertaining 
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to ‘Elderly gay men’ only, and not to its constituents. As such, the emergent attributes model 

contributed to shaping the atypicality of this category combination, i.e., ‘Elderly gay men’.  

6. General Discussion 

Drawn on works on category intersections, we intend to reconcile apparently opponent views 

on the way categories intersect and are cognitively represented. Thus far, theoretical and empirical 

efforts have framed category intersection either as an additive or as a multiplicative process (Kang & 

Bodenhausen, 2015; Petsko & Bodenhausen, 2019b). The current line of research addresses such 

theoretical diatribes by recasting the analyses of category intersection within the modification model 

for conceptual combination perspective (Kunda et al., 1990; Medin & Shoben, 1988). We argued that 

distinct sexual orientation categories intersect with specific age categories either in an additive or in 

a multiplicative fashion depending on the extant correlation between the two categories to be 

combined.  

We showed that the stereotypical contents of ‘Heterosexual men’ are independent from those 

related to discrete age categories and that the stereotypic contents of ‘Young men’ appear to be 

loosely overlapping those associated with discrete sexual orientation categories. Hence, and as 

anticipated by the modification model, when ‘Heterosexual men’ combines with age categories, the 

stereotypical contents of such categories add together to those brought by the sexual orientation 

category. In a similar vein, when ‘Young men’ intersects sexual orientation categories, the 

stereotypical contents of the latter are added to the former. As a result, ‘Young heterosexual men’ 

appear to be a typical subtype of both young and heterosexual men, and ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ 

appear to be a typical subtype of both elderly and heterosexual men.  

Also, the stereotypical contents of ‘Young gay men’ largely overlap those of ‘Gay men’, and 

the stereotypical contents of ‘Elderly heterosexual men’ are close to those of ‘Elderly men’. These 

results are in line with evidence from media analysis, suggesting that gay men are more frequently 
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depicted than their heterosexual counterparts as young (Fejes, 2000; Rosenfeld, 2009), and from 

research on the aging of sexual minorities, voicing the heteronormative default within the health care 

services dedicated to older people (Choi & Meyer, 2016). Such redundancy in terms of stereotypes 

between the categories in question mapped onto the enhanced typicality of ‘Gay men’ as young, and 

the enhanced typicality of ‘Elderly men’ as heterosexual. Hence, when the to-be-combined age and 

sexual orientation categories are positively correlated, their combination occurred consistently with 

the predictions of the redundancy model.  

In the case of ‘Elderly gay men’, the two constituent categories are negatively correlated. In 

line with the dominance model, stereotypical contents associated with ‘Elderly gay men’ turn out to 

be more in line with those of ‘Gay men’ but at odds with those associated with ‘Elderly men’. Such 

a pattern of results mirrored those issued by the typicality measures as ‘Elderly gay men’ appeared to 

be neither typical of young nor of elderly men, but still a subtype of ‘Gay men’. The analyses of the 

emergent attributes likely explain that unique attributes pertaining to this group render ‘Elderly gay 

men’ a “deviant” case with respect to ‘Elderly men’, and an atypical subtype majorly qualified by its 

sexual orientation category than its age category, as predicted by the dominance model.  

In sum, we claim that emergent attributes, stemming from category intersections whose 

constituents are at odds with each other, make such intersections less “visible” when processing the 

constituents. This theoretical assertion is further corroborated by studies that relied on age or race and 

sexual orientation intersections. While perceivers are accurate in categorizing the faces of young gay 

and straight men, their accuracy is impaired when it comes to older gay and straight men (Tskhay et 

al., 2016). That is, when atypical members (i.e., older gay men) are processed, their age membership 

is blurred. In a similar vein, the weapon effect (i.e., faster recognition of weapons when primed with 

Black men than with White men) is substantially reduced when primes comprise both older Black 

and White men (Jones & Fazio, 2010), namely when the category ‘Black men’ (who is prototyped as 

young) is presented in an atypical manner (i.e., old men). Importantly, the weapon effect was still 
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found when primes comprised of faces of Black and White children, whose age category is not at 

odds with their race category (Thiem et al, 2019; Todd et al, 2016).  

Taken together, this evidence suggests a new way of looking at the categories’ intersections. 

By using mixed tools and methodologies, results confirm that the additive (i.e., double jeopardy 

approach) and the multiplicative approach are not mutually exclusive, but rather play a distinct role 

in the category combination depending on the existing relationship between the combined discrete 

categories. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The current research project focused on the intersectional invisibility of older gay men. 

Specifically, this research explored the stereotypes associated with specific combinations of age 

(i.e., young and elderly) and sexual orientation (i.e., gay and heterosexual) categories as a key 

process of the cognitive invisibility of elderly gay men. 

Social cognition research has recognized that categories have varying degrees of typicality, 

with certain exemplars being more representative of the category as a whole than others.  In Chapter 

1, we found that the heteronormative assumption was stronger within  ‘Elderly men’ than within 

‘Young men’, as well as the young-as-default was stronger within ‘Gay men’ than within 

‘Heterosexual men’. Hence, it appears that ‘Elderly men’ in particular are prototyped as 

heterosexual, and that ‘Gay men’ are porotype as  young. As a consequence, ‘Elderly gay men’ are 

neither typical of ‘Elderly men’ nor of ‘Gay men’. In Chapter 2, the atypicality of the category 

combination ‘Elderly gay men’ accounted for their age stereotyping: they were stereotyped as 

younger and less old compared to the constituent category ‘Elderly men’. Moreover, and 

confirming the cognitive nature of such a pattern of stereotyping, additional atypical members, such 

as Elderly atheist and athlete men, were stereotyped as younger and less old compared to the 

constituent category ‘Elderly men’. In Chapter 3, we more directly addressed the idea that  ‘Elderly 

gay men’ constituted an atypical subtype. Specifically, we assessed the overlap between the 

characteristics generated in reaction to the age and sexual orientation discrete categories and those 

generated for their intersectional combinations: ‘Elderly gay men’ was the intersectional category 

most described by unique characteristics that did not pertain to its constituent categories. 

