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ABSTRACT
Lesbian, gay and bisexual (LGB) people are supposed to be 
better at gaydar than heterosexual. Across two studies we 
examined auditory gaydar performed by LGB and heterosex-
ual listeners. In Study 1 participants (n = 127) listened to 
male and female speakers (n = 10) and judged their sexual 
orientation on a binary choice (gay/lesbian vs. heterosexual). 
In Study 2, participants (n = 192) judged speakers’ (n = 31) 
sexual orientation on a Kinsey-like scale (1 = exclusively 
heterosexual, 7 = exclusively gay/lesbian). Results showed 
gaydar judgments differences in relative terms that did not 
indicate an overall gaydar accuracy. Moreover, LGB partici-
pants were not better at gaydar than heterosexual partici-
pants but rather showed a shift in criterion when making 
auditory gaydar judgments, namely they report a weaker 
straight categorization bias. Overall, these findings contri-
bute to the understanding of sexual orientation categoriza-
tion among heterosexual majority and LGB minority groups.

KEYWORDS 
Gaydar; voice; sexual 
orientation; gender typicality

Is s/he gay or straight? You should be able to tell! There is a general assump-
tion among people that lesbian, gay and bisexual (LGB) people are better at 
detecting other gay men and lesbian women as they have a more developed 
“gaydar.” Originally, the term “gaydar” defined “an inexplicable intuition 
seemingly innately bestowed upon members of the gay community” 
(Woolery, 2007, p. 11). Shelp (2003) suggests that gaydar has an adaptative 
function that allows LGB individuals to recognize each other and, thus, form a 
community. Literature has shown that both heterosexual and LGB individuals 
categorize others’ sexual orientation (SO) but has not yet come to a conclusion 
on whether LGB individuals outperform heterosexual individuals in gaydar 
accuracy. The present research examines this question with a focus on audi-
tory gaydar, namely SO judgments based on vocal cues.

CONTACT Fabio Fasoli f.fasoli@surrey.ac.Uk School of Psychology, University of Surrey, Stag Hill, University 
Campus, Guildford GU2 7XH, UK.

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed on the publisher’s website.

JOURNAL OF HOMOSEXUALITY                         
2023, VOL. 70, NO. 5, 876–899 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2021.2004796

© 2022 The Author(s). Published with license by Taylor & Francis Group, LLC.  
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/), which permits non-commercial re-use, distribution, and reproduction in 
any medium, provided the original work is properly cited, and is not altered, transformed, or built upon in any way.

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8043-1630
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2021.2004796
http://www.tandfonline.com
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/00918369.2021.2004796&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-03-01


Communicating sexual orientation

Historically, LGB people have used different ways to communicate their SO to 
other ingroup members. In the USA, asking a man whether he was a “friend of 
Dorothy” or wearing a red tie were ways to signal a gay SO to other gay men 
(Chauncey, 1994). In the 60s-70s, some British gay men communicated 
through “Polari,” a code language allowing them to communicate without 
being understood by heterosexual people (Baker, 2003). Nowadays, some gay 
men and lesbian women may signal their SO in different ways. For instance, 
they may use explicit cues such as clothing or adornments to express their SO 
(Clarke, Hayfield, & Huxley, 2012), and modify consciously or unconsciously 
their speech after coming out or when talking with gay friends (Daniele, Fasoli, 
Antonio, Sulpizio, & Maass, 2020; Podesva, 2007). Not only that, gay men and 
lesbian women also signal their own and detect others’ SO by using direct and 
prolonged eye-gaze (Nicholas, 2004). Such behaviors often go hand in hand 
with specific gestures, postures and facial expressions that guide gaydar judg-
ments (Barton, 2015). Hence, LGB people are particularly engaged in signaling 
and recognizing SO, possibly as a way to avoid isolation and share experiences 
of stigmatization (Shelp, 2003). In line with common beliefs, this may allow 
them to develop superior skills to accurately capture others’ SO.

Who has a better auditory gaydar?

Gaydar judgments can be difficult and may vary depending on the cue under 
consideration (Fasoli & Maass, 2018). Rule (2017) has suggested that an above 
chance gaydar accuracy (varying between 60–65%) can be found in the 
literature. Such accuracy may be lower when voice is the only available cue. 
Indeed, results on auditory gaydar accuracy are mixed, with some studies 
supporting accuracy (Gaudio, 1994; Linville, 1998; Tracy, Bainter, & 
Satariano, 2015; Valentova & Havlíček, 2013) and others suggesting a biased 
and largely inaccurate distinction of gay- from heterosexual-sounding speak-
ers that occurs regardless of the way the speakers self-identified (Munson, 
2007; Smyth, Jacobs, & Rogers, 2003; Sulpizio et al., 2020, 2015). Individuals 
are generally hesitant to label others as gay (Sulpizio et al., 2015) and gaydar 
judgments seem to be biased by a default assumption that everyone is hetero-
sexual unless gender-atypical cues are present, the so-called straight categor-
ization bias (Lick & Johnson, 2016). Indeed, perceived gender typicality is 
linked to SO judgments (Kachel, Simpson et al., 2018; Kachel, Steffens, Preuß, 
& Simpson, 2020). When voice is concerned, gay men’s voice quality influ-
ences the attribution of masculinity (see Ravenhill & de Visser, 2017) and 
perception of speakers as sounding gay (lesbian) and feminine (masculine) go 
hand in hand (Munson, 2007). Speakers themselves have expectations on 
whether they will be perceived as gay/lesbian or heterosexual depending on 
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how gender typical they sound (Fasoli, Hegarty, Maass, & Antonio, 2018). The 
role of gender stereotyping in gaydar research has been shown by Cox, Devine, 
Bischmann, and Hyde (2016), who found that gaydar judgments are influ-
enced by stereotypes and that believing gaydar is accurate led individuals to 
use stereotypes as SO diagnostic cues. In fact, gay “stereotypical” voices 
increase the perceived differences between speakers’ SO (Kachel et al., 2018).

