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( QESTRACT‘K

Dlsc1p11nes 1nterested in communlcatlon (e.g., psychology, sociology,

L}

“\Jmed1c1ne law, or mass medla) have failed to describe adequately the compref

=

hension or production of taboo or dirty words. The result is that little is .~
! P Y .

v
/

’ . L
known about the phenomenon. The present paper presents a model of communication

- . . ,
e

7
based -on contextual var1ab1es. It is assumed that taboo word comprehension -

and produ tion are the result of an evaluatlon of (a) social -and phySical
setting, (b \speaker-listener relation, (c) topic of discussion,'(d) ;ntended

meanlng of the, message, and (e) any grammatical constra1nts -on the message.
3
The model i's used’to 1nterpret past research and de51gn new research on the

0. /

phenomenon. Data are presented 1nd1cat1ng that dirty word comprehens1on and

,-production, or degree of offen51veness and frequency of usage as used here,_h_

are dependent on the contextual factors spec1fred above.

-
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,Onakgf the most frequently .occurring but least understood linguistic

phenomena is the use of dirty words. By dirty words I mean those that are

s

typically regarded by the general public as taboo, obscene, or just generally

offensive. These words u$ua11y refer to Body‘pdrts, body products, Body

~
processes, animal names, social deviations, ethnic-rac1a1,slurs, or religion.
.,

—

The topic of dirty words is a concern for any dlsc1p11ne that examines

language and communication (e.g. 11ngu1st1cs, psychology, soc1ology, law,

A

medicine, or mass media)u Why hds research with dirty WOﬁéS been ignoréd by

'

these disciplines? 'Speéulativély, there are many reasons, inhibitions on tﬁe

Jpart of scientists to cohduct4research,7inhibitions on the part of editors to

L4 ks “

" publish what research has been‘ébndu ed, and lack of interdistiplinary diSf;

[

cussion are but a few. The stronges@.deterrent to research with di%ty words

. S o \ .
for any discipline, however, is the confusing nature of the words themselves.

, ' . o ' » _ (
~~ This confusion stems from the lack of a coherent framework with which to plan,
. -

conduct, aﬁd interpret research. The result of. this confusion is that Te-
SN . / - :

search is conducted nonprogramatically, in piecemeal fashion. Few. understand

why the research was conducted or~what,the’resu1ts mean.

sb

Whatg I would like to ‘do is propOSe a model for conductlng and 1nterpret-'

s

ing dirty word research First I will present the basic 1deas ’of this model.

¢

'Secoﬁd, I will interpret some of the past work with dirty words. ‘Finally, I
. "

will present some of my own research conducted specifically on this model.

'My first premise is that a digty word by nature is a multidimensioral

concept, varying along such dimensions as: -frequency of usage, degree of

e social-physical constraint, degree of offensiveness, and idiosyncratic vari-
ables applied to each word, depending on’each individual's experience with the

o . _ :
. word. . 0

Knowing that dirty words fluctuate along a number of dimensions is not
s - : . S . )
enough, however. The model must also account for the source of the interword

%

» "
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'_and intraword variation, which brings me to my second proposition. My

4
.

/’f\

N

- strate that the use of d1rty words is dealt with as a declslon made within the

‘:factors are: (a) The soc1al and physical sett1ng, (b) the relat1onsh1p B

- second prop051t10n is that communlcatlon context is respon51ble for dirty
,word,var1at1on. The. communication context refers to‘the relevant perhaps

tang1ble, cond1t1ons under which speech‘takes place. Among thewmost sa11ent
v b

9

~befween the,speaker and llstener, (c) ‘the topic of discussion, (d)-the in-

tended and perCelved meanlng of ‘the message, and (e) -any grﬁmmat1cal con-

stralntz on the message. These are the maJor factors wh1ch 1nfluence dlrty
word productlon, comprehens1on, and reactfbn. (. o - .

