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Ageism Is Not Just About Age: Introducing the Concept of Generalized
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Throughout their social development, people may experience various forms of discrimination. Discrimination
research typically analyzes such experiences based on one characteristic, for instance, by isolating age from
other characteristics such as gender, race/ethnicity, orfinancial status.We propose expanding the perspective in
discrimination research by examining how discrimination across multiple dimensions is interlinked, resulting
inwhatwe call generalized discrimination experiences. Focusing on age specifically, recent research has shown
that in highly modernized societies, teenagers and young adults report more age discrimination than do older
adults. We hypothesized that younger people are particularly affected by generalized discrimination. By
contrast, discrimination toward older adults may be more age-specific. This perspective helps reconcile
conflicting views on ageism in the literature. To test the hypothesis of generalized discrimination experiences,
we analyzed survey data collected in the United Kingdom (N > 14,000, ages 18–93, with diverse ethnicities
and socioeconomic backgrounds). Confirmatory factor analysis supported a one-factor model of generalized
discrimination across domains: discrimination based on age, gender, ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation,
health/disability, and financial situation (comparativefit index= .994; rootmean square error of approximation=
.030). Structural equation modeling then distinguished generalized from age-specific discrimination, showing
that younger respondents reported substantially more generalized discrimination experiences, whereas older
respondents reported more age-specific discrimination (comparative fit index = .996; root mean square error of
approximation = .014). We also found that older adults reported generalized discrimination experiences
primarily if they had lower social status. We conclude that discrimination research will benefit from an
awareness of howmultiple forms of discrimination can converge into generalized discrimination experiences.

Public Significance Statement
Discrimination is often studied one category at a time, such as age, gender, or ethnicity. This study indicates
that many people—especially younger adults—experience discrimination as a generalized pattern across
multiple domains, whereas discrimination against older adults is more age-specific. Recognizing these
differences can improve how researchers, policymakers, and practitioners understand and address ageism
and discrimination across the life course, including the particular vulnerability of younger people.

Keywords: discrimination, generalized discrimination, ageism, youth, structural equation modeling
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Throughout life, individuals may face discrimination in multiple
forms. Yet research dissects these experiences one by one—studying
either ageism, or sexism, or racism. This single-dimension approach
has shaped the understanding of who experiences discrimination

and why. Specifically, age discrimination was long studied as an
issue of age only and assumed to affect primarily older adults.
However, recent research has challenged this assumption. Studies in
highly modernized societies show that teenagers and young adults
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report experiencing more age-based discrimination than their older
counterparts (Bratt et al., 2018, 2020). Younger people may even
experience more discrimination generally (Abrams & Houston,
2006). Such findings prompt researchers to reconsider how dis-
crimination is conceptualized and how it manifests across the life
course.
We propose a model of “generalized discrimination experiences”

that moves beyond single-dimension analysis. We suggest that
different types of discrimination—such as those based on age,
gender, ethnicity, and religion—converge into broader, generalized
experiences of discrimination. Experiencing discrimination based
onmultiple grounds may create a vulnerability to discrimination that
goes well beyond earlier concepts of “double jeopardy” (Ferraro &
Farmer, 1996) or intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1997; Walker &
Zelin, 2021). Finding that discrimination experiences tend to be
generalized may have important implications for the design of
antidiscrimination initiatives.
To test the framework of generalized discrimination experiences,

we analyze large-scale data collected in the United Kingdom,
applying confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). We test the factor
model across several subgroups, including a comparison of three
age groups: younger, middle-aged, and older respondents. We then
distinguish generalized discrimination experiences from age-specific
discrimination to examine how these forms of discrimination relate
differently to age.

Understanding Age-Based Discrimination

The Pervasiveness of Discrimination Across Age

Ageism has been referred to as the most pervasive form of social
discrimination (Abrams & Houston, 2006; Abrams et al., 2018).
Early work on ageism focused on older individuals (Butler, 1975;
Nelson, 2005; Palmore, 2015), and the term ageism became syn-
onymous with discrimination against older people, a definition that
still persists in some publications (e.g., Ackerman & Chopik, 2021;
Allen et al., 2023; Teaster & Giwa, 2023). However, ageism can
target people at any age (World Health Organization, 2021), and
research from the European Social Survey (Round 4) shows that
teenagers and young adults in highly modernized societies report
more age-based discrimination than their older counterparts (Bratt et
al., 2018, 2020), a pattern also observed in an earlier data set from
the United Kingdom (Abrams & Houston, 2006).
Often, discrimination manifests in workplaces, and ageism from

coworkers can target younger, middle-aged, or older adults
(Chasteen et al., 2021; Harris et al., 2018). Ageism also occurs in
recruitment (Abrams et al., 2016; Duncan&Loretto, 2004); younger
job applicants can be rejected for perceived inexperience, and
people in their 50s or 60s often struggle to findwork (Neumark et al.,
2019; Petery & Grosch, 2022).
Discrimination also happens in informal settings, including

shops and public transport (Chasteen et al., 2021; Purifoye, 2015;
Thomas, 2021). Teenagers and young adults might be particularly
exposed to discrimination in informal settings, as they tend to be
more socially active. People who spend time in a larger array of
different social settings—often younger people—may encounter
more “microaggressions” from others who do not share their group
memberships (Midgette & Mulvey, 2021). Older adults may
instead seek interactions with emotional closeness and intimacy

(Weiss & Kuball, 2025), which can reduce their exposure to
discrimination.

Overall, ageism can be directed at people at any age, but
teenagers and young adults appear most affected in highly mod-
ernized societies. Nevertheless, the public’s attention to ageism
typically centers on discrimination against older adults. Indeed,
some countries even explicitly restrict antidiscriminatory laws to
protecting middle-aged and older adults (U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, 2024).

Toward a Concept of Generalized
Discrimination Experiences

Research finds that many individuals face multiple forms of
discrimination, for instance, through both belonging to an ethnic
minority group and being a woman. Multiple stigmas accumulate
stress, sometimes referred to as “double jeopardy” (Ferraro &
Farmer, 1996) or multiple jeopardies (Denise, 2014; Szymanski &
Gupta, 2009; Velez et al., 2013). However, multiple stigmas do not
merely add up; they can multiply. Crenshaw (1997) referred to
overlapping stigmas as intersectionality, explaining how being both
Black and female can result in unique discrimination that goes
beyond an addition of sexism and racism and create unique effects
for those affected.With intersectionality, one stigma can amplify the
effect of another. This is particularly evident in the workplace
(Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Walker & Zelin, 2021).

We do not analyze how specific identity combinations produce
distinct outcomes but instead focus on the structure of discrimi-
nation experiences themselves. We introduce the framework of
generalized discrimination experiences, an individual’s perceived
exposure to discrimination across multiple domains. We examine
how reports of discrimination across multiple domains may
converge and reflect a broad pattern. Although these forms of
discrimination reference distinct social characteristics, they may
cluster statistically into one factor. An individual who reports one
type of discrimination (e.g., based on age) is more likely to report
others (based on gender, ethnicity, and other characteristics).

Abrams and Houston (2006) observed that younger people
reported more discrimination experiences than other age groups—
not just age-based discrimination but also discrimination because
of gender, sexual orientation, religion, ethnicity, and disability.
We suggest that these experiences coalesce into generalized dis-
crimination experienced by younger people. If younger people
who experience age discrimination are also more likely to face
discrimination based on other characteristics, the nature of age-
based discrimination may differ for younger and older people:
Discrimination against older adults might focus on their age
specifically, whereas discrimination against younger individuals
may be more general.

Other researchers have hinted at such differences between
younger and older people as targets of age-based discrimination,
referring to “youthism” (Missotten et al., 2016) or “youngism”

(Francioli & North, 2021). Although we think these terms are
ambiguous (they may refer to the celebration of youth instead
of negative prejudices), we note the argument that age-based dis-
crimination toward younger and older people may differ qualita-
tively (Solem, 2024). Perhaps most discrimination against younger
people is not solely or even primarily about age.
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Age, Generation, or Social Status

Ageism research has centered on age as a leading cause of dis-
crimination experiences. Francioli and North (2021) questioned this
interpretation. They found that participants recalled past generations
of youthmore favorably, and the researchers concluded that prejudice
toward younger adults stems from generational rather than primarily
age-based conflicts (see also Weiss & Zhang, 2020). Notions of
generational decline have little evidence (Rudolph et al., 2021);
rather, people tend to idealize the past (Morewedge, 2013). However,
Francioli and North argue that even if the perception of generational
decline is factually inaccurate, it fuels prejudice toward today’s young.
Thereby, Francioli and North draw attention to the potential of other
factors explaining what appears to be age-based discrimination.
We will focus on age as a predictor of discrimination experiences

but also consider social status since discrimination generally is
linked to the perceived status of the target (Ridgeway, 2014). A
person’s age may anchor other people’s perception of that person’s
social status (Weiss & Zhang, 2020). Offenders might associate
young age with lower social status as teenagers and young adults are
often not in full-time employment (Arnett, 2024) or occupy sub-
ordinate positions (Kalleberg & Vallas, 2017). They also tend to be
less affluent than older adults (Pfeffer & Killewald, 2018). With
multiple low-status characteristics converging at young age, the
likelihood of discrimination will increase.
Although older people also hold lower status than themiddle-aged