Literature comparing gaydar across LGB and heterosexual people is scarce 
independent of what kind of cue (visual, auditory) one considers. Seminal 
work on this topic by Berger, Hank, Rauzi, and Simkins (1987), who asked 
LGB and heterosexual individuals to judge targets’ SO on the basis of short 
video interviews, demonstrated that accuracy rates were consistently below 
chance levels for both LGB and heterosexual participants. Subsequent studies 
found a tendency for gay men to be better at gaydar than heterosexual men 
(Shelp, 2003) and for lesbian women to be more accurate when judging female 
targets (Ruben, Hill, & Hall, 2014). Research considering both target gender 
and SO (Ambady et al.,1999) showed an overall accuracy (above chance) of 
gaydar judgments that was higher for female targets when visual stimuli were 
involved. Moreover, LGB participants outperformed heterosexual partici-
pants. Other research on visual gaydar confirmed a better accuracy for female 
targets (Brewer & Lyons, 2016; Lyons et al., 2014), but did not find LGB 
participants to be more accurate than heterosexual participants. Instead, 
LGB individuals were generally more likely to label targets as gay/lesbian. 
This could be explained by the fact that they found this labeling as less 
stigmatizing than heterosexual individuals did (see Alt, Lick, & Johnson, 
2020). Thus, in signal detection terms, the difference between LGB and 
heterosexual participants may not so much lie in their capacity to discriminate 
gay from heterosexual targets, but in their response bias. In line with signal 
detection theory, we refer here to this bias as “criterion” guiding gaydar 
judgments.

None of the above studies comparing LGB and heterosexual gaydar has 
investigated voice. Rieger, Linsenmeier, Gygax, Garcia, and Bailey (2010) 
examined voice while considering multiple cues (e.g., movement, appearance) 
either together or separately. Results showed an overall gaydar accuracy that 
occurred particularly when participants watched the full video or focused on 
targets’ speech and appearance. However, results were not consistent in 
showing that LGB were better than heterosexual participants. Indeed, lesbian 
women were less accurate than others in judging men’s SO based on move-
ment and speech, but LGB participants were better than heterosexual partici-
pants in judging female targets’ SO from movements. Valentova and Havlíček 
(2013), found instead that GB men were better than heterosexual women at 
correctly judging SO of male targets from their faces and voices. Hence, mixed 
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results exist and until now, no other research has investigated gaydar differ-
ences between LGB and heterosexual people when voice is the only cue 
available.

Voice is an interesting channel through which SO may be communicated. 
Voice is often overlooked as a source of information although, unbeknownst 
to most people, it tends to exert a particularly strong effect on social categor-
ization (Rakić, Steffens, & Mummendey, 2011). Also, and most importantly, 
voices are extremely variable (Kreiman, Keating, Park, Rastifar, & Alwan, 
2015). They not only change over time (Lavan, Burton, Scott, & McGettigan, 
2019), but also depending on the contexts (for SO, see Daniele et al., 2020). 
Given the great variability of voice across contexts, familiarity becomes a 
critical variable in recognition accuracy. As far as the recognition of individual 
voices is concerned, Lavan et al. (2019, p. 95) have argued that “overall, 
familiarity with a speaker or a stimulus provides listeners with an advantage 
in identity processing. In contrast to unfamiliar listeners, familiar listeners 
appear to be able to better generalize the information from familiar signals (e. 
g., speech in a familiar language) to less familiar signals (e.g., laughter or 
speech in another language).” With regards to SO, Brambilla, Riva, and Rule 
(2013) have shown that familiarity with gay men is associated with more 
accurate face-based gaydar judgments. It is possible that LGB individuals 
have more experience with their ingroup members and are more familiar 
with SO cues, including voice, than heterosexual people. If the advantage of 
familiarity in identity processing (does this voice belong to person A?) also holds 
for categorical processing (does this voice belong to a gay speaker?), then one 
could predict that LGB participants are more accurate in recognizing others’ 
SO from voice alone. This prediction is based on the assumption that, com-
pared to heterosexual participants, LGB members have considerably more 
experience with gay/lesbian voices and are exposed to larger and more varied 
samples of gay/lesbian voices, that they experience across multiple contexts. 
Thus, they may be better at detecting intra-group variation occurring among 
gay/lesbian individuals (see Kachel et al., 2018). In contrast, exposure to 
heterosexual voices should be similar for LGB and heterosexual individuals 
given that the majority of the population identifies as heterosexual. If this 
argument is correct, then LGB individuals may indeed be more accurate in 
identifying others’ SO, as popular wisdom suggests. But what does accuracy 
really mean?

Different facets of accuracy

Accuracy is a muddy concept that can take on different meanings in gaydar 
research. One definition refers to the capacity to differentiate between the two 
SO categories of speakers. In this case, it is sufficient that listeners judge 
heterosexual speakers as more heterosexual than gay/lesbian speakers. Thus, 
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accuracy is defined in relative terms and reflects the ability to distinguish the 
two categories of speakers. However, this does not mean that speakers are 
correctly classified. For instance, as found in many studies (e.g., Munson, 2007; 
Sulpizio et al., 2020, 2015; Valentova & Havlíček, 2013), both heterosexual and 
gay/lesbian speakers may be identified as “heterosexual,” but to different 
degrees.

A different and more stringent definition refers to accuracy in an absolute 
sense, such that a single speaker is placed in the correct category (in case of 
binary decisions) or on the correct side of the spectrum (in case of interval 
Kinsey-like scales). In the case of multiple speakers, it requires that the 
majority of speakers is placed in the correct category or on the correct side 
of the spectrum. It is therefore possible that people are accurate in relative 
terms, such that they are able to reliably distinguish the two categories of 
speakers, but that they are inaccurate in absolute terms because they perceive 
all speakers as heterosexual (see straight categorization bias, Lick & Johnson, 
2016).

To complicate things further, absolute accuracy may either reflect a superior 
ability to differentiate gay/lesbian from heterosexual speakers or a shift in 
criterion (or both). We define criterion here as the more or less restrictive 
tendency to label others as gay/lesbian (also named “response bias” in previous 
research). Take the example of ratings reported by heterosexual and LGB 
participants on a 7-point Kinsey-like scale with one extreme representing 
“exclusively heterosexual” and the other “exclusively gay/lesbian” (first row 
of Figure 1). Heterosexual participants may differentiate between the two SO 
categories as shown by statistically different means (second row of Figure 1). 
Still, both means are on the “heterosexual pole” of the scale indicating that 
heterosexual participants assume all speakers to be heterosexual, although to 

Figure 1. Increased accuracy driven by better differentiation vs. criterion shift.
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different degrees, and suggesting a strong straight categorization bias (Lick & 
Johnson, 2016). LGB participants may be more accurate in classifying gay/ 
lesbian speakers, as common wisdom suggests. However, their gaydar judg-
ments could take different forms. LGB participants could outperform hetero-
sexual participants because of a better ability to differentiate between the two 
categories, hence they perceived gay/lesbian speakers as clearly gay while 
maintaining a perception of heterosexual speakers as heterosexual (both 
means on the correct side of the scale, third row of Figure 1). Another 
possibility is that the superior performance of LGB participants is simply a 
side-effect of a different criterion (forth row of Figure 1). In this case, the 
perceived distance between the two categories is exactly the same as that 
indicated by heterosexual participants (second row, Figure 1), but the values 
are shifted toward the right side of the continuum, resulting in greater 
accuracy. An analogous argument can be made for dichotomous responses 
(gay or straight?) using signal detection theory that allows to consider both 
correct differentiation (accuracy) and shift in criterion (response bias).