. N

Context 1s not a new idea to those 1nterested in language. The id%a is

soc1olog1sts, sodlollngulsts, and in mass med1a programmlng and law " Con-
text prOV1des ‘the "bag p1cture" for the d1rty word researcher that w1ll
ult1mately prOV1de many answers about the use of d1rty words.

My third .and final propos1t10n descrlbes how speakers and 1listeners

maKe use of contextual 1nformat1on. More spec1f1cally, I would like to demon-

I -

[\]

communication context. That 1s, appropr1ateness,41nterpretatlon, and offen-

L4

. °
siveness of dirty word usage are decisions made,about the words-based on the
¢ - . s ‘ o .

- > - ’ ) .. v ) *, ’\' -
sifﬁation,or.context- Whether, in-.the lab setting or natural sjtuations, these

s

decisions are the result of the combination of relevant factors in the context.

‘ i K > ’ ~ .
The declslon is an 1nformat10n processlng act: .the evidence is- w&€ighed and

2

the decision-is made tQ produce, 1nzerpret or react. Thevuse of dirty words
P )
or any type of response to them is an act of information 1ntegrat10n.

£
Prev1ous ReSearch

(S

At this point I would like Jto look at previous and current research on

the top1c of d1rty word usage and d1scuss this research w1th regard to con-
< <

*textual var1ables. .Due to ‘the time constraint, I w1ll concentrate on two of

¢ R .

S

_promlnent in some of the work of soc1al psychologlsts, psychollngulsts,’ DU }

AN
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-the-more promlnent contextual var1ab1es, theasoc1a1-phys1caﬂ sett1ng and ~ o
b » N
speaker and l1stener variables. ' 1” e S B N .
Soc1al Phys1cal Sett1ng o S L AP B

K]

The factors of social and phyS1cal sett1ngs are d1ff1cult to Separate
. |<- t
for d1scuss1on, the reason be1ng that 1n many cases 1t is impos3ible to

1

separate the 1nf1uence of social cl1mate of a dlscuss1on from the. phy51cal

' setting in wh1ch 1t occurs. ThlS p01nt sh0u1d be kept in mind. Further-

P

more, I would l1ke to point out - that wh11e some messages havye the same
. ,“i‘ Lo
1nterpretat10n=for almost any type of sett1ng for example your ‘father d1ed

of cancer todgy, d1vty words are Very sen51t1ve to sett1ng Jesus Christ ™’
K\. - )
means one , ,thing in a church and qu1te another when excialmed in a locker room.

. ks >,

Social climate refers to the d1menslon of relaxatloﬁ or formallty of the:

'

occa51on. The climate is determined by the rules o£ conduct necessary to f1t
T Y

the occasion. Some of these ruleshmay be exp11c1t, 11ke rules of order for a

ﬁeetlng, or: may be inferred by watch1ng how others act in a setting. The

-
v

phys1cal setting refers to the specific Iocatlohrln wh1ch the communication is

~— -
A’

i conducted, for example'bulldlngs, rooms, oOrT larger spaces like towns or shop—

v

5

ping malls. "Each of these places has rules of conduct spec1f1c to that parti-

I
A

cular locatlon. Again these rules may be 1nferred or exp11c1t. . h,. -

J

Research on dixty words Wlth respect ‘to the factor of soclal-phy51cal ‘
sett1ng can-be found in the areas of psychology, soc1ology, law, and mass

communications.’ I w1ll present a small® sample of some ‘of that research
. !

One art1cle I am-interestéd in is Cameron's C1969) paper. .Cameron
\ : <
sampled conversatlons in a variety of. sett1ngs and - supported his main hypoth-
a
esis that tradlt;onal word frequency counts like the Thbrndike and Lorge (1944)

underestlmate the frequency of dirty words. He “found that dirty words

.

accounted,for some 8% of college student caﬁvarfathns at, leisure, 3% of

A
“»

-
-

‘adult conversation on the JOb and -13% of adult leisure: conversation.