(Abrams et al., 2016; North & Fiske, 2015; Vauclair et al., 2015;
Weiss & Kuball, 2025), they are often more affluent than younger
adults (Taylor et al., 2011) and may benefit from the prestige of their
previous occupational roles (Fujishiro et al., 2010) and accumulated
wealth or resources. Thus, older individuals do not universally
occupy low social status (Rudnev & Vauclair, 2024; Vauclair et
al., 2015).
However, social status is multifaceted. Objective socioeconomic

status (e.g., measured as a function of income and education) is
different from both subjective social status (where people place
themselves on a social ladder) and from how other people evaluate a
person’s social status. Specifically, education can be higher among
younger cohorts, but they may still be perceived to have lower social
status than older cohorts. How others evaluate a person’s social
position might be particularly influential for discrimination (Urbiola
et al., 2023) but is difficult to assess in surveys that focus on
individuals’ reported experiences of discrimination. We investigate
how discrimination experiences may be associated with either
socioeconomic status or subjective social status. Subjective social
status reflects social relations and people’s perceived position in a
social hierarchy (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
With the available data, we investigate socioeconomic status and

the target’s own subjective social status as predictors of discrimi-
nation experiences. We test whether age remains a substantial
predictor when socioeconomic status or subjective social status is
included as a covariate. We also consider whether the association
between age and discrimination experiences varies across different
levels of socioeconomic status or subjective social status.

The Current Research

We expand the literature on ageism and discrimination more
generally by introducing a new perspective. We build on, but also

qualify, previous findings that younger people in highly modernized
societies experience more ageism than their older counterparts (see
Bratt et al., 2018, 2020). This study moves beyond simple age-based
disrespect and considers how people at different ages experience
generalized discrimination rather than discrimination based on age
per se. We use CFA and structural equation modeling (SEM) to
distinguish between two forms of discrimination: generalized dis-
crimination experiences and discrimination directed specifically at
an individual’s age.

Our data include respondents aged 18–93, spanning nearly the full
adult age range. Respondents report on discrimination experiences
based on different characteristics: age, gender, race or ethnicity,
religion, health or disability, sexual orientation, and financial situ-
ation, each assessed separately. We expect that reports of different
types of discrimination experiences tend to co-occur and may
converge statistically into a single latent variable. We examine this
concept statistically as a one-factor model with CFA, and we
compare the one-factor model with factor structures identified
through exploratory factor analysis (EFA). We then test the CFA
model on subgroups, including separate tests with younger, middle-
aged, and older adults.

Provided adequate fit for the one-factor CFAmodel, we extend it
by adding item-specific predictors. Specifically, we introduce
respondent age as a predictor of age-based discrimination,
respondent gender for gender discrimination, minority status for
racial/ethnic discrimination, minority religious affiliation for
religious discrimination, sexual orientation for discrimination
based on sexual orientation, and so forth. We examine to what
extent item-specific predictors alter the factor loadings and how
strongly each predictor is associated with its respective discrim-
ination item.

In the next step, we allow respondent age to predict not only age-
specific discrimination but also the generalized discrimination
factor. This SEM model separates how age relates to two distinct
forms of discrimination: (1) generalized discrimination and (2)
discrimination explicitly targeting a person’s age.

We add separate analyses testing whether age remains a strong
predictor of generalized discrimination experiences when socio-
economic status or subjective social status is added as a covariate,
and we test whether the association between age and generalized
discrimination experiences is similar across different levels of social
status. We conclude with a set of robustness checks.

Method

Sample

This investigation relies on secondary analysis of a large-scale
survey conducted in the United Kingdom during the COVID-19
pandemic, the “Beyond Us and Them” project (Abrams et al., 2021).
The original data collection was approved by the ethics committee
of the School of Psychology at the University of Kent (Ethics ID:
202015886922686497). Data collection spanned eight measure-
ment occasions from May 2020 to July 2021. We focus on the five
measurement occasions that included perceived discrimination
experiences (May 2020 toMarch 2021). Some participants responded
repeatedly, but these were too few to facilitate longitudinal analyses.
For these respondents, we used the data from their first participation,
removing repeated measurements of the same individuals. We
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excluded respondents who failed an attention check in the ques-
tionnaire (5.8% of the overall sample). Respondents ranged in age
from 18 to 93 years.
Data were clustered, with data collection targeted at three geo-

graphically and culturally distinct regions (Scotland, Wales, and
the English county of Kent), a combined sample across six English
local authorities (Bradford, Blackburn with Darwen, Calderdale,
Peterborough, Walsall, and Waltham Forest), four larger combined
authority areas (Greater London, Greater Manchester, WestMidlands,
and West of England), and a sample of community activists and
members of Black or Muslim minority communities. Supplemental
Table S1 presents numbers of respondents in each cluster.
Participants were recruited through polling companies (Qualtrics

Panels and Prolific) and for community activists and local
authorities partnering local councils and charities which distributed
the survey through their network. The Black and Muslim partici-
pants were recruited through Prolific using their screening function
to invite participants based on either Black ethnicity or Muslim
religious affiliation (nonoverlapping). All participants responded
online via phone, tablet, or computer and were remunerated for their
participation. For further details on the data collection, we refer to
Abrams et al. (2021).
The data set included 14,371 respondents. A moderate degree of

missing values on measured items reduced the sample size available
for analyses; missing data showed no systematic patterns by key
demographics. Supplemental Table S2 shows the percentages of
missing values for individual items in our sample; the results section
and the Supplemental Material provide sample sizes for each CFA
and SEM analysis.

Measurements

Respondents were asked how often they had experienced dis-
crimination over the past month because of different category-based
characteristics: “How often has anyone shown prejudice against you
or treated you unfairly for each of the following?” (a) your age,
(b) gender, (c) race or ethnicity, (d) religion or religious beliefs,
(e) physical or mental health condition, impairment, or illness,
(f) sexual orientation, and (g) financial circumstances (all items used
a 5-point scale, 1 = not in the last month, 5 = almost all the time,
with a “does not apply” option, which we coded as missing data).
We used background variables as predictors of discrimination

experiences: age, gender, belonging to an ethnic minority group,
belonging to a minority religion, and sexual orientation. We also
included an assessment of having any health problems or disability.
Gender was assessed with options for man, woman, and nonbinary/
other, along with “prefer not to say.” Very few (0.36%) selected the
“nonbinary/other” or “prefer not to say” options, so we used a binary
variable for gender (0 = male, 1 = female). Ethnic background was
dichotomized into 0 = White and 1 = non-White or mixed, where
non-White or mixed collapsed the following options: Mixed or
multiple ethnicities, Asian or Asian British, and Black, African,
Caribbean, or Black British. The option “prefer not to say” for
ethnicity was coded as missing data, resulting in 4.6% missing
values. The questionnaire also included a list of possible religious
affiliations. We created a binary minority religion variable (1 =
Buddhist, Hindu, Jewish, Muslim, and Sikh; 0 = Christian or
nonreligious); “prefer not to say” was treated as missing data, re-
sulting in 5.3% missing values for the minority religion variable.

Sexual orientation included hetero- and homosexual as options,
as well as bisexual. We used a dichotomous variable for homo-
sexuality (Score 1). We also tested an alternative coding where also
bisexuals were coded as 1; this resulted in a moderately lower effect
size. All recoding of variables is documented in an appendix to the
Supplemental Material (section “Appendix: Code Used for Data
Management and Analyses”).

Respondents’ self-reported socioeconomic status was computed
by standardizing respondents’ income and education (z scoring each
variable) and taking the mean of the two standardized scores.
Income was measured using six ordinal categories ranging from
“less than £15,000” to “more than £100,000”; education was coded
as a 5-point ordinal variable with increasing levels of completed
education. Twelve percent did not respond to the income item.
Subjective social status was assessed by presenting a visual
depiction of a ladder. Participants were asked to “Think of the ladder
below as representing where people stand in society” and then
indicate “where they would put themselves on the ladder?” using an
8-point response scale.

Analyses

The analysis first used graphical plots to examine how different
types of discrimination experiences varied with age, treating age as a
continuous variable to avoid bias from arbitrary age-group
thresholds in descriptive analyses.

We then tested the one-factor CFA model (on the overall sample
and separately on respondents who reported discrimination ex-
periences) and contrasted it with two- and three-factor models
developed exploratorily with EFA. Since EFA added further factors
and used the data to develop a factor model, solutions from EFA
were likely to have better fit. We compared the data-generated
multifactor solutions with our one-factor model to assess how well
our simple one-factor model performed.

We also conducted group-based CFA testing for approximate
measurement invariance (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014) across (a)
women and men, (b) age groups (younger, middle-aged, and older
respondents), and (c) sampling clusters in the data. A high degree of
measurement invariance across groups would provide solid support
for the hypothesized model. To achieve clear distinctions between
younger, middle-aged, and older respondents, we allowed for gaps
between ages of these age groups: Younger respondents were
defined as up to 30 years old, middle-aged respondents were defined
as 40–60 years, and older respondents were defined as 70+.