Why is this distinction relevant? So far research has conceptualized and 
tested accuracy in different ways creating a debate concerning what accuracy 
means (Miller, 2018). Understanding whether LGB individuals are more 
accurate than heterosexual people because of a clearer differentiation or 
because of a shift in criterion will contribute to the understanding of how 
gaydar judgments are made and what accuracy implies. LGB individuals may 
be better at differentiating speakers correctly because they are more familiar 
with gay/lesbian speakers and more sensitive to cues indicative of SO 
(Brambilla et al., 2013). In fact, LGB individuals are not only able to easily 
detect signals of stigmatization that define their social status and group 
membership (Abrams & Giles, 2004), but they also pay more attention to 
details than heterosexual people as they engage in a more analytic than global 
perceptual style (Colzato, Van Hooidonk, Van Den Wildenberg, Harinck, & 
Hommel, 2010). This process can be socially rewarding and motivated by the 
need to recognize other gay men and lesbian women who are part of their 
community (Colzato et al., 2010; Shelp, 2003). A shift in the criterion with 
respect to heterosexual participants may instead reflect the assumption that 
some speakers are gay/lesbian and the lower fear in using gay/lesbian labels to 
categorize others (see Alt et al., 2020), whereas heterosexual participants 
automatically assume that most speakers are heterosexual (straight categoriza-
tion bias).

Overview

This research examined whether LGB individuals are better at auditory gaydar 
than heterosexual individuals. The limited studies on this issue have mostly 
focused on gaydar judgments where multiple cues or only visual cues were 
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available. Here, we focused on voice since it has been found to be more 
important than visual cues in some contexts, including spontaneous categor-
ization (Rakić et al., 2011). In two studies we tested whether LGB listeners are 
more accurate than heterosexual listeners when categorizing male and female 
speakers’ SO and, if so, whether this is driven by better differentiation or a shift 
in criterion. We assessed gaydar accuracy in two ways. In Study 1, participants 
were asked to categorize the speakers in a binary choice (gay/lesbian vs. 
straight). In Study 2, SO judgments were provided on a Kinsey scale from 
“exclusively heterosexual” to “exclusively gay/lesbian.” The use of different 
measures to assess perceived SO is particularly important in the current debate 
on conceptualization and operationalization of SO as a binary rather than a 
more fluid concept (see Miller, 2018; Painter, Fasoli, & Sulpizio, 2021) and to 
better understand the underlying mechanisms, namely differentiation and 
shift in criterion. Both studies were approved by the Psychology Ethics 
Committee of the University of Padova.

We hypothesized that LGB participants would be more accurate than 
heterosexual participants in identifying gay/lesbian speakers (Hypothesis 1). 
Two contrasting hypotheses were formulated regarding the reasons for their 
relatively better performance. Compared to heterosexual participants, we 
expected LGB participants to either be better at discriminating between the 
two SO categories of speakers (Hypothesis 2a) or to apply a shift in criterion, 
by considering a higher overall likelihood that speakers would be gay (reduced 
straight categorization bias, Hypothesis 2b) leading to higher accuracy. In 
Study 2, we also assessed gender typicality since it is linked to perceived SO 
and affects the straight categorization bias (see Lick & Johnson, 2016). We 
expected gay/lesbian speakers to be perceived as less gender typical than 
heterosexual speakers (Hypothesis 3).

Study 1

Method

Participants
One hundred and thirty-two Italian participants completed the study. After 
excluding those who did not report their SO (n = 5), the final sample consisted 
of 127 participants (M = 27.81, SD = 9.86) including 70 heterosexual people 
(33 males and 37 females), 57 LBG individuals (28 gay and bisexual men, 29 
lesbian and bisexual women). Most of the participants had a university degree 
(50.8%, n = 64), and were geographically well-distributed across Italy (see 
Supplementary Materials for all demographics). A G*Power sensitivity power 
analysis with α = .05, 1-β = .80, N = 127, and Cohen’s f = .158 suggested that 
our sample had enough power to detect a small effect size in a mixed-design 
(Cohen, 1988).
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Speakers
Ten males and 10 females selected from a pool of voice samples previously 
used by Sulpizio et al. (2020, 2015). Half of the speakers self-identified as gay/ 
lesbian and half as heterosexual, they were all young adults (age range 24–40) 
and Italians from the North of Italy. Vocal stimuli consisted of two neutral 
sentences (i.e., “The dog runs in the park”; “The English course begins on 
Monday”) uttered by each speaker (6–8 seconds in total).

Procedure and materials
Participants were recruited through students’ contacts and invited to take part 
in an online study about voice-based SO recognition. After consenting to take 
part in the study, participants listened to either 10 male or 10 female speakers’ 
voices (half gay/lesbian and half heterosexual) presented in a randomized 
order. Participants were asked to indicate the speakers’ SO by making a 
dichotomous choice (gay/lesbian vs heterosexual). After categorizing all the 
speakers, participants estimated the number of gay/lesbian speakers they had 
listened to by choosing a number between 0 and 10. Then, they reported their 
demographics (i.e., age, gender, sexual orientation, geographical background, 
and level of education) and completed an Italian adaptation of the Attitudes 
Toward Lesbian and Gay men scale (ATLG, Herek, 1998) by indicating their 
agreement with 10 items (e.g., homosexuality is a perversion) on a scale from 1 
(completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree).

Results

Preliminary analyses
ATGL showed adequate reliability (α = .65) and thus participants’ ratings were 
averaged. The lower the score, the more positive the attitudes toward gay men 
and lesbian women. Overall, participants showed positive attitudes (M = 1.80, 
SD = .84; t-test against the midpoint of the scale: t(126) = −29.42, p < .001), but 
these were more positive for LGB (M = 1.44, SD = .48) than heterosexual 
participants (M = 2.09, SD = .95; t(125) = −4.67, p < .001).

Analyses including participants’ gender did not show any significant inter-
action and showed the same pattern of results of the main analyses reported 
below. Hence, this variable was not considered any further.