~ . s
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- Besides supporting his notions about word frequency, ‘he has also demonstrated

the 1nfluence of ‘setting. The difference 'in frequency between work, 36 and
’ \
leisure, 13%, is apparent. '

Setting also ianUences _the appropriatFness of word.usage. Some situa-
| e '
‘tions demand that dirty WOrds be used for example, a conversation where a

male must demonstrate that he is ‘one of t\b\guys. Situations may also 1n-

hibit the use of dirty words. It 1s hard for mos\.oﬁ

i
.at a funeral wedding, or White House press conﬁerence.
The factor of setting is 1mportant for many legal dec sions concerning
obscenity (and pornography for that matter) Words that 1 ad't0‘a'di5tur-

bance of the peace, incite Violence or libel a bystander are often Judged on

the ba51s of social climate. A similar interest is present in the decis1ons

¢

. of media programmers in Judging the appropriateness of material for V1ewers.

&
I have recently collected some data concerning the effect of various

-

 Presented.in Table 1. In this exPeriment.college students were asked to

-

answer the question, ”What is the likelihood of hearlng dirty word in

these locations on campus7", They responded with-a number from 0 to 100,

where O meant not likely at all and 10Q meant mdst likely possible. These
locations were derived from the campus pPhone book. What are presented in the

v

table are the mean likelihood Values. The differences in these neans are

obV1ous and need . little explanation. Locations that are used almost exclu-

s1vely by - students appear to be the most Hikely and these that are used less

L.

frequently appear to be the least likely

iﬁ _peaker-Listener Variable:

[y

Another compelling factor in the communication context is the relation-
\

-

ship between the speaker and ristener. Prev1ous_research has focused on the

f
comprehen51on aspect of this factor, while less attention has been’paid to

2 . i 7 .
. ) |
d - . ) . . \\\ - = . '
S ’ .
- B :

to imagine swearing

Physical locations on the likelihood of hearing dirty words. These data are'
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TABLE 1.

Mean | ikelihoed. lof Hearing a Dir'i:y Word in Various Campus Locations

Tacénicmﬁorm male ' 90.32 Mail Room , 35.3i
Pub oy ‘ 89.25 Student Senate Office 35.31
Berkshlre Dorm coed 88.75 Radio Station 34.69
Athletic Field o 88.37 'Student ‘Affairs Office 34.38
- Townhou%f Apartments 86.25 Bookstore - 33.44
‘}¢ K ,Hoésac dsrm female | 83.32 _‘ Veteran's Affairs Office 32.5p
Greylock Dorm female 82.19 Swimming Pool - 3156
5 'Ga.me Room  ° 79.63 Medi; Center T 2969
¥ Gymnasium | 78.94  Supply Room | " 28.75.
Training Room 63.25 Piano Lab st 23.44
Athletic Office | - 62.12 Copy Genter o .20.94. y.
~ Maintenance Room 57.13 ) Payroll Office F\f‘f"' 19.38 |
Newspaper Office ‘ -~55.31 CamPQS>SChool , . ' ._" ;18:75)

. Parking th : . 54.06 ° Registrar'i‘S;fite,,’ 16.62
Sidewalk 5313 Health Center . . 15.31
Security Office . 44.37 President's:Office” . | 14q§p
Libréry: © 43.44 " Financial Aid Office- -‘12106

‘Biology Lab 140.94 | C;ree; Planning Office .  11.69 ~
‘Theater‘; _-;49.31 Placement Office - S ﬁ-10.63
. Reégurcefgl Living i39.69 Admissions Office ,f : 'zizs
CoﬁputgrlCenter . -, 37.81 “ Dean'gmgﬂ@ice . :% . 7.25
. Cheinistry‘ Lab ’ ';37.81 - Day.“Cal:'e Center s .'.1; ‘ e i‘.44',;
' Faculty Lounge \ 35 88 - L - »‘ o

. Note- Scale values are: O- not likely at all, 100= most likel; possiblql

»

! .
' . " ~
v Eg : S
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. Normal growth and development Reports typically focus on the relationship

.
’

Production aspects. Sopme of the d1men51ons that have received attentlon

include: sex, 1nt1ma4y, age, status, and l1kab111ty »