We then moved to analyses with SEM testing predictors of
generalized discrimination experiences. Because age-based dis-
crimination was included as an indicator of generalized discrimi-
nation experiences, any variance it shared with other forms of
discrimination experiences would be captured by that factor, leaving
a residual specific to age-based discrimination. The model thereby
enabled us to contrast age as a predictor of age-specific discrimi-
nation and as a predictor of generalized discrimination experiences.

Separate tests with SEM considered socioeconomic status and
subjective social status as predictors of generalized discrimination
experiences. We then developed margin plots to examine potentially
nonlinear associations between age and generalized discrimination
experiences at different levels of social status. To construct margin
plots, we again regressed the latent factor for generalized dis-
crimination experiences on age and one of the two social status
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indicators within the SEM model. However, age was now modeled
with a natural spline (df = 2), allowing for a smooth nonlinear
association rather than imposing linearity. Adding this spline
substantially increased the number of parameters to be estimated.
With only 10 sampling clusters, the sandwich estimator for cluster-
adjusted standard errors could not be reliably applied, and the model
did not converge with clustering effects included. We therefore
estimated these nonlinear models without cluster adjustment. The
confidence interval bands in plots visualizing nonlinear associations
should be interpreted as model based and approximate.
Finally, we conducted a set of robustness checks:

1. Based on tests of local fit in our main SEM model, we
added modifications in an exploratory manner, investi-
gating whether the revised model corroborated findings
for the association between age and discrimination
experiences.

2. We added auxiliary variables to the SEM model using full
information maximum likelihood estimation. Auxiliary
variables included whether the respondent spoke English at
home, degree of religiosity (7-point scale), interest in
politics (5-point scale), political orientation from left to right
(7-point scale), social trust (5-point scale), income (6-point
scale), employment status, key worker status, education
(5-point scale), number of children, wave of participation
in the survey, questionnaire progress (ranging from 63% to
100% completion), and questionnaire duration.

3. We tested the SEM model on each sampling cluster
separately to verify whether the findings were repeated
across clusters, evaluating the robustness of findings across
contexts. This test deliberately avoided imposing measure-
ment invariance across the different clusters, thereby
allowing for contextual nuances in the measurement model
in replication tests of substantive findings (Bratt, 2025).

CFA and SEM were conducted with Mplus 8.11 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2017). Modeling with CFA and SEM accounted for the
clustering of the data and estimated discrimination items as ordinal.
We used the default estimator for models with ordinal indicators:
weighted least squares with mean-and-variance adjustment. The
only exception was a robustness check adding auxiliary variables,
which required defining discrimination indicators as continuous and
used maximum likelihood with robust standard errors estimation.
All analyses were run from R, integrated with Mplus by using the R
package MplusAutomation (Hallquist & Wiley, 2024) to run CFA
and SEM. Other R packages important to the current research
included dplyr (Wickham et al., 2014), ggplot2 (Wickham et al.,
2025), kableExtra (Zhu, 2017), and knitr (Xie, 2024).
CFA and SEM models were evaluated with common fit indices,

specifically the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root-mean-
square residual (SRMR). We adopted commonly cited criteria: CFI
above .95; RMSEA below .06 and preferably below .05, with the
upper limit for the 90% CI for RMSEA not above .08; and SRMR
below .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016). Since the data
included a very large sample, we did not emphasize the chi-square as
a fit statistic (Shi et al., 2019), but we ensured a narrow 90%
confidence interval for the RMSEA.

Transparency and Openness

This research emphasizes transparency, openness, and repro-
ducibility by making our data available and providing all code used
for data management and analyses. We report effect sizes for all
analyses and follow the Journal Article Reporting Standards for
quantitative research. Since this study relied on secondary analysis
of a large-scale social survey originally conducted for a different
purpose, preregistration was not feasible. The Supplemental
Appendix provides all code for data management and analyses. The
Supplemental Material also provides detailed results from CFA and
SEM analyses. The data are available at the Zenodo repository:
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17659645. To facilitate the repro-
ducibility of our research, the repository also includes our Quarto
markdown file used to automate data management and all analyses.

Results

The Relationship Between Age and
Discrimination Experiences

Figure 1 illustrates differences in reported discrimination experi-
ences across age, treating ordinal items on discrimination experiences
as continuous for visualization purposes. The figure uses smoothed
means across age (a figure with means and 95% CIs by age groups
is available in the Supplemental Figure S4). Younger respondents
reported more discrimination experiences, regardless of discrimi-
nation type. Among women, reported discrimination experiences
declined with age; among men the peak occurred around age 30 and
then declined to levels below those of the youngest respondents.

Factor Analysis of Discrimination Experiences

Respondents who reported discrimination experiences did not
merely report one form of discrimination. Nearly one in 10 (9.3%) of
the sample reported experiencing all seven forms of discrimination
to some degree (Supplemental Figure S2 details intersections in
discrimination experiences; the Supplemental Material also shows
correlations between individual discrimination items).

We hypothesized that intersections between different discrimi-
nation experiences would support a single-factor model (Figure 2A).
The model showed good fit both in the full sample, N = 14,371, χ
2(14) = 194.72, p < .001, CFI = .994, RMSEA = .030, SRMR =
.015, and among respondents who reported any discrimination
experience, N = 8,085, χ2(14) = 175.09, p < .001, CFI = .971,
RMSEA = .038, SRMR = .027. The standardized factor loadings
were high in the full sample (.83 to .88) and .63 or above in the
subsample reporting at least one type of discrimination (Figure 2B).

As expected, EFA with more factors improved fit over the one-
factor solution. A three-factor solution (with all items loading on all
three factors) demonstrated particularly good fit: χ2(3) = 21.28, p <
.001, CFI = .999, RMSEA = .021, SRMR = .006 for the full sample
and χ2(3) = 21.29, p < .001, CFI = .997, RMSEA = .027, SRMR =
.010 for respondents reporting discrimination. However, factor
loadings in EFA differed substantially between the two samples. In the
full sample, Factor 1 loaded strongly on age, gender, and health/
disability discrimination, with moderate loadings on sexual orientation
and financial situation. Factor 2 loaded strongly only on race/ethnicity
and religion, while Factor 3 showed no strong loadings. Among those
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Figure 1
Discrimination Experiences Dependent on Age as a Continuous Variable

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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reporting discrimination, Factor 1 showed mostly weak loadings
except for gender discrimination; Factor 2 loaded strongly on
religion and moderately on race/ethnicity; and Factor 3 loaded
strongly on health/disability and moderately on financial situation.
See Supplemental Table S7 for details.

Based on our aim to separate generalized and age-specific dis-
crimination experiences and the good fit for the one-factor model
across different subsets, we proceeded with this solution. Subsequent
analyses included all respondents, regardless of discrimination
experience.
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Figure 2
Structural Equation Modeling of Discrimination Experiences

Note. Parameters are standardized, and no 95% confidence interval included zero. Comparative fit index is consistently >.993, root mean square error of
approximation consistently<.033, and SRMR consistently<.042, except forModel C with SRMR= .089. Details are available in the Supplemental Material.
SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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Measurement Invariance and Age Group Differences

The concept of generalized discrimination experiences is more
useful if applicable to subgroups, ideally with a high degree of
measurement invariance. We tested for approximate measurement
invariance (Asparouhov&Muthén, 2014) across gender (women and
men), age groups (younger, middle-aged, and older respondents), and
sampling clusters. All these tests showed substantial measurement
invariance; see the Supplemental Material Section 4.4 for details.
Tests of approximate measurement invariance also estimated group-

specific means for the discrimination factor. This analysis showed no
meaningful gender difference on the generalized-discrimination factor.
With women’s latent mean fixed at 0 for identification, men’s mean
was −0.07 [95% CI = −0.35, 0.20]. Among age groups, younger
respondents (aged 18–30) reported the highest levels of discrimination
(factor M = 0.00); middle-aged had a score half a standard deviation
below younger respondents (M = −0.49); and older respondents had
more than a full standard deviation below younger respondents (M =
−1.13). The true differences in discrimination experiences may have
been even larger. Whereas factor loadings in CFA were remarkably
similar across age groups, the thresholds varied. Specifically, the first
two thresholds for age discrimination (“rarely” and “sometimes”) were
lower for older respondents (−0.34 and 0.21) than for younger and
middle-aged respondents (with thresholds around 0.04 and 0.60).
Thresholds were also lower among older respondents for the other
items. The lower thresholds suggested that older respondents were
more likely to report discrimination regardless of actual occurrences.