Perceived SO—dichotomous choice
We examined the data in two ways as in seminal gaydar work (Rule & 
Ambady, 2008). First, we looked at the descriptive accuracy for each target 
group. For each participant and target group we calculated the percentage of 
correct categorization by dividing the correct answers (multiplied by 100) by 
the total number of speakers. We then submitted these scores to a 2 (Speaker 
SO: gay/lesbian vs. heterosexual) X 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. female) X 2 
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(Participant SO: LGB vs. heterosexual) repeated measures ANOVA where the 
first variable was a within-participants factor and the others were between- 
participants factors. A main effect of Speaker gender, F(1,123) = 6.68, p = .011, 
h2 = .05, indicated that on average female speakers (M = 58.9%, SD = 14.60) 
were more likely to be categorized correctly than male speakers (M = 51.87%, 
SD = 15.72). Also, a significant main effect of Speaker SO, F(1,123) = 80.46, p < 
.001, ηp

2 = .39, showed that heterosexual speakers (M = 70.23%, SD = 22.37) 
were more likely to be correctly categorized than gay/lesbian speakers (M = 
40.47%, SD = 25.51). This effect was qualified by a significant interaction with 
Participant SO, F(1,123) = 4.20, p = .042, ηp

2 = .04. Pairwise comparisons 
(Bonferroni correction) showed that LGB participants (M = 45.61%, SD = 
26.39) were better than heterosexual participants (M = 36.28%, SD = 24.15; p = 
.03) at categorizing gay/lesbian speakers, whereas no difference was found for 
heterosexual speakers (MLGB = 68.07%, SD = 21.22 and Mheterosexual = 72%, 
SD = 23.19; p = .25). No other significant effects or interactions were found (Fs 
< 1.03, ps > .31).

These differences should be interpreted with caution. If accuracy is defined 
in absolute terms, scores should exceed chance level. Hence, we performed 
one-sample t-tests against 50%. These analyses showed that heterosexual 
speakers were overall correctly categorized above chance level, t(126) = 
10.19, p < .001, whereas gay/lesbian speakers were categorized below chance 
by participants, t(126) = −4.21, p < .001. Analyses considering LGB and 
heterosexual participants separately showed that both participant groups 
categorized heterosexual speakers above chance (ts > 6.39, ps < .001), while 
gay/lesbian speakers were categorized around chance level by LGB partici-
pants, t(126) = −1.25, p = .215, and below chance by heterosexual participants, 
t(126) = −4.75, p < .001. Thus, an above chance accuracy emerged for hetero-
sexual speakers, whereas accuracy for gay/lesbian speakers never exceeded the 
chance level indicating that both participant groups showed a straight cate-
gorization bias, but LGB participants did so to a lower degree.

Second, to identify the potential role of the criterion shift (response bias) 
and better understand the straight categorization bias, we performed a signal 
detection analysis (Stanislaw & Todorov, 1999). We calculated hit rates and 
false alarm rates for each participant and for gay and heterosexual speakers. 
We considered as hit rate the number of correct categorizations for gay/lesbian 
speakers and as false alarms the number of categorization of heterosexual 
speakers as gay/lesbian. Hit rates and false alarms were divided for the number 
of gay/lesbian and heterosexual speakers, respectively. We then calculated d’ 
that is considered a measure of accuracy or correct discriminability, and c as a 
measure of response bias or shift in criterion. Specifically, positive values for c 
indicate a bias in categorizing individuals as heterosexual. The two indexes, d’ 
and c, were submitted to a 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. female) X 2 
(Participants SO: LGB vs. heterosexual) univariate ANOVA. Analysis on d’ 
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showed only a significant main effect of Speaker gender, F(1,123) = 5.55, p = 
.020, ηp

2 = .04, indicating that accuracy was higher for female (M = .81, SD = 
1.43) than male speakers (M = .20, SD = 1.44). Analysis on c showed instead a 
significant main effect of participant SO, F(1,123) = 4.31, p = .040, ηp

2 = .04, 
such that LGB participants (M = .48, SD = .94) were less likely to engage in the 
straight categorization bias than heterosexual participants (M = .85, SD = 
1.02), supporting Hypothesis 2b rather than Hypothesis 2a.

Estimated number of gay/lesbian speakers
A 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. female) X 2 (Participant SO: LGB vs. hetero-
sexual) univariate ANOVA was performed. Only a main effect of participant 
SO, F(1,123) = 4.76, p = .031, ηp

2 = .04, emerged. LGB participants (M = 3.67, 
SD = 1.91) estimated a higher number of gay/lesbian speakers in the speaker 
sample than heterosexual participants (M = 3.01, SD = 1.47). However, both 
groups of participants underestimated the number of gay/lesbian speakers 
they listened to as shown by t-tests against the real number of gay/lesbian 
speakers (5), ts < −5.27, ps < .001. Hence, these findings provide further 
indirect support for Hypothesis 2b.

Discussion

Study 1 showed that both heterosexual and LGB participants were accurate in 
judging heterosexual speakers but were largely inaccurate when categorizing 
gay/lesbian speakers. In line with Hypothesis 1, LGB participants outper-
formed their heterosexual counterparts in identifying gay/lesbian speakers, 
but their performance did not exceed chance. The relative difference between 
LGB and heterosexual participants are likely to reflect a differential degree of 
the straight categorization bias (Lick & Johnson, 2016). In line with 
Hypothesis 2b, the response bias was stronger for heterosexual than for LGB 
participants suggesting a shift in criterion rather than an accurate differentia-
tion. This difference is evident not only in the main dependent variable (SO 
binary choice), but also in the estimate of the total number of gay/lesbian 
speakers among the voice sample. Moreover, we found that accuracy to be 
higher for female than male speakers both in terms of percentage of correct 
classification and d’. This result seems in line with previous findings observed 
for face-based gaydar (Brewer & Lyons, 2016; Lyons et al., 2014) and for 
gaydar based on nonverbal behavior (Ambady et al., 1999). Although infor-
mative, these findings only assessed perceived SO on a binary choice. Recent 
research (Painter et al., 2021) has shown that auditory gaydar accuracy varies 
when SO is assessed on a Kinsey-like scale that presents a continuum from 
exclusively heterosexual and exclusively gay/lesbian rather than a binary 
choice. We addressed this issue in Study 2.
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Study 2

Study 2 aimed to conceptually replicate and extend results of Study 1 in several 
respects. As pointed out by Miller (2018), in the gaydar literature, SO is very 
often considered a binary concept and participants are forced to choose 
between the gay/lesbian or heterosexual categories. However, SO is a more 
fluid concept (Diamond, 2016). Also, the dichotomous forced-choice measure 
used in Study 1 may not be the best way to test people’s capacity to differ-
entiate between gay/lesbian and heterosexual speakers predicted in Hypothesis 
2a. Interval scales may be better suited as they are more sensitive to relative 
differences in ratings (see Figure 1 for an example). Hence, in Study 2 we asked 
participants to rate speakers’ SO on a Kinsey-like scale. Moreover, to general-
ize our findings, we considered a different and larger number of male and 
female speakers. Hypotheses 1 and 2a/2b were the same as in Study 1. 
Moreover, we tested here the prediction that the gay/lesbian speakers would 
be perceived as less gender typical than heterosexual speakers (Hypothesis 3).