This research presents several limitations. First, in all of the studies described in the three 

chapters, we relied on experimental samples that included more young (i.e., under 35 years of age) 

and adult (i.e., between 35 and 65 years of age) individuals than older (i.e., over 65 years of age) 



 
 

 

102 
 

individuals. Additional studies should try and replicate the present findings in a more diverse age 

sample. In particular, with regard to the category interpretation paradigm used in Chapter 1, 

previous research has shown that the evaluation of category labels can change over time 

(Pennebaker & Stone, 2003). In Study 1 and 2 of Chapter 1, the sample consisted mainly of young 

participants (99.22% and 69.83%, respectively) and adult participants (0.78% and 27.94%, 

respectively). A more diverse age sample might be useful to test whether the use of specific 

category labels referring to male sexual orientation is related to specific labels referring to age, and 

vice versa, across ages. Moreover, in all the studies of Chapter 2, the sample was composed 

primarily of young participants (48.35%, 86.55%, 45.24%, and 90.29%, respectively) and adult 

participants (43.96%, 13.45%, 54.76%, and 9.71%, respectively). Finally, even in the studies in 

Chapter 3, the sample comprised mainly young participants (84.08%, 83.33%, and 92.50%, 

respectively) and adults (14.65%, 15.84%, and 7.50%, respectively). It is unclear whether 

participants of different ages share the same cultural stereotypes investigated in both Chapters 2 and 

3. Prior research suggested that compared to young individuals, adult and elderly individuals have a 

more multifaceted representation of their age group (e.g., Brewer & Lui, 1984; Hummert, 1993). 

Future research can rely on an age-diverse sample to test whether the stereotyping of the intersected 

categories under scrutiny differs across age classes. 

Also, across all studies, the samples were largely comprised of heterosexual female 

participants (n = 694 female participants, ca. 61.90%). Given that heterosexual women, compared 

to heterosexual men, report less stereotypical and more positive attitudes towards gay men, a more 

gender-balanced sample would have allowed for a more accurate estimate of the general 

population’s young bias in the representation of gay men and heterosexual bias in the representation 

of older men (Sakalli & Ugurlu, 2003).  

As noted in the procedure section of all studies, we relied on masculine grammatical gender 

to specify that the categories under consideration referred to men. Although this grammatical marker 
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conveys information concerning the (masculine) gender of the categories under consideration, future 

studies carried out in gender-unfair linguistic contexts might more explicitly specify gender 

information. 

Finally, and especially with regard to Chapters 2 and 3, we investigated perceivers’ cultural 

stereotypes rather than perceivers’ endorsement of such stereotypes. Although the two processes have 

been found to be connected (Crandall & Eshleman, 2003), future research can address the extent to 

which the cultural representations of age and sexual orientation category intersections are endorsed 

at the individual level of analyses. Further investigation of this process could provide an additional 

explanation for the invisibility of elderly gay men. Several studies have shown that people tend to 

endorse stereotypes about outgroups to maintain the status quo (Jost, 2001; Jost & Burgess, 2000). 

Hence, we might expect that the more people endorse the stereotypes of ‘Elderly gay men’ as invisible 

and psychologically disturbed (i.e., unique stereotypes specific to this intersectional category, see 

Chapter 3) the more they are prone to deny the unique discrimination of such a group (Bettinsoli et 

al., 2022). Relatedly, as stereotyping is highly dependent on the cultural environment, caution is 

recommended in generalizing these results to other cultural and linguistic contexts (Fiske & Cuddy, 

2006; Gordijn et al., 2001). Italy is scored higher on sexual prejudice compared to other EU countries 

(ILGA-Europe, 2023), and differently from other EU countries, no health services have been set up 

to address the unique need of elderly gay men (Cronin & King, 2010). Hence, attributes used to 

describe the discrete categories of age and sexual orientation as well as their combinations could be 

strongly constrained by cultural factors.  

A second aim of this research was to explore how perceivers’ amount of contact with 

individuals belonging to age and sexual orientation categories influenced their understanding of 

discrete age and sexual orientation categories (Chapter 1), as well as the categories that arise from 

the intersection of age and sexual orientation (Chapter 2). The results of these chapters seem to 

suggest that there is no apparent association between participants’ amount of contact and how the 
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categories of age and sexual orientation are cognitively represented or how their combinations are 

stereotyped. However, and in line with the reasoning outlined above, we reasoned that both the 

category interpretation paradigm used in Chapter 1 and the stereotyping measure adopted in Chapter 

2 investigated a cultural view of the categories under analysis, while the items concerning 

participants’ amount of contact reffered to participants’ own conctact with the target groups. Future 

studies could overcome this limitation by assessing both the personal endorsment of the age 

sterootyping and the personal level of intergroup contact.  

The current research can be seen as a scientific continuation of Iannello's exhibition cited in 

Chapter 3, and likewise Ianello’s work has practical implications. The consensual age stereotypes of 

old gay men can enact the invisibility of that group when, for instance, planning policies aimed at 

older individuals. In fact, the unique needs of old gay men have frequently been left unaddressed as 

in the case of retirement communities that have only recently become LGBT+ inclusive (Cronin & 

King, 2010). In addition, socially representing this age segment of the gay male population as 

“young” may reinforce the belief on the part of older gay men that looking and acting young is 

necessary to be accepted in the gay community (Grant, 2010; Schope, 2005; Wight et al., 2015).  

At the practical level, the current results could inform media professionals about the risk of 

portraying elderly men as exclusively heterosexual, making old gay men “invisible”, and of the need 

to adopt more sexual orientation-diverse representations of elderly men. The present findings could 

then inform media workers about the need to update the portrayal of older men as exclusively 

heterosexual or of gay men as exclusively young. Likely, more diverse representations of the groups 

in question may help counteract the invisibility of elderly gay men. Fuerthermore, elderly gay men 

may experience a failure in matching the stereotypical implications associated with their sexual 

orientation. As a result, they might either stress their attempts to look like young gay men or anticipate 

the ageism within the gay community (Wahler & Gabbay, 1997). Both forms of coping may foster 

elderly gay men’s minority stress (Wight et al., 2015). Hence, our results might inform practitioners 
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about the unique form of discrimination experienced by elderly gay men to gain a better understaning 

of their clients’ psychological issues and well-being.  