Background Variables as Predictors of
Discrimination Experiences

We extended the one-factor model by adding predictors of specific
discrimination experiences (Figure 2C): Respondents’ age predicted
reported age discrimination, respondents’ gender predicted reported
gender discrimination, and so forth. This model showed good fit
according to most fit indices,N= 12,503, χ2(50)= 224.10, p< .001,
CFI = .995, RMSEA = .017 [90% CI = 0.014, 0.019]; however, its
SRMR value was somewhat high (.089). The item-specific pre-
dictors showed small-to-moderate effect sizes; the largest were
minority status for race/ethnicity discrimination (b = 0.97 [95%
CI = 0.77, 1.16], β = .31) and health issues for health/disability
discrimination (b= 0.75 [0.63, 0.88], β= .31). The estimated effect of
age on age-based discrimination was negative, indicating more
frequent experiences among younger respondents (b=−0.55 [−0.74,
−0.35], β=−.12). Adding these item-specific predictors hadminimal
effect on factor loadings (Figure 2C vs. 2A).
Model fit improved when we added a direct path from age to

generalized discrimination experiences, Figure 2D, χ2(49)= 161.24,
p < .001, CFI = .996, RMSEA = .014 [90% CI = 0.011, 0.016],
SRMR = .041. The direct path from age to generalized discrimi-
nation experiences was substantial and negative: Younger re-
spondents reported more generalized discrimination experiences
(b = −1.16 [−1.51, −0.82], β = −.29). However, adding this direct
path made the path from respondents’ age to unique age-specific
discrimination positive (b = 0.61 [0.40, 0.82], β = .13).
Supplemental Table S12 provides details on these SEM models.
We also tested a model challenging our focus on age as a predictor

of generalized discrimination experiences. This model added direct
paths from all remaining predictors to generalized discrimination

experiences. Adding these paths reduced model fit (e.g., CFI= .992,
RMSEA = .021), and the additional predictors of generalized
discrimination experiences had low effect sizes; health issues had
the largest effect size (β = .09) among additional predictors
(see Supplemental Table S12 for details). The estimated effect of age
was nearly unaffected by adding the covariates; age predicted
generalized discrimination experiences with β = −.293 before these
additional paths were included and β = −.289 when they
were added.

Social Status

In separate models, we tested socioeconomic status and re-
spondents’ subjective social status as predictors of generalized
discrimination experiences, each alongside age as a covariate. When
added as a covariate to age, socioeconomic status did not predict
generalized discrimination experiences, b = 0.085 [95% CI =
−0.11, 0.28], whereas age remained a substantial predictor, b =
−0.968 [−1.10, −0.83] (both predictors were normalized; their
respective standardized values were β = .02 and β = −.25).
Subjective social status had only a minor association with gener-
alized discrimination experiences when age was included as a
covariate, b = −.389 [−0.60, −0.18], whereas age remained a
substantial predictor, b = −0.993 [−1.20, −0.79] (β = −.09 vs. β =
−.25). Details of these analyses are available in the Supplemental
Material, Section 5.

We then tested interactions, treating social status as a potential
moderator of the link between age and generalized discrimination
experiences. Moderation analysis assuming linear associations
suggested a moderating effect only by socioeconomic status and not
by subjective social status (details are in Supplemental Tables S13
and S14). We followed up with tests of nonlinear associations
(Figure 3).

The two social status indicators showed distinct age patterns
(Panel A in Figure 3): Socioeconomic status peaked in the 30s,
whereas subjective social status increased steadily with age.

At younger ages, differences across status levels were either
minor (subjective social status, Panel C) or absent (socioeconomic
status, Panel B)—for socioeconomic status, confidence intervals
overlapped substantially, and the rank order of the three status
levels was even reversed. However, among older respondents
lower socioeconomic status (Panel B) and lower subjective social
status (Panel C) were associated with more discrimination
experiences.

Robustness Checks

We conducted three robustness checks to validate results from
our SEM analysis of how age and other background variables
predicted discrimination experiences. Based on local fit estimates
(Supplemental Table S15), we added (a) a residual covariance
between discrimination based on race/ethnicity and minority
religion and (b) a direct path from one of the three most relevant
additional predictors of generalized discrimination experiences:
minority religion, minority ethnicity, or health issues. The original
results (β = −.29 for age predicting generalized discrimination
experiences and β = .13 for age predicting unique age discrim-
ination) held. These two paths of interest retained their strength;
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each of the three alternative predictors had small effect sizes, with
health issues having the largest: β = .095.
A second robustness check added auxiliary variables and used full

information maximum likelihood estimation (estimating discrimina-
tion items as continuous), again with similar results: β = −.26 and .08
for the two paths of interest (Supplemental Table S17 provides details).
The third robustness check, estimating the SEM model on each

sampling cluster separately, replicated the overall trend in each of the
10 sampling clusters (details are in Supplemental Tables S18 and S19).

Discussion

Recent research shows that teenagers and young adults in highly
modernized societies report more experiences of age discrimination

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

Figure 3
Social Status and Generalized Discrimination Experiences Across Age

Note. Panel A shows smoothed age differences in SES and subj. status. Panels B and C show predicted generalized
discrimination across age at low, medium, and high levels of SES (Panel B) and subj. status (Panel C). Shaded bands
indicate 95% confidence intervals. SES = socioeconomic status; subj. status = subjective social status. See the online
article for the color version of this figure.
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than older adults. We propose that these reports reflect generalized
discrimination experiences. We tested this hypothesis using a large
data set from 10 sampling clusters across the United Kingdom,
including boosted samples of Black and Muslim communities and
community activists.
Younger respondents consistently reported more frequent

discrimination experiences across all domains (age, gender, eth-
nicity, religion, sexual orientation, health, and financial situation).
Those reporting one form of discrimination were more likely to
report other forms as well, suggesting a pattern of generalized
discrimination experiences. A one-factor solution in CFA sum-
marizing these experiences showed robust fit and demonstrated
substantial measurement invariance across several subsamples
(women vs. men, age groups, and sampling clusters).
Using SEM, we distinguished between generalized discrimi-

nation experiences and discrimination specifically based on age.
Younger respondents reported considerably more generalized
discrimination experiences, while older respondents reported mod-
erately more age-specific discrimination. Adding the remaining
background variables as predictors of generalized discrimination
experiences underscored thisfinding’s stability; younger age emerged
as the only substantial predictor. Age was also a much stronger
predictor of discrimination experiences than the available indicators
of social status. A set of robustness checks corroborated the overall
findings regarding how generalized discrimination experiences were
related to background variables.
Respondents’ subjective social status had a near-linear asso-

ciation with age; socioeconomic status had a clearly nonlinear
association with age, peaking in the mid-30s. The association
between age and generalized discrimination experiences remained
substantial when either social status indicator was added as
a covariate. Moderation analysis suggested that these status in-
dicators affected the age and discrimination association primarily
at higher age: Among the oldest respondents, those with lower
social status reported substantially more generalized discrimina-
tion experiences.

Implications

Our findings suggest that what the literature labels “age dis-
crimination” is different for younger and older adults. In their
transition through adolescence and young adulthood, individuals
expand their social networks, spend more time in heterogeneous
social environments, and enter the labor market. As they enter
diverse social situations where discrimination may occur, their risk
of discrimination increases across multiple domains. Conversely,
in late adulthood, discrimination seems more directly tied to age
per se, partly because older adults participate less in diverse social
settings.
By separating age-specific and generalized discrimination

experiences, our study helps reconcile contradictory claims in the
literature on ageism. Our findings indicate that discrimination
against younger and older individuals manifests in qualitatively
different ways: Younger people’s discrimination experiences
emerge as part of a broader pattern spanning multiple domains
and—consistent with original claims in the ageism literature—
unique age discrimination targets older people more than younger
people.

Understanding Generalized Discrimination Experiences

Most research on discrimination has focused on a single
dimension—such as age, gender, or ethnicity. The concept of in-
tersectionality (Crenshaw, 1997) added nuance by emphasizing how
various forms of discrimination can interact, for instance, by shaping
the experiences of an individual who is both a woman and Black.
The framework of generalized discrimination experiences goes
beyond intersectionality theory by highlighting how discrimination
experiences can converge rather than merely interact. Unlike in-
tersectionality theory, which focuses on unique experiences created
by interactions of specific social identities and stresses the con-
sequences of such discrimination, our framework focuses on
describing discrimination, suggesting that discrimination experi-
ences are interrelated and often generalized: Experiencing one type
of discrimination often co-occurs with experiencing others.

Our findings have broad implications for studies on discrimi-
nation. Most earlier discrimination studies have focused on one
specific type of discrimination such as racism or sexism, but our
findings suggest the need for comprehensive measures that capture
how different discrimination experiences interconnect.

Younger People Experience More Discrimination but
Seem Less Inclined to Report It

Studies conducted in modernized societies find that teenagers and
young adults report more discrimination experiences than older
adults (Abrams & Houston, 2006; Bratt et al., 2018, 2020). One
objection might be that these reports by younger people exaggerate
their actual experiences. In many countries, younger generations
have been educated on antidiscriminatory norms (Beach et al., 2025;
Chand et al., 2002), possibly making them more sensitive to dis-
crimination when it occurs. Conversely, if people in older gen-
erations have not internalized modern antidiscriminatory norms,
they might be less likely to notice and report discrimination (Major
et al., 2002).