-

Most 1nformatlon.&bwut production and comprehenslon with regard to the

+

Spgaxer-listener relation deals with the d1mension of sex role. Sex d1f-

ferences have. been demonstrated 1n both productlon and reaetlon to dirty

<
wordE" Lakoff (1973) reports that women use expletlves that are dlfferent

)

from men; women are more 11ke1y to use non-referent particles like oh dear,

goodness, or fudge, while men use‘stsonger expletives like shit or damn.

demonstrated for degree of Testraint in usage (This has been a reliable
f1nd1ng over the past 40 tp 50 years, where females are more restrained in
usage than males: See Hunter § Ga1ns, 1938), the use of sex related slang
(Kutner g Brogan; -1974), the use of teims for menstruation (Ernster, 1975}, the
use of terms for sexual intercourse. (Walsh & Leonard 1974), and recall
memory for"dirty words (Grosser § Walsh 1966) . /ﬁf‘

Q\As for sex differences in® react1on to d1rty words, the finding that

females react with more 1nh1b1t10n to, or are more offended by the percep-

]

tion of dirty words, as compared to males, has been Tepeatedly demonstrated

since the h@glnn1ng of research in the area known as perceptual defense in
the late\l940's (Eldely1, 1974; or McGinnles, 1949),

. Other speaker-listener variables have 1ncluded, in the therapeutic
setting, the significance of dirty wordsqdurlng 1nt1mate sexual relations
(Crest£/1974 Vi gpo1nts, August, 1y§9) and the use of obscene words in the -
therapeutic relatlonshlp (i.e.,with the "shrink." See Feldman, 1955).

When age becomes a factor in the speaker-listener relation, the attenh
tlon sw1tches to the use of dirty words by children. Here the concern is

-
about the childrens' use ofi\dlrty words and the possible relat10nsh1p to

: v
- 9 Y . N N



‘between. the child and parents or peers (H; tmann, 1973; 1975).) It is .
interesting to note that psychiatrists t.eat this phenomenon as a context-
ual problem although they never ﬁake that etp11c1t in their reports They
discuss Settlng, the listeners present .and so on.

The use of 1anguage by children or adults can characterize certain
qua11t1es about the user, for example: profes51on, 1ntelligence education,

status, or abstractness of thought. The d1sc1p11n? of sociolinguistics has

made this'point clearly. To this point the use of d1rty words prov1des

1nformation about‘speaker listener dimensions such as sex, values attitudes

and social group. Sociologists use the productlon of dirty words to indicate
.the degree of sociallzatlon or degree of in group behavior for youth sub-
culture (Gibson 1963 Kulik Sarbin Stein, - 1971; and Lerman, 1967) The
speaker has at his d1sposa1 the ab111ty to disclose as much of this 1nforma-
tion as necessary by the- words chosen and given the listener present

S,
.{f we expreSs the’relationship between speaker and in listener in

»

broader terms, i.e., source of information and audience, then the interest
. ) '_ - .

of{media programmers and-:law is present. Demographics is another form of

e : %

specifying audience tharacteristics and viewing habits. 'Programmers try. to

pres%?t'maggrial that is not inappropriate for a ‘particular audience
Similarly in 1ega1 decisions the relationship between a Speaker and listener
is. cons1dered in, judgments about verbal abuse, 1ibe1 and' the doctr1ne of

- f1ght1ng words, (Ha1ﬂ§n, 19725 i . ' - -

\

- At this point I would 11ke to mention some of the research I have done on

“ the speaker listener re1at10n Previously (Jay, 1976), I demonstrated that
4 . ) -

with regard to the dimension of friendliness or likability, when a third

3 M .

person is described by your enemy you will likeithat person more than when

the third,person is described by your friend. Briefly, subjects were given

'descriptions of a third person. The source of the description was the suibject's

‘"best friend" or 'worst enemy." The subjects'merely rated how much they

Q ' f- o : ? .
- ) . . 10 . .