  



 
 

 

106 
 

REFERENCES 

Abele, A. E., Hauke, N., Peters, K., Louvet, E., Szymkow, A., & Duan, Y. (2016). Facets of the 

fundamental content dimensions: Agency with competence and assertiveness—Communion 

with warmth and morality. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1810. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01810  

Anderson, N. H. (1965). Averaging versus adding as a stimulus-combination rule in impression 

formation. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 70(4), 394–400. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022280  

Allan, L. J., & Johnson, J. A. (2008). Undergraduate attitudes toward the elderly: The role of 

knowledge, contact and aging anxiety. Educational Gerontology, 35(1), 1-14. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270802299780  

Ashmore, R. D., & Del Boca, F. K. (1981). Conceptual approaches to stereotypes and 

stereotyping. Cognitive Processes in Stereotyping and Intergroup Behavior, 1, 1-35. 

Avila-Saavedra, G. (2009). Nothing queer about queer television: Televized construction of gay 

masculinities. Media, Culture & Society, 31(1), 5–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443708098243  

Axt, J. R., Atwood, S., Talhelm, T., & Hehman, E. (2022). Asian Men and Black Women Hold 

Weaker Race–Gender Associations: Evidence From the United States and China. Social 

Psychological and Personality Science, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506221127493  

Bailey, A. H., LaFrance, M., & Dovidio, J. F. (2019). Is man the measure of all things? A social 

cognitive account of androcentrism. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 23(4), 307-

331. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318782848  

Barrett, D. C., & Pollack, L. M. (2005). Whose gay community? Social class, sexual self-expression, 

and gay community involvement. The Sociological Quarterly, 46(3), 437-456. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01810
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022280
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270802299780
https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443708098243
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506221127493
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318782848


 
 

 

107 
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.2005.00021.x 

Barsalou, L. W. (1985). Ideals, central tendency, and frequency of instantiation as determinants of 

graded structure in categories. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and 

Cognition, 11(4), 629-654. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.11.1-4.629  

Beal, F. M. (1970). Double jeopardy: To be Black and female. Detroit, MI: Radical Education Project. 

Beale, F. (1970). “Double Jeopardy.” Sisterhood Is Powerful: An Anthology of Writings from the 

Women's Liberation Movement. Ed. Robin Morgan. New York: Random House. 340-353. 

Bennett, K. C., & Thompson, N. L. (1991). Accelerated aging and male homosexuality: Australian 

evidence in a continuing debate. Journal of Homosexuality, 20(3-4), 65-76. 

https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v20n03_04  

Berdahl, J. L., & Moore, C. (2006). Workplace harassment: double jeopardy for minority women. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(2), 426-436. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426  

Berger, R. M. (1982). The unseen minority: Older gays and lesbians. Social Work, 27, 236–242. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/27.3.236  

Bettinsoli, M. L., Napier, J. L., & Carnaghi, A. (2022). The “gay agenda:” How the myth of gay 

affluence impedes the progress toward equality. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1-

16. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2762 

Blakemore, K., & Boneham, M. (1994). Age, Race and Ethnicity: A Comparative Approach. 

Rethinking Ageing Series. Open University Press, 1900 Frost Road, Suite 101, Bristol, PA 

19007 (paperback: ISBN-0-335-19086-3; clothbound: ISBN-0-335-19234-3); Open 

University Press, Celtic Court, 22 Ballmoor, Buckingham, England, United Kingdom MK18 

1XW. 

Bodenhausen, G. V., Schwarz, N., Bless, H., & Wänke, M. (1995). Effects of atypical exemplars on 

racial beliefs: Enlightened racism or generalized appraisals. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 31(1), 48-63. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1995.1003  

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.2005.00021.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.11.1-4.629
https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v20n03_04
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/27.3.236
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2762
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1995.1003


 
 

 

108 
 

Brewer, M. B. (1988). A dual process model of impression formation. In R. S. Wyer & T. K. Srull 

(Eds.), Advances in Social Cognition, Vol. 1 (pp. 1–36). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.  

Brewer, M. B., & Lui, L. (1984). Categorization of the elderly by the elderly: Effects of perceiver's 

category membership. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 10(4), 585-595. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167284104012 

Brewer, M. B., Dull, V., & Lui, L. (1981). Perceptions of the elderly: Stereotypes as 

prototypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 41(4), 656-670. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656 

Brigham, J. C. (1971). Ethnic stereotypes. Psychological bulletin, 76(1), 15-38. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031446  

Cadinu, M., Latrofa, M., & Carnaghi, A. (2013). Comparing self-stereotyping with in-group-

stereotyping and out-group-stereotyping in unequalstatus groups: the case of gender. Self and 

Identity, 12(6), 582–596. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2012.712753  

Cambridge dictionary. (n.d.) Retrieved December 22, 2022, from 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/invisibility  

Carnaghi, A., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2006). Social consensus and the encoding of consistent and 

inconsistent information: When one's future audience orients information processing. 

European Journal of Social Psychology, 36(2), 199-210. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.265  

Carnaghi, A., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2007). Subtyping and social consensus: The role of the audience in 

the maintenance of stereotypic beliefs. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37(5), 902-

922. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.402  

Carnaghi, A., Rusconi, P., Bianchi, M., Fasoli, F., Coladonato, R., & Hegarty, P. (2022). No country 

for old gay men: Age and sexuality category intersection renders older gay men invisible. 

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 25(4), 964-989. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220987606  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167284104012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031446
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2012.712753
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/invisibility
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.265
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.402
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220987606


 
 

 

109 
 

Carnaghi, A., Stragà, M., Coladonato, R., Bianchi, M., & Piccoli, V. (2020). Extrapolating 

stereotypical information on sexual orientation from race categories: The case of Black and 

Asian men. Psychology of Men & Masculinities, 21(2), 224-234. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000225  

Caspi, A. (1984). Contact hypothesis and inter-age attitudes: A field study of cross-age contact. Social 

Psychology Quarterly, 47(1), 74-80. https://doi.org/10.2307/3033890  

Chaney, K. E., Sanchez, D. T., & Remedios, J. D. (2020). Dual cues: Women of color anticipate both 

gender and racial bias in the face of a single identity cue. Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220942844 

Chasteen, A. L., Schwarz, N., & Park, D. C. (2002). The activation of aging stereotypes in younger 

and older adults. The Journals of Gerontology Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social 

Sciences, 57(6), 540-547. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/57.6.P540  

Cheryan, S., & Markus, H. R. (2020). Masculine defaults: Identifying and mitigating hidden cultural 

biases. Psychological Review, 127(6), 1022-1052. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000209 

Choi, S. K., & Meyer, I. H. (2016). LGBT aging: A review of research findings, needs, and policy 

implications. eScholarship, University of California. 