Our findings are inconsistent with this interpretation. Comparing
younger, middle-aged, and older respondents, we found that older
respondents reported the least discrimination, but their thresholds
for reporting discrimination seemed lower. Factor analysis found
that factor loadings for the seven discrimination items were similar
across age groups, indicating that the discrimination items were
interpreted similarly and were suited for analyzing discrimination
experiences across the three age groups. However, the factor
analysis identified much lower thresholds for the discrimination
indicators among older respondents. The lower thresholds in factor
analysis suggested it took less for older respondents to report
discrimination, reflecting either higher sensitivity (noticing it
more easily) or greater willingness to report discrimination in a
questionnaire.

If teenagers and young adults have more generalized discrimi-
nation experiences than older adults, as we argue, they may perceive
such rejection as a normal state and be less likely to acknowledge it
in each specific case. Conversely, if older adults experience less
discrimination, it might stand out when it occurs and motivate them
to report such experiences. Moreover, increased awareness of
discrimination as a societal issue has affected older people too
(Abrams et al., 2015).
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Furthermore, in the United Kingdom, from which our data were
drawn, age-related discrimination is commonly presented as a
problem for older adults only, a perspective promoted not only by
authorities (House of Commons Women and Equalities Committee,
2025; Older People’s Commissioner for Wales, 2025) but also by
nongovernmental organizations (Age UK, 2023; Centre for Ageing
Better, 2022) and by mass media (Hill, 2020; Jacobs, 2025;
Patterson, 2023). When various sources repeatedly emphasize
discrimination against older adults as a societal problem, people in
that age groupmaymore easily recognize it when it occurs. The one-
sided view on ageism as old ageism criticized in earlier research
(e.g., Bratt et al., 2020) seems to persist (e.g., Patterson, 2023), and if
younger people are hesitant to report discrimination experiences,
this biased public perception may continue.
Our analysis indicates that, if anything, younger people in the

United Kingdom underreport rather than overreport their discrim-
ination experiences compared to older adults. However, this
interpretation is based on analyzing statistical patterns in survey data
and not on observations of actual discrimination occurrences.
A perspective stressing social status as predictive of discrimi-

nation (e.g., Ridgeway, 2014) may suggest a different explanation.
Discrimination might impose less psychological stress on younger
than older adults. Younger adults might be more resilient toward
discrimination experiences because they may see their current social
status as preliminary, as a step toward higher social status in the
future (Garstka et al., 2004; Weiss & Kuball, 2025).

Intersectionality of Old Age and Low Social Status

Allowing for nonlinear associations, we found that social status
substantially moderated discrimination experiences among older
respondents—but not among younger or middle-aged respondents.
Findings were consistent across both measures of social status,
suggesting that social status has a distinct effect on discrimination
experiences among older adults. Reverse causation—discrimination
experiences affecting social status—is plausible for subjective social
status but less so for socioeconomic status as indexed by income and
education.
As people age, the consequences of social disadvantages accu-

mulate (Dannefer, 2020), and social inequalities are increasingly
embodied in health and physical functioning (e.g., Steptoe &
Zaninotto, 2020). An individual’s objective social status may
become more salient and more strongly affect how they are treated.
Further, at younger ages, social status still retains potential for
upward mobility. Such flexibility in social status is largely lost
among older adults (Weiss & Kuball, 2025) and may therefore
produce distinct intersections between low status and increasing age
among older adults.

Policy Implications

The concept of generalized discrimination experiences is relevant
for efforts to counter discrimination. Antidiscrimination policies are
category based. These regulations and laws typically conceptualize
discrimination as based on specific social categories (Fredman,
2016), focusing on issues such as ageism, sexism, or racism. This
piecemeal approach risks being unwieldy and insufficiently parsi-
monious for addressing discrimination, particularly as it affects
young people. Although such targeted policies may address some

wider aspects of discrimination (if only implicitly), they may
overlook broader discrimination experiences among individuals
with multiple low-status characteristics.

Efforts to counter discrimination will be strengthened if they are
accompanied by strategies addressing underlying inequalities and
general processes of prejudice (e.g., Council of Europe, 2022). For
instance, employers could recognize that younger employees often
face multiple forms of discrimination simultaneously. Although it is
easier for antidiscrimination laws to point to specific characteristics
that must not be discriminated against, implementing agencies (such
as human resources departments) could increase their effectiveness
by recognizing how different discrimination experiences converge.

Implications for interventions go further. The concept of gen-
eralized discrimination experiences among targets is related to
generalized prejudice among attitude holders. Such generalized
prejudice manifests not only among adults (Bergh et al., 2016; Zick
et al., 2008) but also among adolescents (Bratt, 2005; Bratt et al.,
2016). It may also emerge in childhood—as suggested by studies
showing that improvements in attitudes toward one outgroup can
extend to several others (Goodbun & Abrams, 2025; Vezzali et al.,
2014). This interconnectedness of prejudices has important con-
sequences for prejudice-reduction strategies: Learning about one
group can improve attitudes toward other groups too (Vezzali et al.,
2014). Even learning about one individual’s discrimination experi-
ences can reshape attitudes toward multiple outgroups, as Goodbun
and Abrams (2025) found when children learned about Anne Frank’s
life and persecution. The children’s willingness to have contact with
Jewish people improved, and this effect extended to 11 other
groups—including other religious and ethnic groups, age groups,
both sexes, and sexual minorities. Interventions addressing dis-
crimination are likely most effective when they illuminate broader
patterns of how discrimination operates across multiple domains and
groups.

Strengths and Limitations

The study leverages a large, diverse U.K. samplewith respondents’
age covering most of the adult life span. It has applied advanced
statistical techniques to introduce the novel concept of generalized
discrimination experiences across multiple domains. Analyses with
SEM were able to separate generalized from age-specific discrimi-
nation and examine how these forms of discrimination related dif-
ferently to age. Examinations of alternative explanations, including
social status indicators and several robustness checks, strengthen
confidence in the link between age and generalized discrimination
experiences.

One limitation of our one-factor model of discrimination ex-
periences and its extension into SEM is that it captures frequencies
of discrimination but not qualitative differences in discrimination
experiences. For example, ethnic discrimination experienced
by minority versus majority members is different, as is gender
discrimination experienced by women versus men. However, even
with this caveat, the model fit well across genders and sampling
clusters that included a boosted Muslim or Black sample.

Our study is also limited in space and time. Data are from the
United Kingdom; it is not clear to what extent the current findings
generalize to other countries. Also, the COVID-19 context of our
data collection may have affected social interactions and thereby
discrimination experiences. For instance, finding that nearly one in
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10 (9.3%) reported experiencing all assessed forms of discrimi-
nation at least once in the last month might seem surprising.
However, research conducted earlier in the United Kingdom cor-
roborates the current findings.
Abrams and Houston (2006) conducted a large-scale survey in the

United Kingdom two decades before the COVID-19 pandemic,
revealing a similar pattern of discrimination experiences. Nearly
half of their respondents reported discrimination. Abrams and
Houston also found “a very clear trend for younger people to report
experiencing more prejudice of all types than older people do”
(p. 41), and the authors highlighted that “experiences of discrimi-
nation are additive, and the more minority groups a person may
belong to, the greater are their chances of being a target of prejudice”
(Abrams & Houston, 2006, p. 46).
We also suggest that applying the one-factor model to data from

the pandemic may have provided a particularly strong test of the
model. Age-based divisions in the United Kingdom were excep-
tionally prominent during the COVID-19 pandemic, both by de-
scriptions of older people as particularly vulnerable to the virus
(Whiteside & Garcia, 2020) and younger age groups sometimes
being characterized as culpable for spreading the virus (Whiteside,
2020). If anything, the pandemic made age-based boundaries more
salient and should probably have made it more difficult for our one-
factor model of discrimination experiences to fit among younger,
middle-aged, as well as older adults.

Future Research

Future research could test replicability in other countries. Also,
longitudinal designs could determine whether individuals report
less discrimination as they age. Particularly valuable would be
longitudinal investigations that follow several cohorts as they
transition through different life stages, allowing researchers
to disentangle age effects from cohort effects. Even repeated
cross-sectional studies with consistent measures would help in
understanding developments over time. However, we are not
aware of major surveys that include appropriate measures for
tracking discrimination trends over time. This leaves a critical gap
in discrimination research.
Apart from differences across age, the present research found

gender-specific patterns: Men’s reported discrimination experiences
peaked around age 30 and then declined to levels below those
experienced by the youngest respondents. The pattern for women
was different, with discrimination experiences showing a steady
decline with age. Future research could investigate these gender
differences and whether the distinct pattern for men reflects
heightened status competition during early career stages when men
still lack the status markers of their older counterparts (see Berdahl
et al., 2018).
Indicators of social status available to this research (self-reported

socioeconomic status and subjective social status) had no or only
minor associations with discrimination experiences when added
as covariates with age. We also note that the causality behind the
minor association between subjective social status and general-
ized discrimination experiences is uncertain: Discrimination
experiences might affect self-view and subjective social status
(Leonardelli & Tormala, 2003). Future research might empirically
investigate how offenders’ perception of the social status of the
target affects discriminatory behavior. For example, vignette

studies could manipulate apparent status markers such as occu-
pation or sociolect and assess their effects on discriminatory
processes.

