DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 389 017 cs 509 075

AUTHOR Myers, Scott A.; Cortese, Juliann

TITLE " The Social Acceptability of Sexual Slang: Functions
of Biological Sex and Psychological Gender.

PUB DATE Nov 95

NOTE l4p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Speech Communication Association (81st, San Antonio,
TX, November 18-21, 1995).

PUB TYPE Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Reports -
Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC01 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Communication Research; Higher Education;
Identification (Psychology); Language Role; *Language
Usage; *Sex Differences; Student Attitudes;
Undergraduate Students

IDENTIFIERS *Gender Issues; *Slang

2

ABSTRACT

A study explored the social acceptability that
accompanies the expression of sexual slang. The study of gender
differences in language use is nothing new. Previous research has
indicated that men and women differ in their use of tentative
language, topic selection, control techniques, and conversational
style. However, this research has examined differences due to male
and female biological sex, and has not examined differences due to
psychological gender. Subjects, 49 male and 92 female undergraduate
students enrolled in an introductory communication course at a large
midwestern university, completed the Social Acceptability of Language
Scale and the Bem Sex-Role Inventory. Results indicated that, for the
most part, neither biological sex nor psychological gender accounted
for differences in the social acceptability of sexual slang. Findings
suggest that men and women are moving toward a universal use of
sexual slang. (Contains 48 references and 1 table of data.)
(Author/RS)
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Abstract

The study of gender differénces in language use is nothing new.
Previous research has indicated that men and women differ in
their use of tentative language, topic selection, control
techniques, and conversational style. However, this research has
examined differences due to male and female biological sex, and
has not examined differences due to psychological gender. This
paper explored the social acceptability that accompanies the
expression of sexual slang. For the most part, we found that
neither biological sex nor psychological gender account for
differences in the social acceptability of sexual slang.
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The Social Acceptability of Sexual Slang:
Functions of Biological Sex and Psychological Gender

Introduction

The study of gender differences in language use is nothing
new. Previous research has indicated that men and women differ in
their use of tentative language (Bradley, 1981; Carli, 1990;
Mulac, Lundell, & Bradac, 1986; Wright & Hosman, 1983); topic
selection (Kipers, 1987); control techniques (Austin, Salehi, &
Leffler, 1987; Zimmerman & West, 1975); and conversational style
(Cook, Fritz, McCornack, & Visperas, 1985; Haas, 1979:; Mulac et
al., 1986; Thorne & Henley, 1975). However, this research has
examined differences based on male and female biological sex, and
has not examined differences that emerge due to psychological
gender. :

Yet, interest does exist in identifying patterns of speech
that reflect the psychological constructs of masculinity or
femininity (Smythe, 1991). This interest suggests that sex-role
appropriateness is present within the use of language. For
example, Berryman-Fink and Wilcox (1983) found that a
communicator who uses "male" language features is considered
extroverted whereas a speaker who uses "female" language features
is considered more credible. Rasmussen and Moely (1986) concluded
that speakers using "male" language are considered less socially
positive than speakers using "female" language. These findings
suggest that perceptual differences lie in the social
acceptability of language.

This paper will explore the social acceptability of
language, with a specific focus on the use of sexual slang.

Slang words refer to language commonly used by particular
classes, social groups, or age groups (Pei & Gaynor, 1954).
Sexual slang was chosen for two reasons. First, the literature
suggests that biological sex differences exist in the use of such
words. Second, the use of slang words implies a high level of
confidence and this confidence is typically attributed to "male"
language in our society (deKlerk, 1990). If this is the case,
then differences in language use between both biological sex and
psychological gender of the speaker should emerge.

Review of Literature

Biological S iff in I U

Biological sex differences in sexual language is an area of
research that has been supported empirically. Research indicates
that men and women differ in their usage of sexual slang
(deKlerk, 1990); name-calling (Phillips, 1990; Preston & Stanley,
1987); sexual graffiti (Arluke, Kutakoff, & Lovin, 1987); terms
for sexual intercourse (Kutner & Brogan, 1974; Walsh & Leonard,
1974):; and sexual expletives (Bailey & Timm, 1976; Jay, 1980;
Staley, 1978). In most cases, men are not only given more
latitude in their language usage, but the usage is deemed more
socially acceptable. deKlerk (1990) reported that slang uttered
by teenage men is the most acceptable group. Conversely, female
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adults is the group in which the expression of slang is not only
viewed as unacceptable, but strongly discouraged. Furthermore,
certain terms (e.g, fuck, cunt, and prick) have been rated by
both men and women as being more appropriate for use by men
(Johnson & Fine, 1985). '

Differences also emerge in the use of obscenity and sexual
vocabulary. Men are more inclined than women to use obscenity
(Fine & Johnson, 1984; Selnow, 1985), which is couched in the
form of sexual slang. Cortese and Myers (1995) found that not
only do men and women attribute the use of obscene terms to a
particular biological sex, but the terms are used to refer to
either a man or a woman. For example, the use of the term whore
is attrik ited to men (by both men and women) and the term is
never used (by either sex) to refer to a man (Cortese & Myers,
1995). Moreover, men engage in the use of obscenity at an earlier
age than women (Fine & Johnson, 1984).