Cohen, J. (1960). A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educational and psychological 

measurement, 20(1), 37-46. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104  

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Coladonato, R., Bianchi, M., Case, F., & Carnaghi, A. (2022) Age stereotyping of gay and 

heterosexual men: Why does a minority sexual orientation blur the age of old men, in 

particular?. European Journal of Social Psychology, 52(4), 611-625. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2841  

Coladonato, R., Carnaghi, A., Ciosk, M. A., Bianchi, M., & Piccoli, V. (2023). A Cognitive Look at 

https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000225
https://doi.org/10.2307/3033890
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220942844
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/57.6.P540
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000209
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2841


 
 

 

110 
 

the “Invisibility” of Older Gay Men Within the Categories ‘Gay Man’ and ‘Elderly Man.’ 

Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 42(2), 231–244. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X221137581  

Cole, E. R. (2009). Intersectionality and research in psychology. American Psychologist, 64(3), 170-

180. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014564  

Craig, M. A., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2018). Category (non) fit modulates extrapolative stereotyping 

of multiply categorizable social targets. Social Cognition, 36(5), 559-588. 

https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2018.36.5.559 

Crandall, C. S., & Eshleman, A. (2003). A justification-suppression model of the expression and 

experience of prejudice. Psychological Bulletin, 129(3), 414. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.129.3.414  

Crenshaw, K. W. (1993). Beyond racism and misogyny: Black feminism and 2 live crew. In M. J. 

Matsuda, C. R. Lawrence III, R. Delgado, & K. W. Crenshaw (Eds.), Words that wound: 

Critical race theory, assaultive speech, and the first amendment (pp. 111-132). Boulder, CO: 

Westview Press. 

Crisp, R. J., & Hewstone, M. (2007). Multiple social categorization. Advances in Experimental Social 

Psychology, 39, 163-254. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(06)39004-1  

Cronin, A., & King, A. (2010). Power, inequality and identification: Exploring diversity and 

intersectionality amongst older LGB adults. Sociology, 44(5), 876–892. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038510375738 

Cuddy, A. J., & Fiske, S. T. (2002). Doddering but dear: Process, content, and function in stereotyping 

of older people. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Ageism: Stereotyping and Prejudice Against Older 

Persons (pp. 3–26). MIT Press. 

Cuddy, A. J., Norton, M. I., & Fiske, S. T. (2005). This old stereotype: The pervasiveness and 

persistence of the elderly stereotype. Journal of Social Issues, 61(2), 267-285. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X221137581
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014564
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2018.36.5.559
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.414
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.414
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(06)39004-1
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0038038510375738


 
 

 

111 
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00405.x 

Devine, P. G. (1989). Stereotypes and prejudice: Their automatic and controlled components. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 5–18. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.5  

Devos, T., & Banaji, M. R. (2005). American = white?. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 88(3), 447-466. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.447 

Dovidio, J. F., & Jones, J. M. (2019). Prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination. Advanced Social 

Psychology: The State of the Science, 2, 275-298. 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G*Power 

3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149-

1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power 

analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research 

Methods, 39, 175-191. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146 

Fejes, F. (2000). Making a gay masculinity. Critical Studies in Media Communication, 17(1), 113–

116. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295030009388382  

Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum of impression formation, from category-based to 

individuating processes: Influences of information and motivation on attention and 

interpretation. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 23, 1-74. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60317-2  

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype content: 

competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and competition. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878-902. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.82.6.878  

Fiske, S.T.,& Cuddy, A.C. (2006). Stereotype content across cultures as a function of group status. 

In S. Guimond (Ed.), Social Comparison and Social Psychology (pp. 249–263). Cambridge: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00405.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.447
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295030009388382
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60317-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878


 
 

 

112 
 

Cambridge University Press. 

Freeman, J. B., & Ambady, N. (2011). A dynamic interactive theory of person 

construal. Psychological Review, 118(2), 247-279. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022327  

Galinsky, A. D., Hall, E. V., & Cuddy, A. J. (2013). Gendered races: Implications for interracial 

marriage, leadership selection, and athletic participation. Psychological Science, 24(4), 498–

506. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612457783  

Ghavami, N., & Peplau, L. A. (2013). An intersectional analysis of gender and ethnic stereotypes: 

Testing three hypotheses. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37(1), 113-127. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312464203 

Gilbert, D. T., & Hixon, J. G. (1991). The trouble of thinking: Activation and application of 

stereotypic beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(4), 509-517. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.4.509 

Goff, P. A., Thomas, M. A., & Jackson, M. C. (2008). “Ain’t I a woman?”: Towards an intersectional 

approach to person perception and group-based harms. Sex Roles, 59(5-6), 392-403. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9505-4  

Goffman, E. (1963). Embarrassment and Social Organization. In N. J. Smelser & W. T. Smelser 

(Eds.), Personality and Social Systems (pp. 541–548). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/11302-050  

Gonzales, P. M., Blanton, H., & Williams, K. J. (2002). The effects of stereotype threat and double-

minority status on the test performance of Latino women. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 28(5), 659-670. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202288010  

Gordijn, E. H., Koomen, W., & Stapel, D. A. (2001). Level of prejudice in relation to knowledge of 

cultural stereotypes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 37, 150–157. 

https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000054 

Grant, J. M. (2010). Outing age. Public policy issues affecting lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022327
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612457783
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312464203
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.4.509
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9505-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/11302-050
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202288010
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000054


 
 

 

113 
 

elders. The Policy Institute of the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force Foundation. 

https://www.lgbtagingcenter.org/resources/resource.cfm?r=30  

Hajek, C. & Giles, H. (2002). The old man out: An intergroup analysis of intergenerational 

communication among gay men. Journal of Communication, 52(4), 698-714. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2002.tb02569.x  

Hale, N. M., & Hewitt, J. (1998). Negative aging stereotypes and the agentic-communal dichotomy. 