Like earlier research, we have used self-reports of discrimination
experiences. The relationship between subjective discrimination
experiences and objective discrimination remains unclear. Future
research could employ mixed methods, comparing self-reported
discrimination with observational data or experimental designs to
clarify this relationship.

Our findings from factor analysis emphasize the need for such
research. Apparently, older respondents were more sensitive to
discrimination experiences, despite reporting far fewer occur-
rences. Since this particular finding comes from statistically
decomposing response patterns in survey data, it needs further
validation with observational measures. Investigating how dif-
ferent age groups react to discrimination would be a useful
strategy for future research.

Finally, our analysis of generalized discrimination experiences
describes discrimination but not its consequences. Whereas the one-
factor model focused on the convergence of different discrimination
experiences, the original intersectionality theory stressed psycho-
logical and social effects of discrimination across domains, with
potentially multiplicative rather than merely additive effects.
Findings are inconsistent across studies (Raver & Nishii, 2010;
Rosenfield, 2012; Thoma & Huebner, 2013; Vauclair & Rudnev,
2024); perhaps the concept and the model of generalized dis-
crimination experiences can contribute to these analyses in future
research.

Conclusion

Ageism is not just about age. Age discrimination is interlinked
with other forms of discrimination, and all forms of discrimination
examined in our study seemed primarily to affect younger adults.
Whereas younger respondents reported substantially more gener-
alized discrimination experiences, older respondents reported
moderately more age-specific discrimination when the SEM anal-
ysis separated the unique variance in age discrimination from the
variance it had in common with other forms of discrimination.
However, older people appeared more vulnerable to generalized
discrimination experiences if they also held a relatively low social
status—suggesting that common perceptions of age discrimination
against older adults may need qualification.

The concept of generalized discrimination experiences is novel
and can reconcile the apparent contradiction in the literature
between scholars who focus on ageism as applicable only to older
people and those who highlight that younger people report much
more discrimination based on their age. The current findings also
point to different response patterns dependent on age, with younger
people being less rather than more prone to report discrimination—
and still reporting more discrimination overall, suggesting their
reports might underestimate these occurrences.

Our findings have implications well beyond age discrimination.
Understanding how specific forms of discriminatory treatment
generate a wide variety of discriminatory experiences—for exam-
ple, for members of ethnic minority groups—can help build a more
comprehensive framework for addressing discrimination in its many
manifestations.

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

12 BRATT, ABRAMS, AND LALOT



References

Abrams, D., Broadwood, J., Lalot, F., Hayon, K. D., & Dixon, A. (2021).
Beyond us and them—Societal cohesion in Britain through eighteen
months of COVID-19. https://kar.kent.ac.uk/92899/

Abrams, D., & Houston, D. M. (2006). Equality, diversity and prejudice in
Britain: Results from the 2005 National Survey. https://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/
id/eprint/16521/

Abrams, D., Swift, H. J., & Drury, L. (2016). Old and unemployable? How
age-based stereotypes affect willingness to hire job candidates. Journal of
Social Issues, 72(1), 105–121. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12158

Abrams, D., Swift, H. J., & Houston, D. (2018). Developing a national
barometer of prejudice and discrimination in Britain. https://doi.org/10
.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245

Abrams, D., Swift, H. J., Lamont, R. A., & Drury, L. (2015). The barriers to
and enablers of positive attitudes to ageing and older people, at the
societal and individual level. Foresight, Government Office for Science.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a
3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf

Ackerman, L. S., & Chopik, W. J. (2021). Cross-cultural comparisons in
implicit and explicit age bias. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
47(6), 953–968. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220950070

Age UK. (2023). Ageism and age equality. https://www.ageuk.org.uk/sitea
ssets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-
equality-sept-2023.pdf

Allen, J. O., Elias, L. K., & Greenwood, J. C. (2023). Differences and
disparities in ageism affecting older US adults: A review. Current
Epidemiology Reports, 10(1), 17–32. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-022-
00316-6

Arnett, J. J. (2024). Emerging adulthood: The winding road from the late
teens through the twenties (3rd ed.). Oxford University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197695937.001.0001

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Multiple-group factor analysis
alignment. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal,
21(4), 495–508. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210

Beach, P., Hazzan, A. A., Dauenhauer, J., &Maine, K. (2025). “I learned that
ageism is a thing now”: Education and engagement to improve student
attitudes toward aging. Gerontology & Geriatrics Education, 46(1), 17–
33. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701960.2024.2306518

Berdahl, J. L., Cooper, M., Glick, P., Livingston, R. W., & Williams, J. C.
(2018). Work as a masculinity contest. Journal of Social Issues, 74(3),
422–448. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12289

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

Bergh, R., Akrami, N., Sidanius, J., & Sibley, C. G. (2016). Is group
membership necessary for understanding generalized prejudice? A re-
evaluation of why prejudices are interrelated. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 111(3), 367–395. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi
0000064

Bratt, C. (2005). The structure of attitudes toward non-western immigrant
groups: Second-order factor analysis of attitudes among norwegian
adolescents. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 8(4), 447–469.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430205056470

Bratt, C. (2025). Benefits of a pragmatic approach: Rethinking measurement
invariance and composite scores in cross-cultural research. Sociological
Methods & Research. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10
.1177/00491241251405869

Bratt, C., Abrams, D., & Swift, H. J. (2020). Supporting the old but ne-
glecting the young? The two faces of ageism. Developmental Psychology,
56(5), 1029–1039. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000903

Bratt, C., Abrams, D., Swift, H. J., Vauclair, C.-M., & Marques, S. (2018).
Perceived age discrimination across age in Europe: From an ageing society
to a society for all ages. Developmental Psychology, 54(1), 167–180.
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000398

Bratt, C., Sidanius, J.,&Sheehy-Skeffington, J. (2016). Shaping the development
of prejudice: Latent growth modeling of the influence of social dominance
orientation on outgroup affect in youth. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 42(12), 1617–1634. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216666267

Butler, R. N. (1975). Why survive? Being old in America. Harper and Row.
Centre for Ageing Better. (2022). How do we challenge the ageist narrative
that exists in society? https://ageing-better.org.uk/blogs/how-do-we-challe
nge-ageist-narrative-that-exists-society

Chand, A., Clare, J., & Dolton, R. (2002). Teaching anti-oppressive practice
on a diploma in social work course: Lecturers’ experiences, students’
responses and ways forward. Social Work Education, 21(1), 7–22. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02615470120106988

Chasteen, A. L., Horhota, M., & Crumley-Branyon, J. J. (2021). Overlooked
and underestimated: Experiences of ageism in young, middle-aged, and older
adults. The Journals of Gerontology Series B: Psychological Sciences and
Social Sciences, 76(7), 1323–1328. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbaa043

Council of Europe. (2022). Intersectionality and multiple discrimination.
Gender Matters. https://www.coe.int/en/web/gender-matters/intersectiona
lity-and-multiple-discrimination

Crenshaw, K. (1997). Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex: A
Black feminist critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory and
antiracist politics. In K. Bartlett & R. Kennedy (Eds.), Feminist legal
theories (pp. 23–51). Routledge.

Dannefer, D. (2020). Systemic and reflexive: Foundations of cumulative
dis/advantage and life-course processes. The Journals of Gerontology
Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 75(6), 1249–1263.
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gby118

Denise, E. J. (2014). Multiple disadvantaged statuses and health: The role of
multiple forms of discrimination. Journal of Health and Social Behavior,
55(1), 3–19. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146514521215

Duncan, C., & Loretto, W. (2004). Never the right age? Gender and age-
based discrimination in employment. Gender, Work & Organization,
11(1), 95–115. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x

Ferraro, K. F., & Farmer, M.M. (1996). Double jeopardy to health hypothesis
for African Americans: Analysis and critique. Journal of Health and Social
Behavior, 37(1), 27–43. https://doi.org/10.2307/2137229

Francioli, S. P., & North, M. S. (2021). Youngism: The content, causes, and
consequences of prejudices toward younger adults. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 150(12), 2591–2612. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge
0001064

Fredman, S. (2016). Intersectional discrimination in EU gender equality and
non-discrimination law. European Commission. https://data.europa.eu/
doi/10.2838/241520

Fujishiro, K., Xu, J., & Gong, F. (2010). What does “occupation” represent as
an indicator of socioeconomic status? Exploring occupational prestige and
health. Social Science & Medicine, 71(12), 2100–2107. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026

Garstka, T. A., Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., & Hummert, M. L. (2004).
How young and older adults differ in their responses to perceived age
discrimination. Psychology and Aging, 19(2), 326–335. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0882-7974.19.2.326

Goodbun, K., & Abrams, D. (2025). The power of biography: Using the
diary of Anne frank to stimulate generalisation and secondary transfer of
willingness for intergroup contact. Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 35(2), Article e70054. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.70054

Hallquist, M. N., & Wiley, J. F. (2024). MplusAutomation: An R package for
facilitating large-scale latent variable analyses in mplus (Version 1.1.1)
[Computer software]. https://michaelhallquist.github.io/MplusAutomation/