- A

would like the third person based on the fr1end's or. enemles' descr1pt10n.,

¥

: The interpretation of the results 1s based on the SubJeCtS putting more .

weight on.the.fxrend's message or 1ess weight on the enemies'.

A

Table 2 presents data collected more recently regardlng speaker
J'

occupation. Here we %ee the 11ke11hood of u51ng a dirty word as a functlon,

of various campus occupatlons. These occupations were derived from rankings?

-

of occupat10na1 prestlge in sociological ‘reseagch...The occupations’ wh1ch

were represented on our campus were selected fori;ncluslon in this study .
{ o
Again the differences in perceived likelihood of using dirty words as a func-

tion of occupation is obvious from the mean ratings in the table.

I would also like to mention some of the research I have done with re-

gard to sex differences. : Rememégr;the general effect is that females are

.more restrained, or males are less restrained in’ productlon of dirty words.

4
A e _
Slmllarly females are more emotional or males are less emotiomal in reactlon

to dlrty words. Looklng at Table 1, we can see that sex iS‘an important

variable in these 1ikelihood'ratings, especially in the dorm room location$.

dThe.mostllihely place to hear a dirty word is in a male's room, followed by

a coed dorm, and finally the least likely place is-the female's room (and
) S . o g . ’ ’ . i ;
interestingly -the upperclass dorm-for females is a more likely place than the

s

freshmen women's dorm) Looking at the rat1ngs as_a functlon of occupation

i

’ 1n Table 2, we can see a 51gn1f1cant difference in 11ke11hood as a function of

¢

sex for those occupatlons using both males and females, for example athletic

@oach, cook, teacher, dean adm1ss10ns officer, bookstore employee, or business -

o
’

office clerk, all have higher rat1ngs for males.

e

F1na11y, w1th regard to sex dlfferences, in Table 3, I present data from

an experlment where male and female listeners (subjects) rate offenslveness
&

of d1rty words,-as aﬁfunctlon of the sex of the speaker and .how I tell them to

SN

interpret the information.  Some are told to interpret the words as a member

17

©



: SR . .
N Q | FEC S - "'TAg‘LE 2 .
5;‘k$f&° ‘, Mean Likelihood of Using.Dirf&_Wor&s for Var;pus Caqpus-odcupations
MALE ' B R ~ FEMALE N .
OCCUPATION RATING - (OCCUPATION " 'RATING
" Athletic Coach | 82.50 Athletic Coach | 49.37
Janitor 62.81 Cook | 36.88
‘Policeman, 6250 Maid T s3.44
Grpundkéeéer | 58.13 Secretary \‘ - - 31.87
: Building Superintendent 57.50 | fBbokstore Employee é8.44 _

) “;‘Cédk — _ - 51.88 -Busine;s Officéic1erkf ', 27.56 -
Teacﬁér | 44.50 ” Cashier o ,26;25
Mail Carrier 37.50 Teacher | . 24.69
Bsokstbre Employee 36.87 - .AdmissiOSS'foiéer : 20.62C

.,xBu'sine.'ss Office Clerk. "32.8‘1 o lulllec’:‘ep‘tionist o 20.06

-‘Dean Lo 28.75 | - Gﬁidance Counselor _'. 20.60
President o ) : 26.56 | Nurse - 'z;u: . l19,§7
Admissions Officer 'g z,su:o.o " Dean T . 14.38 |

-vRegistrar | ‘1;23.44~ : . Librérign | « 7.87

\1

,Note - Scale falues are:-0=-not likely at all, 100= most likely,possible. “
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sof the opposite sex would, some are told to interpret the words as a member of