Perceptual and Motor Skills, 87(3), 915-918. 

Hantzi, A. (1995). Change in stereotypic perceptions of familiar and unfamiliar groups: The 

pervasiveness of the subtyping model. British Journal of Social Psychology, 34(4), 463-477. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1995.tb01077.x  

Harris, L. T., & Fiske, S. T. (2006). Dehumanizing the lowest of the low: Neuroimaging responses 

to extreme out-groups. Psychological Science, 17(10), 847-853. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01793.x 

Harrison, J. (2006). Coming out ready or not! Gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender and intersex ageing 

and aged care in Australia: Reflections, contemporary developments and the road ahead. Gay 

and Lesbian Issues and Psychology Review, 2, 44–53. 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Murray_Drummond/publication/26439710_Ageing_ga

y_men’s_bodies/links/0deec52bde6f65c634000000/Ageinggay-mens-bodies.pdf#page=6 

Hegarty, P., & Pratto, F. (2001). The effects of social category norms and stereotypes on explanations 

for intergroup differences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(5), 723-735. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.723 

Hegarty, P., & Pratto, F. (2004). The differences that norms make: Empiricism, social 

constructionism, and the interpretation of group differences. Sex Roles, 50(7), 445-453. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023065.56633.cb  

Herek, G. M. (2007). Confronting sexual stigma and prejudice: Theory and practice. Journal of Social 

https://www.lgbtagingcenter.org/resources/resource.cfm?r=30
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2002.tb02569.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1995.tb01077.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01793.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.723
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023065.56633.cb


 
 

 

114 
 

Issues, 63(4), 905-925. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2007.00544.x  

Hewstone, M., & Hamberger, J. (2000). Perceived variability and stereotype change. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 36(2), 103-124. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1398  

Hewstone, M., Macrae, C. N., Griffiths, R., Milne, A. B., & Brown, R. (1994). Cognitive models of 

stereotype change:(5). Measurement, development, and consequences of subtyping. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 30(6), 505-526. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1994.1024  

Hinzman, L., & Maddox, K. B. (2017). Conceptual and visual representations of racial categories: 

Distinguishing subtypes from subgroups. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 70, 95-

109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.12.012  

Hummert, M. L. (1993). Age and typicality judgments of stereotypes of the elderly: Perceptions of 

elderly vs. young adults. The International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 37(3), 

217-226. https://doi.org/10.2190/L01P-V960-8P17-PL56 

Hummert, M. L., Garstka, T. A., Shaner, J. L., & Strahm, S. (1994). Stereotypes of the elderly held 

by young, middle-aged, and elderly adults. Journal of Gerontology, 49(5), 240-249. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/49.5.P240 

Ianniello, M. (2020, August 24). Wish it was a coming out: older gay people in Italy – in pictures. 

The Guardian. Retrieved from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/gallery/2020/aug/24/wish-it-was-a-coming-out-

older-gay-people-in-italy-in-pictures  

ILGA-Europe (2023). ILGA-Europe’s annual review of the human rights situation of lesbian, gay, 

bisexual, trans and intersex people covering events that occurred in Europe and central Asia 

between january-december 2022. Retrieved from https://www.ilga-europe.org/report/annual-

review-2023/  

Islam, M. R., & Hewstone, M. (1993). Dimensions of contact as predictors of intergroup anxiety, 

perceived out-group variability, and out-group attitude: An integrative model. Personality and 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2007.00544.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1398
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1994.1024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.12.012
https://doi.org/10.2190/L01P-V960-8P17-PL56
https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/gallery/2020/aug/24/wish-it-was-a-coming-out-older-gay-people-in-italy-in-pictures
https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/gallery/2020/aug/24/wish-it-was-a-coming-out-older-gay-people-in-italy-in-pictures
https://www.ilga-europe.org/report/annual-review-2023/
https://www.ilga-europe.org/report/annual-review-2023/


 
 

 

115 
 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(6), 700-710. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005  

JAMOVI (Version 1.1.9.0). (2020). The jamovi project (2020) [Computer Software]. 

https://www.jamovi.org  

Jankowski, G. S., Diedrichs, P. C., & Halliwell, E. (2014). Can appearance conversations explain 

differences between gay and heterosexual men’s body dissatisfaction?. Psychology of Men & 

Masculinity, 15(1), 68-77. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031796 

Johnson, K. L., & Ghavami, N. (2011). At the crossroads of conspicuous and concealable: What race 

categories communicate about sexual orientation. PLoS One, 6(3), e18025. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0018025  

Johnston, L., & Hewstone, M. (1992). Cognitive models of stereotype change: 3. Subtyping and the 

perceived typicality of disconfirming group members. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 28(4), 360-386. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(92)90051-K  

Jones, C. R., & Fazio, R. H. (2010). Person categorization and automatic racial stereotyping effects 

on weapon identification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 1073–1085. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210375817  

Jost, J. T. (2001). Outgroup favoritism and the theory of system justification: An experimental 

paradigm for investigating the effects of socio-economic success on stereotype content. In G. 

Moskowitz (Ed.), Cognitive Social Psychology: The Princeton Symposium on the Legacy and 

Future of Social Cognition (pp. 89–102). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Jost, J. T., & Burgess, D. (2000). Attitudinal ambivalence and the conflict between group and system 

justification motives in low status groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 

293–305. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265003  

Kahneman, D., & Miller, D. T. (1986). Norm theory: Comparing reality to its alternatives. 