Method

Participants
After excluding participants who did not complete the study (n = 36), the final 
sample consisted of 192 Italian participants (Mage = 34.70, SD = 11.48). They 
were 82 heterosexual (40 males and 42 females) and 110 LGB (38 gay men, 63 
lesbian women and 9 bisexual women) participants. The majority was 
employed (69.8%, n = 134), from the North of Italy (87.5%, n = 168), 
Catholic (48.4%, n = 92), and preferred not to report their political orientaiton 
(39.5%, n = 75; see Supplementary Materials for all demographics). A G*Power 
sensitivity power analysis with α = .05, 1-β = .80, N = 192, and Cohen’s f = .12 
suggested that our sample had enough power to detect a small effect size in a 
mixed-design (Cohen, 1988).

Speakers
Speakers’ recruitment and recording were conducted by psychology students 
as part of a research activity. Only recordings of good quality (no background 
noise, clear voice and adequate volume) were retained. All speakers uttered the 
same neutral sentences (i.e., “the housing market has changed in the last years 
and prices for a one-bedroom apartments are still high. After a long house 
hunting, I found a place”) lasting 14–16 seconds. Recordings of 16 male 
speakers (8 self-identified as gay and 8 self-identified as heterosexual) and 15 
female speakers (8 self-identified as lesbian and 7 as heterosexual) were used in 
the study. They were all young (age range 19–36) and from the north of Italy.
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Procedure and measures
Listener participants were recruited online by the psychology students. After 
consenting to take part in the study, they listened to either the male or female 
speakers, one after the other in counterbalanced orders. After listening to each 
speaker, participants rated his/her SO on a scale from 1 (exclusively hetero-
sexual) to 7 (exclusively gay/lesbian). Also, they rated the speaker’s femininity, 
masculinity, and spontaneity on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (completely). 
For results on spontaneity see the Supplementary Materials. Next, participants 
completed the ATLG scale as in Study 1 (α = .88) and reported their demo-
graphic information (e.g., gender, age, sexual orientation). Participants also 
estimated how many of the speakers they listened to were gay/lesbian (0–16/ 
15) and reported whether they knew any of them. Finally, they reported their 
gaydar beliefs by indicating how difficult it was to perform the gaydar task and 
how easy they believed it is to detect gay and lesbian speakers. Answers were 
provided on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (completely). At the end they were 
thanked and debriefed.

Results

Preliminary analyses
As in Study 1, participants ATLG ratings were averaged so that the lower the 
score, the more positive the attitudes. Overall participants reported positive 
attitudes, and LGB participants (M = 1.36, SD = .31) reported more positive 
attitudes than heterosexual participants (M = 2.61, SD = 1.18), t(189) = 10.68, p 
< .001. Moreover, LGB participants (M = 44.36, SD = 58.28) reported to know 
more gay and lesbian people than heterosexual participants (M = 3.49, SD = 
5.63) did, t(190) = 6.35, p < .001.

Analyses also showed that participants found the task more difficult when 
they had to rate female (M = 5.49, SD = 1.53) than male speakers (M = 4.45, 
SD = 1.6), t(190) = 4.52, p < .001, and heterosexual participants (M = 5.43, 
SD = 1.55) found the task more difficult than LGB participants (M = 4.57, SD = 
1.66), t(190) = 3.63, p < .001. Moreover, participants believed that it is easier to 
detect SO of gay (M = 4.00, SD = 1.74) than lesbian speakers (M = 2.86, SD = 
1.86), t(184) = 6.80, p < .001. However, whereas heterosexual participants (M = 
2.33, SD = 1.96) believed it is more difficult to detect lesbian speakers than LGB 
participants (M = 3.24, SD = 1.70, t(185) = 3.37, p = .001) did, both groups had 
similar beliefs about how easy it is to detect gay men’s SO (Mheterosexual = 4.00, 
SD = 1.80 vs MLGB = 4.06, SD = 1.71, t(188) = −.22, p = .83).

Analyzes including participants’ gender did not show any interactions with 
other variables that never reached conventional levels of significance. Hence, 
this variable was not further considered.
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Perceived SO—Kinsey-like scale
A 2 (Speaker SO: gay/lesbian vs. heterosexual) X 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. 
female) X 2 (Participant SO: LGB vs. heterosexual) repeated measures 
ANOVA, where the first variable was a within-participants factor and all the 
others were between-participants variables, was performed on participants’ 
ratings. A significant main effect of speaker SO, F(1,187) = 68.60, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .27, and of speaker gender, F(1,187) = 4.05, p = .046, ηp
2 = .02, emerged. 

These effects were qualified by a significant interaction between the two 
variables, F(1,187) = 54.72, p < .001, ηp

2 = .23. Pairwise comparisons 
(Bonferroni correction) indicated that participants reported higher ratings 
for gay (M = 4.24, SD = .83) than heterosexual male speakers (M = 3.08, 
SD = .94; p < .001), whereas no difference emerged for female speakers 
(Mlesbian = 3.46, SD = .98 and Mheterosexual = 3.41, SD = 1.08; p = .54).

Also, LGB participants (M = 3.79, SD = .75) reported overall higher ratings 
than heterosexual participants (M = 3.24, SD = .80), F(1,187) = 24.25, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .11, thus showing a reduced straight-categorization bias, in line with 
Hypothesis 2b. A significant interaction between speaker SO, speaker gender 
and participant SO, F(1,187) = 4.27, p = .04, ηp

2 = .02, showed that the effect 
illustrated above occurred specifically for gay speakers. Indeed, pairwise com-
parisons (Bonferroni correction) showed that LGB participants (M = 4.47, 
SD = .83) perceived gay male speakers as more gay than heterosexual partici-
pants (M = 3.92, SD = .72; p = .001), whereas no difference emerged on ratings 
for the heterosexual male speakers (MLGB = 3.17, SD = .89 and Mheterosexual = 
2.94, SD = 1.00; p = .26). On the contrary, LGB participants perceived both 
lesbian (M = 3.72, SD = .86) and heterosexual (M = 3.80, SD = .96) female 
speakers as more lesbian than heterosexual participants (Mlesbian_speakers = 3.14, 
SD = 1.04 and Mheterosexual_speakers = 2.93, SD = 1.04; ps < .01). No other 
significant main effects or interactions emerged (Fs < 2.21, ps > .14).