Harris, K., Krygsman, S., Waschenko, J., & Laliberte Rudman, D. (2018).
Ageism and the older worker: A scoping review. The Gerontologist, 53(2),
e1–e14. https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnw194

Hill, A. (2020, March 19). Older people widely demonised in UK, ageism
report finds. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/
mar/19/older-people-widely-demonised-uk-ageism-report

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

GENERALIZED DISCRIMINATION EXPERIENCES 13

https://kar.kent.ac.uk/92899/
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/92899/
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/92899/
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/92899/
https://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/id/eprint/16521/
https://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/id/eprint/16521/
https://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/id/eprint/16521/
https://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/id/eprint/16521/
https://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/id/eprint/16521/
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12158
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12158
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12158
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.15948.26245
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a80479440f0b62305b8a3a7/gs-15-15-future-ageing-attitudes-barriers-enablers-er06.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220950070
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220950070
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://www.ageuk.org.uk/siteassets/documents/policy-positions/ageism-and-equalities/ageism-and-age-equality-sept-2023.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-022-00316-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-022-00316-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-022-00316-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197695937.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197695937.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197695937.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197695937.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197695937.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701960.2024.2306518
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701960.2024.2306518
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701960.2024.2306518
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701960.2024.2306518
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12289
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12289
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12289
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000064
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000064
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000064
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430205056470
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430205056470
https://doi.org/10.1177/00491241251405869
https://doi.org/10.1177/00491241251405869
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000903
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000903
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000398
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000398
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216666267
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216666267
https://ageing-better.org.uk/blogs/how-do-we-challenge-ageist-narrative-that-exists-society
https://ageing-better.org.uk/blogs/how-do-we-challenge-ageist-narrative-that-exists-society
https://ageing-better.org.uk/blogs/how-do-we-challenge-ageist-narrative-that-exists-society
https://ageing-better.org.uk/blogs/how-do-we-challenge-ageist-narrative-that-exists-society
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615470120106988
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615470120106988
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615470120106988
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbaa043
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbaa043
https://www.coe.int/en/web/gender-matters/intersectionality-and-multiple-discrimination
https://www.coe.int/en/web/gender-matters/intersectionality-and-multiple-discrimination
https://www.coe.int/en/web/gender-matters/intersectionality-and-multiple-discrimination
https://www.coe.int/en/web/gender-matters/intersectionality-and-multiple-discrimination
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gby118
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gby118
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146514521215
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146514521215
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2137229
https://doi.org/10.2307/2137229
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001064
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001064
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001064
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2838/241520
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2838/241520
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2838/241520
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2838/241520
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2838/241520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.326
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.326
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.326
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.326
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.326
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.70054
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.70054
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.70054
https://michaelhallquist.github.io/MplusAutomation/
https://michaelhallquist.github.io/MplusAutomation/
https://michaelhallquist.github.io/MplusAutomation/
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnw194
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnw194
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/mar/19/older-people-widely-demonised-uk-ageism-report
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/mar/19/older-people-widely-demonised-uk-ageism-report
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/mar/19/older-people-widely-demonised-uk-ageism-report
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2020/mar/19/older-people-widely-demonised-uk-ageism-report


House of CommonsWomen and Equalities Committee. (2025). The rights of
older people (third report of session 2024–25). https://publications.parlia
ment.uk/pa/cm5901/cmselect/cmwomeq/414/report.html

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Jacobs, E. (2025, February 20). Age discrimination payouts are getting bigger.
Financial Times. https://www.ft.com/content/f3ef9453-8247-4d20-9a64-
c86b8bccc369

Kalleberg, A. L., & Vallas, S. P. (Eds.). (2017). Precarious work. Emerald
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0277-2833201731

Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling
(4th ed.). Guilford Press.

Leonardelli, G. J., & Tormala, Z. L. (2003). The negative impact of per-
ceiving discrimination on collective well-being: The mediating role of
perceived ingroup status. European Journal of Social Psychology, 33(4),
507–514. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.159

Major, B., Gramzow, R. H., McCoy, S. K., Levin, S., Schmader, T., &
Sidanius, J. (2002). Perceiving personal discrimination: The role of
group status and legitimizing ideology. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 82(3), 269–282. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514
.82.3.269

Midgette, A. J., & Mulvey, K. L. (2021). Unpacking young adults’ ex-
periences of race- and gender-based microaggressions. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 38(4), 1350–1370. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0265407521988947

Missotten, P., Adam, S., & Schroyen, S. (2016). Ageism and youthism:
Healtcare professionals disregard the consequences. In G. Nuyttens & M.
Wynants (Eds.), Age: From the anatomy of life to the architecture of living
(pp. 376–387). Vubpress.

Morewedge, C. K. (2013). It was a most unusual time: How memory bias
engenders nostalgic preferences. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making,
26(4), 319–326. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1767

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2017). Mplus user’s guide (8th ed.).
Nelson, T. D. (2005). Ageism: Prejudice against our feared future self.
Journal of Social Issues, 61(2), 207–221. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2005.00402.x

Neumark, D., Burn, I., & Button, P. (2019). Is it harder for older workers to
find jobs? New and improved evidence from a field experiment. Journal of
Political Economy, 127(2), 922–970. https://doi.org/10.1086/701029

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

Older People’s Commissioner for Wales. (2025). Media guidelines for re-
porting on ageing and older age. https://olderpeople.wales/resource/me
dia-guidelines-for-reporting-on-ageing-and-older-age/

Palmore, E. (2015). Ageism comes of age. The Journals of Gerontology
Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 70(6), 873–875.
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv079

Patterson, K. (2023, July 27). Ageism is the least-challenged form of
discrimination—but it can be fought. The Guardian. https://www.thegua
rdian.com/commentisfree/2023/jul/28/ageism-is-the-least-challenged-form-
of-discrimination-but-it-can-be-fought

Petery, G. A., & Grosch, J. W. (2022). Broadening the view of workplace
ageism. Work, Aging and Retirement, 8(4), 379–382. https://doi.org/10
.1093/workar/waac015

Pfeffer, F. T., & Killewald, A. (2018). Generations of advantage.
Multigenerational correlations in family wealth. Social Forces, 96(4),
1411–1442. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox086

Purifoye, G. Y. (2015). Nice–Nastiness and other raced social interactions on
public transport systems. City & Community, 14(3), 286–310. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cico.12116

Raver, J. L., & Nishii, L. H. (2010). Once, twice, or three times as harmful?
Ethnic harassment, gender harassment, and generalized workplace harass-
ment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(2), 236–254. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0018377

Ridgeway, C. L. (2014). Why status matters for inequality. American
Sociological Review, 79(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224
13515997

Rosenfield, S. (2012). Triple jeopardy? Mental health at the intersection of
gender, race, and class. Social Science & Medicine, 74(11), 1791–1801.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010

Rudnev, M., & Vauclair, C.-M. (2024). Revisiting Cowgill’s modernisation
theory: Perceived social status of older adults across 58 countries. Ageing
and Society, 44(10), 2137–2154. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X2
2001192

Rudolph, C. W., Rauvola, R. S., Costanza, D. P., & Zacher, H. (2021).
Generations and generational differences: Debunking myths in organi-
zational science and practice and paving new paths forward. Journal
of Business and Psychology, 36(6), 945–967. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10869-020-09715-2

Shi, D., Lee, T., &Maydeu-Olivares, A. (2019). Understanding the model size
effect on SEM fit indices. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
79(2), 310–334. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164418783530

Solem, P. E. (2024). Ageism and youngism trigger different kinds of age
discrimination [Poster presentation]. 27th Nordic Congress of Gerontology,
Stockholm. https://lengrearbeidsliv.no/content/uploads/2024/06/240619-
SolemPE.Ageism-27NKG-Poster.pdf

Steptoe, A., & Zaninotto, P. (2020). Lower socioeconomic status and the
acceleration of aging: An outcome-wide analysis. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 117(26),
14911–14917. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915741117

Szymanski, D. M., & Gupta, A. (2009). Examining the relationship between
multiple internalized oppressions and African American lesbian, gay,
bisexual, and questioning persons’ self-esteem and psychological distress.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 56(1), 110–118. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0013317

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup
conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of
intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). Brooks/Cole.