1

. the appropriate sg& would, and;some'are given no explicit instructions as to

-~ " \

1nterpretatlon, the last group is "on its own.'" The listeners or subjects get -

~

'a llst of words and are asked- to rate the offen51veness of the 1nd1v1dual
73 - , 4
wordS”if.a malensaid them, then anothegggéﬁt from a female speaker. Table 3

presents the mean offensiveness ratin%i depending on the sex of the speaker,

: O
1nterpretat10n (actlng as a member of the\same sex, -opposite sex, or no

-

2 4
exp11c1t 1nterpretatlon) and actual sex of the subJect -listener. Results in

\

the m1ddle of the table, where llsteners were.given no explicit interpreta-

‘tlonal instructi ns,,indicate that both male and female_llsteners,are more

v

offended by~ the female's use of dirty words. The male'is offended very little

by another male's use of dirty words.. ;I call:this the ”macho”[effect. The
u.ﬂ"‘\ ; . . A

top of the table, where listeners are respondlng as the approprlate sex, = s#~
: )

indicates that for male listeners. 1txmakes little difference who the speaker

is. For the femaleﬂllstener however, she is much more offended—by the

opposite sex and less offendéd by a.female speaker_(This effect is similar

i

to the male listener in the middle of the-table).~ The bottom of the table

indicates . what happens when males are respondlng as females and females

dre respondlng as males: The ratlngs indicate that ‘males are sensltlve to the
G !

fact that females are jore offended by the opposite sex. So are females sensit

~ .
tive to “the males' reactions, although overestimating the "macho" effect of

- hearing another fiale use a dirty'word.

%
!

" These sex differences-are 1nterest1n§/and 1mportant too.. They 1nd1cate
that speakers and ilsteners probably edit or adJust their messages to $n1t the

sex of the others present.
. ‘ p= :

‘Research on the Model

Finally, I will get'back to the model of produotion and comprehension as

(SN



\ TABLE 3

-

A v
Mean Offensiveness Ratings as a Function of
Speaker Sex, Listener Sex, and Listener Interpretatlon
£
Interpretation: Respond as APPROPRIATE Sex
Sex of Speaker Sex of Subject’
| MALE , FEMALE | S
. 3.90 - 4.07 MALE (as male) ’
o . ' ’ R Co .

\\\\\\ L 4.43° N 3.59 ~ FEMALE (as female) 3

‘.
-~

In;erpretétion: NO EXPLICIT Instruction to Listener.

o

Sex of Speaker Sex of Subject .
MALE ' FEMALE ~ ' |
4.23 : 5.27 MAL%(not explicit)
5.15 5.87 FEMALE (not- explicit)
- . ' et
Interpretation: ‘Respond as OPPOSITE Sex - - S
- Sex of Speaker Sex of Subject | ‘ -
MALE FEMALE
y ©5.38 . 4.72 MALE(as female)
\\\\\\\\ L 3.11. 4.95 FEMALE (a5 male)
[ , o
G . j : N

Note - Scile valugs are: 1= not offensive at all, 9= most offensive imaginable.

¥»

re.
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What I have done in these final experiments that I will Teport is to make a
Y

/ '

combination of Various speakers various- locations, and various words and: to

ask college student subJects to rate (a) the likelihood of dteurrenCe "

* T

(b) the offensiveness of a particular combination of people places and words.
T

For example, a p0551b1e 1tem would be, "the Janitor says elL 1n the 11br§£x

\
~The student rates the likelihood: and 1ater the offen51veness of this particu-

.y

~ lar combination. The subJects received all combinations of three people,

three places and three words I assume'that the combination of” these pieces

Y

of 1nformat10n is similar tQ what happens in context in the real wo¥ld; that

is, people pay attention.to factors like these when produc1ng, 1nterpret1ng, or

M

reacting to any type of word. " o : /,1

The results are plotted in the next_four figures. Figure,l represents

o

the mean likelihood responses, ranging from 0 to 100, for the various combina—"

tions. The top of the figure represents the same data as the bottom the
- § ’
difference is . that likelihood ratings are plotted as a function of, location

at the top and as a function of speaker at the botton;a These data indicate

significant differences in; (a) type of speaker, (b) type-ofllocation,
and (c) type of word used. There is no (statistical) interaction of speaker,

location, and:word. Figure 2 represents the offensiveness ratings for the
. ' »

"same set of speakers, locations, and words. These ratings are .the opposite of

those for likelihood in the sense that high offensiveness indicates low

likglihood and low offensiveness indicates high likeiihood,‘when data from

Figﬁre_l are compared with those from Figure'z.‘ In other words a highly likely

word likKe hell is very low in offensiveness; a highly likely person is low in

b

offensiveness; and a highly likely location is low in offensiveness. The”
~correlation was quite high between likelihood and offensiveness (r= -.97)
. M= .