This analysis suggests that participants distinguished gay and heterosexual 
male speakers in relative terms. However, to prove accuracy in absolute terms, 
means for heterosexual speakers should be below and means for gay speakers 
above the scale midpoint (4). Thus, we performed one sample t-tests against 
the scale midpoint for each group of speakers, separately for gay/lesbian and 
heterosexual speakers. With regards to male speakers, both LGB and hetero-
sexual participants correctly rated the heterosexual speakers below the scale 
midpoint (ts < −6.88, ps > .001), while gay speakers were rated around the scale 
midpoint by heterosexual participants, t(41) = −.70, p = .48, but were correctly 
identified by LGB participants since the mean was significantly above the scale 
midpoint, t(59) = 4.35, p < .001. With regards to female speakers, heterosexual 
participants correctly rated heterosexual speakers below the midpoint, t(39) = 
−6.50, p < .001, whereas LGB participants rated these speakers around the scale 
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midpoint, t(49) = −1.52, p =.13. At the same time, both heterosexual and LGB 
participants rated lesbian speakers below the scale midpoint (ts < −2.27, ps 
< .03).

Differentiation or shift in criterion?
A different way to assess the degree of differentiation is to analyze the 
difference score between the two judgments, by subtracting the rating of the 
heterosexual from that of the gay/lesbian speakers. Greater scores indicate a 
greater differentiation between the two categories. Difference scores were 
submitted to a 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. female) X 2 (Participant SO: LGB 
vs. heterosexual) mixed ANOVA. A significant main effect for Speaker gender, 
F(1,187) = 54.72, p < .001,h2 = .23, indicated a better differentiation between 
gay/lesbian and heterosexual speakers for male (M = 1.16, SD = 1.03) than for 
female speakers (M =.05, SD = .95). Also, a significant but weaker interaction 
with Participant SO, F(1,187) = 4.27, p = .04,h2 = .02, emerged. For male 
speakers, LGB participants (M = 1.29, SD = .89) slightly outperformed hetero-
sexual participants (M = .98, SD = 1.29). For female speakers, heterosexual 
participants (M = .21, SD = 1.02) slightly outperformed LGB participants (M = 
−.08, SD = .88). However, neither of these trends was significant (ps > .13). 
Together, these findings suggest that LGB members are no better than hetero-
sexual participants at differentiating the SO of gay/lesbian and heterosexual 
speakers.

The results reported above considered perceived SO measured on a Kinsey- 
like scale supposedly allowing for a conceptualization of SO as a continuum. 
However, people often think about SO as a binary. In order to allow a direct 
comparison between the two studies and further test differentiation and shift 
in criterion, a signal detection analysis was performed. To do that, we con-
verted the responses into dichotomous responses. Depending on whether 
responses were located on one or the other side of the scale they were recoded 
as “gay/lesbian” if ratings were above and “heterosexual” if they were below 4. 
Although this re-coding strategy has been recently criticized because it reiter-
ates a SO binary conceptualization (Miller, 2018), it is useful to understand 
how listeners make judgments and to compare accuracy as usually conceptua-
lized in gaydar research. This recoding allowed us to calculate hits and false 
alarms, and then compute the d’ (discrimination) and c (criterion or response 
bias) scores as in Study 1. Positive values for c indicate a bias in categorizing 
individuals as heterosexual. The two indexes, d’ and c, were submitted to a 2 
(Speaker gender: male vs. female) X 2 (Participants SO: LGB vs. heterosexual) 
ANOVA. Analysis on d’ showed only a significant main effect of Speaker 
gender, F(1,188) = 26.40, p < .001, ηp

2 = .12, indicating that accuracy was 
higher for male (M = .47, SD = .96) than for female speakers (M = −.39, SD = 
1.37). No other significant effects or interactions were found (Fs < 2.01, ps > 
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.16). As in Study 1, there was no significant main effect or interactions 
involving participant SO, suggesting that LGB participants were no better at 
differentiating the two groups than were their heterosexual counterparts.

Analysis on c scores showed instead a significant main effect of participant 
SO, F(1,188) = 9.54, p = .002, ηp

2 = .05, such that LGB participants (M = −.28, 
SD = .71) were less likely to engage in the straight categorization bias than 
heterosexual participants (M = .07, SD = .91), thereby replicating the result 
pattern of Study 1 and supporting Hypothesis 2b. A significant main effect for 
Speaker Gender, F(1,188) = 6.96, p = .009, ηp

2 = .04, also revealed that the 
response bias was greater for female (M = −.02, SD = .99) than for male 
speakers (M = −.27, SD = .59). The interaction between the two variables 
was not significant, F(1,188) = 2.02, p = .16, ηp

2 = .01.

Estimated number of gay/lesbian speakers
A 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. female) X 2 (Participant SO: LGB vs. hetero-
sexual) univariate ANOVA was performed on the number of gay/lesbian 
speakers participants believed to have recognized. Only a significant main 
effect of participant SO, F(1,172) = 52.33, p < .001,h2 = .23, emerged. LGB 
participants (M = 7.09, SD = 2.73) reported to have recognized more gay/ 
lesbian speakers than heterosexual participants (M = 4.36, SD = 2.11), attesting 
to a lower straight categorization bias among LGB participants and supporting 
Hypothesis 2b. Also, t-test against the actual number of gay/lesbian speakers 
(8) showed that both LGB and heterosexual participants underestimated the 
number of gay/lesbian speakers they listened to, ts < −3.35, ps < .001. No other 
significant effects or interactions were found (Fs < 1.26, ps > .26).

Gender typicality
Masculinity and femininity ratings were negatively correlated for all group of 
speakers (rs < −.92, ps < .001). A gender typicality score was calculated by 
subtracting ratings on femininity from those on masculinity for male speakers 
and vice versa for female speakers. Hence, the higher the score, the more 
gender typical the speaker was perceived. This score was submitted to a 2 
(Speaker SO: gay/lesbian vs. heterosexual) X 2 (Speaker gender: male vs. 
female) X 2 (Participant SO: LGB vs. heterosexual) repeated measures 
ANOVA, the first as within-participants and the others as between-partici-
pants variables. Significant main effects of speaker SO, F(1,186) = 69.50, p < 
.001,h2 = .27, and of speaker gender, F(1,186) = 5.60, p = .02,h2 = .03, were 
qualified by a significant interaction between these two factors, F(1,186) = 
93.58, p < .001,h2 = .33. Pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni correction) showed 
that heterosexual male speakers (M = 2.86, SD = 1.86) were perceived as more 
gender typical than gay male speakers (M = .92, SD = 1.94; p < .001). On the 
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contrary, no difference emerged for the perception of female speakers’ gender 
typicality (Mlesbian = 2.56, SD = 1.96 vs Mheterosexual = 2.42, SD = 2.09; p = .36). 
No other significant effects or interactions were found (Fs < 2.80, ps > .10).