Psychological Review, 93(2), 136-153. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.93.2.136  

Kang, S. K., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2015). Multiple identities in social perception and interaction: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://www.jamovi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031796
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0018025
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(92)90051-K
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210375817
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.93.2.136


 
 

 

116 
 

Challenges and opportunities. Annual Review of Psychology, 66(1), 547-574. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015025  

Kang, S. K., & Chasteen, A. L. (2009). Beyond the double-jeopardy hypothesis: Assessing emotion 

on the faces of multiply-categorizable targets of prejudice. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 45(6), 1281-1285. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.07.002  

Katz, I., Wackenhut, J., & Hass, R. G. (1986). Racial ambivalence, value duality, and behavior. In J. 

F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Prejudice, Discrimination, and Racism (p. 35–59). 

Academic Press. 

Kia, H., Grace, D., Strike, C., & Ross, L. E. (2019). Across serostatus: A study of subjugation and 

resistance in older gay men’s experiences navigating health care. Sexuality Research and 

Social Policy, 16, 121–133. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-018-0344-y 

Kite, M. E., Deaux, K., & Miele, M. (1991). Stereotypes of young and old: Does age outweigh 

gender?. Psychology and Aging, 6(1), 19-27. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.6.1.19 

Kunda, Z., & Oleson, K. C. (1995). Maintaining stereotypes in the face of disconfirmation: 

constructing grounds for subtyping deviants. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

68(4), 565-579. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565  

Kunda, Z., & Spencer, S. J. (2003). When do stereotypes come to mind and when do they color 

judgment? A goal-based theoretical framework for stereotype activation and 

application. Psychological Bulletin, 129(4), 522-544. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.129.4.522 

Kunda, Z., Miller, D. T., & Claire, T. (1990). Combining social concepts: The role of causal 

reasoning. Cognitive Science, 14(4), 551-577. https://doi.org/10.1016/0364-0213(90)90009-

L 

Le, S., Josse, J. & Husson, F. (2008). FactoMineR: An R Package for Multivariate Analysis. Journal 

of Statistical Software. 25(1). pp. 1-18. https://www.jstatsoft.org/v25/i01/  

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-018-0344-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.6.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.522
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.522
https://doi.org/10.1016/0364-0213(90)90009-L
https://doi.org/10.1016/0364-0213(90)90009-L
https://www.jstatsoft.org/v25/i01/


 
 

 

117 
 

Lee, I. C., & Crawford, M. (2007). Lesbians and bisexual women in the eyes of scientific psychology. 

Feminism & Psychology, 17(1), 109–127. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353507073096  

Lick, D. J., & Johnson, K. L. (2016). Straight until proven gay: A systematic bias toward straight 

categorizations in sexual orientation judgments. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 110(6), 801–817. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000052  

Lickel, B., Hamilton, D. L., Wieczorkowska, G., Lewis, A., Sherman, S. J., & Uhles, A. N. (2000). 

Varieties of groups and the perception of group entitativity. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 78(2), 223-246. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223  

Nichols, K. R., & McAndrew, F. T. (1984). Stereotyping and autostereotyping in Spanish, Malaysian, 

and American college students. The Journal of Social Psychology, 124(2), 179-189. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1984.9922846  

North, M. S., & Fiske, S. T. (2015). Modern attitudes toward older adults in the aging world: A cross-

cultural meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 141(5), 993-1021. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0039469  

Macrae, C. N., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2000). Social cognition: Thinking categorically about 

others. Annual Review of Psychology, 51(1), 93-120. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.93 

Macrae, C. N., Bodenhausen, G. V., & Milne, A. B. (1995). The dissection of selection in person 

perception: inhibitory processes in social stereotyping. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 69(3), 397-407. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.3.397 

Maurer, K. L., Park, B., & Rothbart, M. (1995). Subtyping versus subgrouping processes in stereotype 

representation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(5), 812-824. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.812  

McCauley, C., Stitt, C. L., & Segal, M. (1980). Stereotyping: From prejudice to 

prediction. Psychological Bulletin, 87(1), 195-208. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353507073096
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000052
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1984.9922846
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0039469
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.93
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.3.397
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.812
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.87.1.195


 
 

 

118 
 

2909.87.1.195 

Medin, D. L., & Shoben, E. J. (1988). Context and structure in conceptual combination. Cognitive 

Psychology, 20(2), 158-190. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(88)90018-7  

Mervis, C. B., & Rosch, E. (1981). Categorization of natural objects. Annual Review of Psychology, 

32(1), 89-115. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.32.020181.000513 

Mullen, B. (1991). Group composition, salience, and cognitive representations: The phenomenology 

of being in a group. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 27(4), 297-323. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(91)90028-5 

Ng, C. H. (2007). Motivation among older adults in learning computing technologies: A grounded 

model. Educational Gerontology, 34(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270701763845  

Nicolas, G., de la Fuente, M., & Fiske, S. T. (2017). Mind the overlap in multiple categorization: A 

review of crossed categorization, intersectionality, and multiracial perception. Group 

Processes & Intergroup Relations, 20(5), 621-631. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217708862  

Nisbett, R. E., Zukier, H., & Lemley, R. E. (1981). The dilution effect: Nondiagnostic information 

weakens the implications of diagnostic information. Cognitive Psychology, 13(2), 248-277. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(81)90010-4 

North, M. S., & Fiske, S. T. (2015). Modern attitudes toward older adults in the aging world: A cross-

cultural meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 141(5), 993–1021. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039469  

Office for National Statistics (2022). Sexual orientation, UK: 2020. Experimental Statistics on sexual 

orientation in the UK in 2020 by region, sex, age, marital or legal partnership status, ethnic 

group and socio-economic classification, using data from the Annual Population Survey 

(APS). Retrieved Maj 25, 2022 from 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/culturalidentity/sexuality/bulletins/

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.87.1.195
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(88)90018-7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.32.020181.000513
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(91)90028-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270701763845
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217708862
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(81)90010-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039469
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/culturalidentity/sexuality/bulletins/sexualidentityuk/2020


 
 

 

119 
 

sexualidentityuk/2020  

Pagotto, L., Voci, A., & Maculan, V. (2010). The effectiveness of intergroup contact at work: 

Mediators and moderators of hospital workers' prejudice towards immigrants. Journal of 

Community & Applied Social Psychology, 20(4), 317-330. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.1038  

Park, B., Wolsko, C., & Judd, C. M. (2001). Measurement of subtyping in stereotype change. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 37(4), 325-332. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2000.1460  