Taylor, P., Fry, R., Cohn, D., Livingston, G., & Kochhar, R. (2011). The
rising age gap in economic well-being. The old prosper relative to the
young. (Social & Demographic Trends, Pew Research). https://www.pe
wresearch.org/social-trends/2011/11/07/the-rising-age-gap-in-economic-
well-being/

Teaster, P. B., & Giwa, A. O. (2023). Ageism as a source of global mental
health inequity.AMA Journal of Ethics, 25(10), E765–E770. https://doi.org/
10.1001/amajethics.2023.765

Thoma, B. C., & Huebner, D. M. (2013). Health consequences of racist
and antigay discrimination for multiple minority adolescents. Cultural
Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 19(4), 404–413. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0031739

Thomas, S. A. (2021). The customer caste: Lawful discrimination by public
businesses. https://doi.org/10.15779/Z38HT2GC4S

Urbiola, A., Navas, M., Carmona, C., & Willis, G. B. (2023). Social class
also matters: The effects of social class, ethnicity, and their interaction on
prejudice and discrimination toward roma. Race and Social Problems,
15(3), 262–276. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-022-09368-1

U.S. Equal EmploymentOpportunityCommission. (2024).AgeDiscrimination in
Employment Act (ADEA) overview. https://www.eeoc.gov/age-discrimination

Vauclair, C.-M., Marques, S., Lima, M. L., Bratt, C., Swift, H. J., & Abrams,
D. (2015). Subjective social status of older people across countries: The
role of modernization and employment. The Journals of Gerontology
Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 70(4), 650–660.
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbu074

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

14 BRATT, ABRAMS, AND LALOT

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5901/cmselect/cmwomeq/414/report.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5901/cmselect/cmwomeq/414/report.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5901/cmselect/cmwomeq/414/report.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5901/cmselect/cmwomeq/414/report.html
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5901/cmselect/cmwomeq/414/report.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://www.ft.com/content/f3ef9453-8247-4d20-9a64-c86b8bccc369
https://www.ft.com/content/f3ef9453-8247-4d20-9a64-c86b8bccc369
https://www.ft.com/content/f3ef9453-8247-4d20-9a64-c86b8bccc369
https://www.ft.com/content/f3ef9453-8247-4d20-9a64-c86b8bccc369
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0277-2833201731
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0277-2833201731
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.159
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.159
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.159
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.269
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.269
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.269
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.269
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.269
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521988947
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521988947
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521988947
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1767
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1767
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1767
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/701029
https://doi.org/10.1086/701029
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039469
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039469
https://olderpeople.wales/resource/media-guidelines-for-reporting-on-ageing-and-older-age/
https://olderpeople.wales/resource/media-guidelines-for-reporting-on-ageing-and-older-age/
https://olderpeople.wales/resource/media-guidelines-for-reporting-on-ageing-and-older-age/
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv079
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv079
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jul/28/ageism-is-the-least-challenged-form-of-discrimination-but-it-can-be-fought
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jul/28/ageism-is-the-least-challenged-form-of-discrimination-but-it-can-be-fought
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jul/28/ageism-is-the-least-challenged-form-of-discrimination-but-it-can-be-fought
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jul/28/ageism-is-the-least-challenged-form-of-discrimination-but-it-can-be-fought
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jul/28/ageism-is-the-least-challenged-form-of-discrimination-but-it-can-be-fought
https://doi.org/10.1093/workar/waac015
https://doi.org/10.1093/workar/waac015
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox086
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox086
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12116
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12116
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12116
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12116
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018377
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018377
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413515997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413515997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413515997
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X22001192
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X22001192
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X22001192
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09715-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09715-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09715-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164418783530
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164418783530
https://lengrearbeidsliv.no/content/uploads/2024/06/240619-SolemPE.Ageism-27NKG-Poster.pdf
https://lengrearbeidsliv.no/content/uploads/2024/06/240619-SolemPE.Ageism-27NKG-Poster.pdf
https://lengrearbeidsliv.no/content/uploads/2024/06/240619-SolemPE.Ageism-27NKG-Poster.pdf
https://lengrearbeidsliv.no/content/uploads/2024/06/240619-SolemPE.Ageism-27NKG-Poster.pdf
https://lengrearbeidsliv.no/content/uploads/2024/06/240619-SolemPE.Ageism-27NKG-Poster.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915741117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915741117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915741117
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013317
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013317
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2011/11/07/the-rising-age-gap-in-economic-well-being/
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2011/11/07/the-rising-age-gap-in-economic-well-being/
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2011/11/07/the-rising-age-gap-in-economic-well-being/
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2011/11/07/the-rising-age-gap-in-economic-well-being/
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2011/11/07/the-rising-age-gap-in-economic-well-being/
https://doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2023.765
https://doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2023.765
https://doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2023.765
https://doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2023.765
https://doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2023.765
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031739
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031739
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031739
https://doi.org/10.15779/Z38HT2GC4S
https://doi.org/10.15779/Z38HT2GC4S
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-022-09368-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-022-09368-1
https://www.eeoc.gov/age-discrimination
https://www.eeoc.gov/age-discrimination
https://www.eeoc.gov/age-discrimination
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbu074
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbu074


Vauclair, C.-M., & Rudnev, M. (2024). Multiple jeopardy, national wealth
and perceived discrimination: Subjective health of intersecting minority
groups across 28 countries. Acta Sociologica, 67(3), 352–370. https://
doi.org/10.1177/00016993231210650

Velez, B. L., Moradi, B., & Brewster, M. E. (2013). Testing the tenets of
minority stress theory in workplace contexts. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 60(4), 532–542. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033346

Vezzali, L., Hewstone, M., Capozza, D., Giovannini, D., & Wölfer, R.
(2014). Improving intergroup relations with extended and vicarious forms
of indirect contact. European Review of Social Psychology, 25(1), 314–
389. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.982948

Walker, R. V., & Zelin, A. I. (2021). “You’re too young/old for this”: The
intersection of ageism and sexism in the workplace. In E. Cole & L. Hollis-
Sawyer (Eds.), Older women who work: Resilience, choice, and change
(pp. 161–187). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0000212-010

Weiss, D., & Kuball, T. (2025). Stepping up and stepping down: The
dynamic nature of social status across the lifespan. Journal of Adult
Development. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10804-025-09532-y

Weiss, D., & Zhang, X. (2020). Multiple sources of aging attitudes: Perceptions
of age groups and generations from adolescence to old age across China,
Germany, and theUnited States. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 51(6),
407–423. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120925904

Whiteside, P. (2020).Coronavirus: Are young people to blame for a new rise
in COVID-19 cases? Sky News. https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-
are-young-people-to-blame-for-a-new-rise-in-covid-19-cases-12039185

Whiteside, P., & Garcia, C. A. (2020). Coronavirus: Why the elderly and
those with long term health problems are most at risk. Sky News. https://

news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-why-the-elderly-and-those-with-long-
term-health-problems-are-most-at-risk-11959108

Wickham, H., Chang, W., Henry, L., Pedersen, T. L., Takahashi, K., Wilke,
C., Woo, K., Yutani, H., Dunnington, D., & van der Brand, T. (2025).
ggplot2: Elegant graphics for data analysis (Version 3.5.2) [Computer
software]. https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org

Wickham, H., François, R., Henry, L., Müller, K., & Vaughan, D. (2014).
dplyr: A grammar of data manipulation [Data set]. The R Foundation.
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.dplyr

World Health Organization. (2021). Global report on ageism. https://iris
.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/340208/9789240016866-eng.pdf?seque
nce=1

Xie, Y. (2024). knitr: A general-purpose package for dynamic report
generation in R (Version 1.50) [Computer software]. https://yihui.org/
knitr/

Zhu, H. (2017). kableExtra: Construct complex table with “kable” and pipe
syntax [Data set]. The R Foundation. https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.packa
ge.kableextra

Zick, A., Wolf, C., Küpper, B., Davidov, E., Schmidt, P., & Heitmeyer, W.
(2008). The syndrome of group-focused enmity: The interrelation of pre-
judices tested with multiple cross-sectional and panel data. Journal of Social
Issues, 64(2), 363–383. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x

Received August 6, 2025
Revision received April 1, 2026

Accepted April 25, 2026 ▪

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

GENERALIZED DISCRIMINATION EXPERIENCES 15

https://doi.org/10.1177/00016993231210650
https://doi.org/10.1177/00016993231210650
https://doi.org/10.1177/00016993231210650
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033346
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033346
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.982948
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.982948
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.982948
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2014.982948
https://doi.org/10.1037/0000212-010
https://doi.org/10.1037/0000212-010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-025-09532-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-025-09532-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-025-09532-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120925904
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120925904
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-are-young-people-to-blame-for-a-new-rise-in-covid-19-cases-12039185
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-are-young-people-to-blame-for-a-new-rise-in-covid-19-cases-12039185
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-are-young-people-to-blame-for-a-new-rise-in-covid-19-cases-12039185
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-are-young-people-to-blame-for-a-new-rise-in-covid-19-cases-12039185
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-why-the-elderly-and-those-with-long-term-health-problems-are-most-at-risk-11959108
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-why-the-elderly-and-those-with-long-term-health-problems-are-most-at-risk-11959108
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-why-the-elderly-and-those-with-long-term-health-problems-are-most-at-risk-11959108
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-why-the-elderly-and-those-with-long-term-health-problems-are-most-at-risk-11959108
https://news.sky.com/story/coronavirus-why-the-elderly-and-those-with-long-term-health-problems-are-most-at-risk-11959108
https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org
https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org
https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.dplyr
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.dplyr
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.dplyr
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.dplyr
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/340208/9789240016866-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/340208/9789240016866-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/340208/9789240016866-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/340208/9789240016866-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/340208/9789240016866-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://yihui.org/knitr/
https://yihui.org/knitr/
https://yihui.org/knitr/
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.kableextra
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.kableextra
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.kableextra
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.kableextra
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.kableextra
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x