Correlations
We analyzed correlations between perceived SO and gender typicality ratings 
separately for speaker SO and gender. Gender typicality was negatively corre-
lated with perceived SO for both gay and heterosexual male speakers (rs > 
−.58, ps < .001) and for both lesbian and heterosexual female speakers (rs > 
−.50, ps < .001).

Moreover, correlations between d’ and c and gender typicality for male and 
female speakers were performed. Analyses only showed that the response bias 
(c) significantly and positively correlated with gender typicality for both male, 
r(101) = .22, p = .03, and female speakers, r(90) = .36, p = .001. Hence, the 
more the speakers were perceived as gender typical the more participants 
engaged in the straight categorization bias. However, this was true for hetero-
sexual (male speakers: r(41) = .31, p = .049 and female speakers; r(40) = .53, p < 
.001) but not for LGB participants (rs < .16, ps > .21), suggesting that hetero-
sexual participants were more likely to consider gender typicality when mak-
ing gaydar judgments than LGB participants did.

Finally, we tested the correlations between the number of gay and lesbian 
people participants knew and ATGL with measures of accuracy, namely 
differentiation, d prime and c, separately for speaker gender and participants’ 
SO. None of these correlations was significant for participants’ contacts with 
gay and lesbian people (rs < .25, ps > .08). ATGL correlated positively with c 
when male speakers and LGB participants were considered, r(60) = .28, p = .03. 
Hence, the more they held positive attitudes, the higher was the likelihood to 
label male speakers as gay. No other significant correlation was found (rs < .19, 
ps > .20).

Discussion

Study 2 showed a difference in relative terms that partially confirmed 
Hypothesis 1. Whereas heterosexual participants’ ratings did not exceed the 
scale midpoint indicating overall inaccuracy as in previous studies (Sulpizio et 
al., 2020, 2015), LGB participants rated gay, but not lesbian speakers, on the 
correct side of the scale. Importantly, when looking at the differentiation in SO 
ratings for gay/lesbian and heterosexual speakers, LGB participants tended to 
outperform heterosexual participants when rating male speakers, but the 
opposite pattern occurred when participants were rating female speakers. 
Hence, LGB did not seem to be better at differentiating speakers’ SO.
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People, especially heterosexual people, may have a binary conception of SO 
and may think in these terms even when a Kinsey-like scale is provided. 
Recoding participants’ ratings in a binary category allowed us to compare 
results across the two studies. Analyses on recorded ratings demonstrated that 
LGB participants showed the same criterion shift (response bias) observed in 
Study 1, but not higher accuracy, confirming Hypothesis 2b. Also, providing 
further support to this hypothesis, LGB participants estimated to have listened 
to a higher number of gay/lesbian speakers than heterosexual participants did.

Contrary to Study 1, we found here that accuracy was higher for male than 
female speakers. Indeed, in Study 2 we did not observe a relative difference 
between lesbian and heterosexual female speakers. This result may be due to 
the different SO measures and/or voice samples used across the two studies. At 
the same time, participants reported that they found the SO categorization less 
difficult when it concerned male than female voices and believed generally that 
it is easier to detect gay men than lesbian women from voice. This result is in 
line with work showing that individuals endorse essentialist beliefs that gay 
and heterosexual men, more than heterosexual and lesbian women’s voices, 
are distinct making it easier for listeners to detect male speakers’ SO (Fasoli, 
Hegarty, & Frost, 2021). Hence, it may be that our participants were hesitant to 
label female speakers as lesbian because they believed that voice is unlikely to 
convey information about women’s SO.

Moreover, gay male speakers were perceived as less gender typical, 
namely less masculine, than heterosexual male speakers, partially confirm-
ing Hypothesis 3. No difference on gender typicality was found for female 
speakers. Also, these perceptions were not moderated by participants’ SO. 
In line with the straight categorization bias (Lick & Johnson, 2016), 
gender typicality was associated with perceived SO of the speakers and 
response bias indicating that perceiving speakers as gender typical led 
participants to assume they were straight. Interestingly, no correlation 
between the number of gay/lesbian people participants knew and accuracy 
or response bias emerged, suggesting that familiarity may not relate to 
higher accuracy or response bias when voice is concerned. This speaks 
against the idea that LGB individuals are better at auditory gaydar because 
they are exposed to a greater variety of gay/lesbian voices than hetero-
sexual people, a prediction that assumes actual differences in gay/lesbian 
and heterosexual voices and that have been questioned (see Miller, 2018). 
Instead, it appears that what matters is the less stigmatization attached to 
labeling others as gay (see Alt et al., 2020). Indeed, the more positive 
attitudes toward gay men were associated with LGB speakers’ engagement 
in criterion shift, namely being less restrictive in categorizing others as 
gay. However, this was true only for male speakers.
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General discussion

This research examined whether LGB individuals have a better auditory 
gaydar than heterosexual people. We consistently found that LGB participants 
did not exceed in accuracy but rather engaged in a criterion shift that makes 
them less likely to show a straight categorization bias (Lick & Johnson, 2016) 
and more likely to label others as gay/lesbian. Although we found some 
relative differences in SO categorization, overall, we observed an auditory 
gaydar inaccuracy in line with previous research (see Sulpizio et al., 2015, 
2020; for similar results on Italian speakers). Percentages of correct SO 
categorization for gay and lesbian speakers never exceeded chance in Study 
1 and only in one case ratings for gay, but not lesbian speakers, were on the 
correct side of the Kinsey-like scale in Study 2. Similarly, participants always 
underestimated the number of gay/lesbian speakers they listened to.

This research contributes to the literature in several respects. First, our 
findings support overall auditory gaydar inaccuracy, even when LGB partici-
pants were involved (Rieger et al., 2010; Valentova & Havlíček, 2013). Second, 
we did not find any support for the idea that gaydar is an “innate” or 
“adaptive” skill that only LGB individuals have (Shelp, 2003; Woolery, 2007). 
Instead, we found that LGB participants were less “rigid” in their SO categor-
ization and more likely to categorize speakers as gay as shown by their weaker 
straight categorization bias. As it happens for heterosexual people, this 
response bias may be driven by the reluctance to label others as gay/lesbian 
(see Brewer & Lyons, 2016) possibly because this is considered as stigmatizing 
(Alt et al., 2020). LGB individuals may not see labeling others as gay/lesbian as 
harmful and hence be more likely to categorize others as such.