Pennebaker, J. W., & Stone, L. D. (2003). Words of wisdom: language use over the life span. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(2), 291-301. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.85.2.291  

Petsko, C. D., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2019a). Racial stereotyping of gay men: Can a minority sexual 

orientation erase race?. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 83, 37-54. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.03.002 

Petsko, C. D., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2019b). Multifarious person perception: How social perceivers 

manage the complexity of intersectional targets. Social and Personality Psychology 

Compass, 14(2), e12518. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12518 

Preddie, J. P., & Biernat, M. (2021). More than the sum of its parts: Intersections of sexual orientation 

and race as they influence perceptions of group similarity and stereotype content. Sex 

Roles, 84(9), 554-573. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01185-3 

Purdie-Vaughns, V., & Eibach, R. P. (2008). Intersectional invisibility: The distinctive advantages 

and disadvantages of multiple subordinate-group identities. Sex Roles, 59(5-6), 377-391. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4  

Qualtrics, 2020. Provo, Utah, USA, Retrieved from https://www.qualtrics.com  

Qualtrics, 2021. Provo, Utah, USA, Retrieved from https://www.qualtrics.com  

R Core Team (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for 

Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. https://www.R-project.org/  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/culturalidentity/sexuality/bulletins/sexualidentityuk/2020
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.1038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2000.1460
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.291
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.291
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12518
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01185-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4
https://www.qualtrics.com/
https://www.qualtrics.com/
https://www.r-project.org/


 
 

 

120 
 

Richards, Z., & Hewstone, M. (2001). Subtyping and subgrouping: Processes for the prevention and 

promotion of stereotype change. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5(1), 52-73. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0501_4 C 

Roccas, S., & Brewer, M. B. (2002). Social identity complexity. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 6(2), 88-106. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0602_01  

Rosch, E., & Mervis, C. B. (1975). Family resemblances: Studies in the internal structure of 

categories. Cognitive Psychology, 7(4), 573-605. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-

0285(75)90024-9 

Rosch, E., Mervis, C. B., Gray, W. D., Johnson, D. M., & Boyes-Braem, P. (1976). Basic objects in 

natural categories. Cognitive Psychology, 8(3), 382-439. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-

0285(76)90013-X  

Rosenfeld, D. (2009). Heteronormativity and homonormativity as practical and moral resources: The 

case of lesbian and gay elders. Gender & Society, 23(5), 617–638. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243209341357  

Rothbart, M., Sriram, N., & Davis-Stitt, C. (1996). The retrieval of typical and atypical category 

members. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 32(4), 309-336. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1996.0015  

Sakalli, N., & Ugurlu, O. (2003). The effects of social contact with a lesbian person on the attitude 

change toward homosexuality in Turkey. Journal of Homosexuality, 44(1), 111-119. 

https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v44n01_06  

Saucier, J. A., & Caron, S. L. (2008). An investigation of content and media images in gay men's 

magazines. Journal of Homosexuality, 55(3), 504-523. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00918360802345297 

Schope, R. D. (2005). Who's afraid of growing old? Gay and lesbian perceptions of aging. Journal of 

Gerontological Social Work, 45(4), 23-39. https://doi.org/10.1300/J083v45n04_03  

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0501_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0602_01
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(75)90024-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(75)90024-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(76)90013-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(76)90013-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243209341357
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1996.0015
https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v44n01_06
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918360802345297
https://doi.org/10.1300/J083v45n04_03


 
 

 

121 
 

Schug, J., Alt, N. P., & Klauer, K. C. (2015). Gendered race prototypes: Evidence for the non-

prototypicality of Asian men and Black women. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 

56, 121-125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.09.012  

Semrow, M., Zou, L. X., Liu, S., & Cheryan, S. (2020). Gay Asian Americans are seen as more 

American than Asian Americans who are presumed straight. Social Psychological and 

Personality Science, 11(3), 336-344. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619849426 

Sesko, A. K., & Biernat, M. (2010). Prototypes of race and gender: The invisibility of Black women. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46(2), 356-360. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016  

Shamloo, S. E., Carnaghi, A., Piccoli, V., Grassi, M., & Bianchi, M. (2018). Imagined intergroup 

physical contact improves attitudes toward immigrants. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1-9. 

http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01685  

Sherman, J. W. (1996). Development and mental representation of stereotypes. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 70(6), 1126-1141. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.70.6.1126 

Smith, E. R., & Zarate, M. A. (1992). Exemplar-based model of social judgment. Psychological 

Review, 99(1), 3-21. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.99.1.3 

Stragà, M., Piccoli, V., Coladonato, R., Zotti, D., Bianchi, M., & Carnaghi, A. (2020). Race can be 

sexually oriented: The intersection between Asian/Black and Heterosexual/Homosexual 

categories. Psicologia Sociale, 15(1), 15-31. https://doi.org/10.1482/96292  

Stroessner, S. J. (1996). Social categorization by race or sex: Effects of perceived non-normalcy on 

response times. Social Cognition, 14(3), 247-276. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1996.14.3.247  

Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social categorization and intergroup 

behaviour. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1(2), 149-178. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619849426
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01685
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1126
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1126
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.99.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1482/96292
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1996.14.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202


 
 

 

122 
 

Thiem, K. C., Neel, R., Simpson, A. J., & Todd, A. R. (2019). Are Black women and girls associated 

with danger? Implicit racial bias at the intersection of target age and gender. Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 45(10), 1427-1439. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219829182  

Thomas, E. L., Dovidio, J. F., & West, T. V. (2014). Lost in the categorical shuffle: Evidence for the 

social non-prototypicality of Black women. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority 

Psychology, 20(3), 370-376. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035096  

Todd, A. R., Simpson, A. J., Thiem, K. C., & Neel, R. (2016). The generalization of implicit racial 

bias to young black boys: Automatic stereotyping or automatic prejudice?. Social Cognition, 

34(4), 306-323. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2016.34.4.306  

Tskhay, K. O., Krendl, A. C., & Rule, N. O. (2016). Age-related physical changes interfere with 

judgments of male sexual orientation from faces. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 