" supporting the previous interpretation.

-



a7

' XGURE 1 ‘
Mean leellhood Ratlngs as a F ctlon of Speaker, Locatlon, and Word

R
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Note - Scale values are: 0= not likeiy at all, 100= most 11ke1y possible.- ¥

Likelihood ratings are plotted'vertically. The horizontal plot is
- word likelihood: L=low,M=medium, H=high. ' .
' 1)
The botfom of the figure represents the same data as the top. However,
data at the bottom are plotted as a function of speaker, while data are
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o o ,// - FIGURE 2 . ' ‘
: ~ , < . - | o
Mean Offensiveness Ratings as a Function of Speaker;-Location,'and Word .
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Note - Scale values are 0= not offensive at all, 100= most offensiye possible.
Offensiveness ratings are plotted vertically. The horizontal plot is
word offensiveness: [= low, M=medium,~H=high. ' '

-

The bottom of the‘figure represents the same data as the top. Data a+ +h.



Although the results of the flrft experiment on the‘model were qulte

2

clear, there were some puzzllng flndlngs Or1g1na11y the 11brary was rated
R as a moderately leely place to hear dlrty words These data were frqm stu- ‘ <
- dents (See Table 1) but look what k1nd of people were in the 11brary 1g1thls
experiment, espec1a11y the téacher and the dean. The students in this experi-

menf‘were probably 1nd1cat1ng that it- was- all right for students to use dlrty;

-

words in the 11brary but not for the higher status teacher and dean. The

Y

teacher and the dean wererout of pla%e., In other words some places are all ‘.

r%ﬁht to use darty words ese may be places like your home, off1ce “dorm

.
Pt

room, in other words your own place your ”turf " However when you are out \

23

of place or on another s turf, it is not all right to use d1rty words un-
';cr1t1ca11y Now we have the ratlonale for the-second experlment. In the
second experlment people are’placed 1n the1r own environment and in others

énv1ronments To be more spec1f1c I am predlct;ng a (statlstlcal) inter— . v
. , ' L s ©
/ action between speakers,‘locations,aand words in this-experiment < ’

‘

The results from the second experiment are presented in Flgures 3 and 4.

The 1nteract10n was obta1ned 1nd1cat1ng that 3t is all rlght, for example, l .
for the student’ to say a dlrty worésgn hls dorm Toom but not in the dean's

-7 'offfcer S1m11ar1y it is more likely and less offensive for the dean to use

. o .

* dirty words in hlS office than in the- student s dorm room. Agaln th h1ghv

-

jcorrelatlon (r - 96) between likelihood and offen51veness was obta1ned

i s
A ¢

Although the results; here appear tr1v1a1 to some ("We a11 Know what/ wold
[’

K- [

'happen'"), they 1nd1cate mathematlcally, that people carry a;ound an informa-

tion integration device that makes declslons about, when, where, and how to

3

' produce. or comprehend dirty'words In these studies the declslons were 11m1ted oo

] -

o to 11ke11hood and offen51veness but in my ‘estimation these are much slmllar to

ERIC .

TS Gther production and comprehension decisions used in the real world. What
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plotted as a function of location at the ton of the fioire

The bottom of the figﬁre-repreéents:the same data as the top. :Howev§r;"
data at the bottom are plotted as a function of speaker, while data are
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: all, 100= most likely pdssibie.’
Likelihood ratings ate plotted weftically. The horizontal plot is
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factors in. the produc 19n and comprehen51on of dirty words. /future researeh

must also indicate how\the’ mo e 1ntrf9ate factors of topic and syntax con- °

~

a

-'strain the use of dlrty ords When these rogects are complete there w111 be.
% P p

Y

[}
©

&
§
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