Alternatively, it could be that participants of different SO have different 
subjective baselines concerning the likelihood of someone being gay/lesbian. 
Lick and Johnson (2016) showed that the straight categorization bias in 
samples that were mostly heterosexuals was not triggered by base rate infor-
mation but rather than by gendered cues in the stimuli. Study 2 showed a 
correlation between gender typicality and response bias for heterosexual but 
not for LGB participants. This may imply that LGB individuals do not rely on 
gender typicality when making auditory gaydar judgments as heterosexual 
individuals do. This is an interesting possibility aligning with the suggestion by 
Colzato et al. (2010) concerning different attentional focus of heterosexual and 
LGB people that needs further investigation.

This is one of the few studies to examine auditory gaydar across LGB and 
heterosexual listeners and to compare gaydar judgments for both male and 
female speakers. Our findings showed a higher accuracy for female speakers in 
Study 1, but for male speakers in Study 2. Literature has provided mixed 
results with regards with the gender of the target. Studies on visual gaydar 
have shown better accuracy for female than male targets (Ambady et al., 199; 
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Brewer & Lyons, 2016) that would be in line with results of Study 1. Studies on 
voices have found that judgments were overall inaccurate for both male and 
female speakers’ SO (Kachel et al., 2018, Kachel et al., 2020; Sulpizio et al., 
2020, 2015) and that the straight categorization bias based on averaged voices 
was stronger for male than for female (Kachel et al., 2018). In other research, 
accuracy depended on both listeners and speakers’ gender and SO (e.g., lesbian 
listeners’ accuracy was worse when judging male speakers from speech, Rieger 
et al., 2010).

One could look for explanations in differences across studies. The voice 
samples and recordings were different, with Study 2 involving more 
speakers and longer audio stimuli, presumably leading to more reliable 
findings. Smaller voice samples imply less intra-group variation (see 
Kachel et al., 2018) and less representative samples. Participants also 
reported that it was particularly difficult to categorize female speaker SO 
in Study 2. This may be due to the type of measure (Kinsey-like scale) 
used in Study 2. This type of scale assumes that SO is fluid, whereas 
people often think of SO as a binary concept. Sexual fluidity seems to be 
more common among women than men (see Diamond, 2016), possibly 
explaining the difficulty in providing clear categorization for female tar-
gets. Moreover, participants believed it is more difficult to detect lesbian 
women than gay men, a result in line with the idea that voice reflects 
essential and immutable differences between LG and heterosexual people 
(Fasoli et al., 2021). If participants in the two studies had different gaydar 
beliefs, such difference may explain contrasting results. Future studies 
need to address the impact of beliefs, type of stimuli and measure on 
gaydar judgments (see Painter et al., 2021).

These findings are particularly important with regards to the conse-
quences of auditory gaydar. Believing that voice is a SO cue and that 
auditory gaydar exists is associated with stigmatization of gay/lesbian- 
sounding speakers by heterosexual people (Fasoli et al., 2021). Moreover, 
speakers perceived to be gay are at risk of stereotyping, social distance and 
discrimination (Fasoli & Maass, 2018). Knowing how gaydar judgments 
are made, allow scholars to design interventions aimed to deconstruct 
gaydar beliefs and prevent voice-based stigmatization perpetrated by het-
erosexual people. At the same time, knowing that LGB people are inac-
curate in their gaydar judgments suggests that they are also at risk of mis- 
categorizing individuals with all the consequences that this implies for 
social interactions (e.g., forming a community, difficulties in dating, etc.). 
Still, LGB people’s shift in criterion also testifies a change in beliefs that 
may lead to deconstruct rigid views of heterosexuality supporting 
heteronormativity.
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Limitations and future directions

This research involves some limitations. First of all, findings are specific to two 
different voice samples used here, which makes direct comparison and gen-
eralization difficult. Indeed, intra-speaker vocal variation is remarkable and 
affects the way speakers’ SO is perceived (Kachel et al., 2017; Kachel et al., 
2018). Moreover, our speakers and listeners were all Italian. Future studies 
should aim to expand this investigation by using larger voice samples and by 
considering speakers and listeners of different languages (Sulpizio et al., 2020, 
2015). Examining different cultures may be particularly important as endorse-
ment of gender and sexual stereotypes vary. This research was conducted in 
Italy, where not only heterosexual but also LG people have reported negative 
reactions toward other LG individuals depending on their gender typicality 
(see Hunt, Fasoli, Carnaghi, & Cadinu, 2016; Salvati, Pistella, Giacomantonio, 
& Baiocco, 2018).

The present research showed similar results on criterion shift when differ-
ent measures of SO were considered. One may argue that the Kinsey-like scale 
simply reflects a confidence rating. However, recent work relying on both 
Kinsey-like scale and confidence ratings showed different patterns of results 
on the two measures, disconfirming this possibility (Painter et al., 2021). Still, 
the Kinsey-like scale may represent a proxy of speaker SO prototypicality 
rather than a measure assessing fluid SO. Future studies should consider 
alternative SO measures disentangling SO from prototypicality as well as 
expanding the SO choices by including other categories (e.g., bisexual, asexual, 
etc.).

In our studies we limited our investigation to SO categorization without 
considering participants’ motives. Research has indicated that individuals may 
want to guess others’ SO for mating interests (Rule, Rosen, Slepian, & 
Ambady, 2011) or to avoid gay/lesbian individuals who represent a “threat” 
for their SO identity (Plant, Zielaskowski, & Buck, 2014). Future research 
should consider differences in gaydar judgments among listeners of distinct 
SO (e.g., bisexuals, asexual) and gender identity (e.g., trans and non-binary 
individuals) and the motivations behind their gaydar judgments.

Finally, very few studies have compared SO judgments based on vocal and 
visual cues (Kachel et al., 2020; Valentova & Havlíček, 2013) and less is known 
of such comparison when both heterosexual and LGB individuals are involved. 
Similar mechanisms have been explored as possible explanations for visual and 
auditory gaydar (e.g., straight categorization bias). However, more research is 
needed to understand whether processing of visual and vocal information 
show similar patterns also among LGB people (Colzato et al., 2010). For 
instance, in our findings gender typicality appeared to matter less for criterion 
shifts among LGB individuals.
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Conclusion

Overall, both LGB and heterosexual individuals appear to be quite inaccurate 
in their gaydar judgments. Nevertheless, LGB individuals consistently showed 
a shift in criterion that made them more likely to categorize others as gay or 
lesbian. This can have important implications for everyday interactions and 
stigmatization: Differently from heterosexual people, LGB individuals engage 
less in the default assumption of heterosexuality that is at the basis of sexual 
stigma.
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