42, 1217–1226. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216653585  

Tversky, A. (1977). Features of similarity. Psychological Review, 84(4), 327-352. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.4.327  

Voci, A., & Hewstone, M. (2003). Intergroup contact and prejudice toward immigrants in Italy: The 

mediational role of anxiety and the moderational role of group salience. Group Processes & 

Intergroup Relations, 6(1), 37-54. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430203006001011  

Visintin, E. P., Voci, A., Pagotto, L., & Hewstone, M. (2017). Direct, extended, and mass‐mediated 

contact with immigrants in Italy: Their associations with emotions, prejudice, and humanity 

perceptions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 47(4), 175-194. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12423  

Wahler, J., & Gabbay, S. G. (1997). Gay male aging: A review of the literature. Journal of Gay & 

Lesbian Social Services, 6(3), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1300/J041v06n03_01  

Warren, P. N. (2000, Winter). Elephant graveyards [33 paragraphs]. The Networker [On-line serial], 

1. Available: http://www.pridesenior.org 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219829182
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035096
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2016.34.4.306
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216653585
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.4.327
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430203006001011
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12423
https://doi.org/10.1300/J041v06n03_01
http://www.pridesenior.org/


 
 

 

123 
 

Weber, R., & Crocker, J. (1983). Cognitive processes in the revision of stereotypic beliefs. Journal 

of Social Psychology, 45(5), 961-977. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-

3514.45.5.961  

Wight, R. G., LeBlanc, A. J., Meyer, I. H., & Harig, F. A. (2015). Internalized gay ageism, mattering, 

and depressive symptoms among midlife and older gay-identified men. Social Science & 

Medicine, 147, 200-208. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.10.066  

Wright, S. L., & Canetto, S. (2009). Stereotypes of older lesbians and gay men. Educational 

Gerontology, 35(5), 424-452. https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270802505640  

Yzerbyt, V. Y., Coull, A., & Rocher, S. J. (1999). Fencing off the deviant: The role of cognitive 

resources in the maintenance of stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

77(3), 449-462. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.3.449  

Zarate, M. A., & Smith, E. R. (1990). Person categorization and stereotyping. Social Cognition, 8(2), 

161-185. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1990.8.2.161  

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.45.5.961
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.45.5.961
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.10.066
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270802505640
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.3.449
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1990.8.2.161


 
 

 

124 
 

APPENDIX 

APPENDIX A. Correspondence parameters (Chapter 3, Study 3) 

 Dim 1 
(inertia% = 45.93) 

Dim 2 
(inertia% = 31.29) 

Dim 3 
(inertia% = 15.83) 

Dim 4 
(inertia% = 4.14) 

Categories Coord Contr Cos2 Coord Contr Cos2 Coord Contr Cos2 Coord Contr Cos2 

Heterosexual men -0.338 2.923 0.092 -0.904 30.625 0.661 -0.536 21.330 0.233 0.067 1.261 0.004 

Gay men 0.750 14.646 0.584 0.441 7.429 0.202 -0.350 9.256 0.127 0.115 3.794 0.014 

Young men 0.661 10.811 0.341 -0.357 4.626 0.099 0.845 51.200 0.556 -0.027 0.196 0.001 

Elderly men -1.019 32.568 0.665 0.631 18.349 0.255 0.323 9.513 0.067 0.039 0.529 0.001 

Young heterosexual 
men 

0.067 0.117 0.006 -0.817 25.263 0.935 0.148 1.633 0.031 -0.088 2.219 0.011 

Elderly heterosexual 
men 

-0.912 22.341 0.925 0.025 0.024 0.001 -0.118 1.082 0.015 0.021 0.126 0.000 

Young gay men 0.694 12.775 0.620 0.385 5.759 0.190 -0.097 0.730 0.012 0.296 25.773 0.113 

Elderly gay men 0.419 3.819 0.222 0.498 7.924 0.314 -0.289 5.258 0.105 -0.523 66.103 0.346 

Clusters Coord Contr Cos2 Coord Contr Cos2 Coord Contr Cos2 Coord Contr Cos2 

Warm -0.363 3.152 0.403 0.420 6.191 0.539 -0.024 0.039 0.002 -0.113 3.370 0.039 

Norm -0.387 3.177 0.086 -1.105 38.062 0.700 -0.600 22.187 0.206 0.073 1.243 0.003 

Agentic 0.332 1.846 0.421 -0.362 3.223 0.501 0.057 0.159 0.013 -0.079 1.161 0.024 

Diversity 0.835 10.644 0.472 0.687 10.590 0.320 -0.521 12.031 0.184 -0.129 2.819 0.011 

Wisdom -0.960 13.213 0.812 0.414 3.602 0.151 0.166 1.151 0.024 -0.109 1.903 0.011 

Exaggerated 0.854 10.453 0.638 0.367 2.830 0.118 -0.335 4.666 0.098 0.343 18.716 0.103 

Dynamism 0.515 3.572 0.161 -0.767 11.664 0.359 0.867 29.398 0.457 -0.127 2.430 0.010 

Childish 0.689 5.957 0.508 -0.034 0.021 0.001 0.555 11.211 0.329 0.337 15.755 0.121 

Family role -0.705 6.177 0.634 -0.382 2.665 0.186 -0.314 3.555 0.126 0.052 0.372 0.003 

Alternative 0.702 5.824 0.530 0.261 1.184 0.073 -0.221 1.667 0.052 -0.527 36.486 0.299 

Not self-sufficient -0.724 6.194 0.428 0.667 7.724 0.364 0.357 4.381 0.104 0.204 5.472 0.034 

Low arousal -1.098 14.100 0.784 0.503 4.344 0.164 0.260 2.298 0.044 -0.010 0.013 0.000 

Enthusiasm 0.464 2.231 0.249 -0.604 5.562 0.423 0.477 6.841 0.263 -0.150 2.587 0.026 

Immoral 0.838 7.287 0.700 0.373 2.116 0.139 -0.083 0.206 0.007 0.233 6.267 0.054 

Conformist -0.866 6.172 0.903 -0.135 0.221 0.022 -0.094 0.211 0.011 0.124 1.408 0.019 
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