A series of studies (e.g., Sanders, 1978; Sanders &
Robinson, 1979; Simkins & Rinck, 1982) have detected that men and
women employ different terminology when discussing male
genitalia, female genitalia, and the act of copulation. In formal
interpersonal contexts, participants preferred to use formal
terms (i.e., penis, vagina, sex). In less formal situations,
respondents reported using slang or colloquial terms.

More recent studies have indicated that the use of slang
terminology is rising at a steady rate (Myers, 1992, 1994; Wells,
1989, 1990). In some instances, normative vocabulary usage by
biological sex is being discarded in favor of terms that are more
easily identifiable and universal to both sexes (Myers, 1994).
For instance, the term dick was once used exclusively by men in
conversation with other men (Sanders & Robinson, 1979). Today,
the term is used by both men and women in conversation with one
another (Myers, 1994). This finding is an indication that social
acceptability may be couched within the use of certain slang
words. By using slang rather than colloguial or formal words, the
person is more likely to engage in conversation and to be
accepted into the conversation (Feezel & Myers, 1993).

Thus, it appears that diversity in language usage exists
between biological sex. However, a variable that may affect
language is the psychological gender of the individual (Smythe,
1991). Bem (1974) posited that the sex-typing of an individual
may limit his or her behavioral choices, which will then be
reflected in language choice.

Psychological Gender Differences in Language Use

The Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) (Bem, 1974) has become a
key instrument in assessing an individual’s gender orientation.
Bem created the scale in an attempt to better understand the
concept of psychological androgyny, which is described as the
presence of both masculine and feminine traits within the same
individual (Bem, 1977).

Bem (1981) has argued that the BSRI is rooted within Gender
Schema Theory, which assumes that individuals organize and
process information based on gender orientation. She found that

o




sex—-typed people are more ready to process information using
gender schema than cross-sex-typed, androgynous, Or
undifferentiated people. Based on this conclusion, it appears
that the BSRI would be a viable instrument for the study of
language and recall.

Researchers have used the BSRI to test language usage and
recall. Sniezek and Jazwinski (1986) used the BSRI to study the
use of generic terms. They found that words that were thought to
apply to both men and women seemed to apply solely to men;
therefore, gender ambiguity seemed to be a problem. Renn and
Calvert (1993) studied gender orientation and memory. They found
that gender-aschematic people (those who do not base their self-
concept on gender stereotypes) remembered more
counterstereotypical information than gender-schematic people
(those who base their self-concept on gender stereotypes). Also,
androgynous and undifferentiated people had the most accurate
memories for counterstereotypical information. However, all
groups were equal in their memory of traditionally stereotyped
information. .

In a similar study, Krake (1989) studied the link between
gender schemata and memory. She reported that feminine schematics
remembered feminine words best, and androgynous subjects
remembered masculine and feminine words equally better than
neutral words. She was unable to draw conclusions about
undifferentiated and masculine subjects and therefore concluded

that there is not a clear link between sex-role orientation and
memory.

Rationale
Thus, the assumption can be made that language differences
based on the biological sex and psychological gender of the
speaker do indeed exist. Research has indicated that males are
more likely to assign nicknames, use more sexually explicit
words, have a more extensive sexual vocabulary, use more slang
terminology, and engage in a greater use of profanity. In
addition, men and women are evaluated and labeled differently
when they use sexual terminology (deKlerk, 1990). Consequently,
an examination of the social acceptability that accompanies the
expression of sexual slang is needed. The following two research
questions are posited:
RQ1 Does biological sex account for differences in the
social acceptability of sexual slang?
RQ2 Does psychological gender account for differences
in the social acceptability of sexual slang?

Methodology

Participants

Participants were 141 undergraduate students enrolled in an
introductory communication course at a large midwestern
university. All participants voluntarily agreed to participate in
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the study, but received a research point necessary for the
successful completion of the course.

Forty-nine (n = 49) male and 92 female students participated
in the study. The age of the participants ranged from 17 to 53
years (M = 19.75, SD = 4.13). The majority of the participants
reported their class standing at the freshman level (n = 81,
or 57%).

Procedures and Instrumentation

Each participant completed (a) the Social Acceptability of
Language Scale and (b) the Bem Sex-Role Inventory. All
participants were informed that their responses would be kept
anonymous.

Social Acceptability of Language scale. The Social
Acceptability of Language scale (Feezel, 1992) is a 10-item
instrument that consists of two factors. The first factor
measures vividness (i.e., strength) of language using five pairs
of adjectives: active-passive, colorless-colorful, vivid-dull,
boring-interesting, and strong-weak. The second factor measures
the social acceptability of language using five pairs of
adjectives: dirty-clean, unacceptable-acceptable, vulgar-refined,
disrespectful-respectful, and tasteful-tasteless. Each pair of
adjectives is measured using a seven-point semantic differential
scale.

In a study of the social acceptability of sex words, Feezel
and Myers (1993) reported subscale coefficient alphas ranging
from .67 to .95 (vividness and acceptability factors for each
term). Reliabilityv for the 10-item scale was assessed at .89
(M = 342.83, SD = 45.06).

In this study, respondents rated the social acceptability of
terms used to refer to an undesirable man and an undesirable
woman in a mixed-age, mixed-sex setting. The ten terms were
generated by previous research which asked respondents to supply
the terms most frequently used (Myers, 1992). Terms were
dickhead, asshole, dick, bastard, and jerk for the undesirable
man; terws were bitch, whore, slut, cunt, and ho for the
undesirable woman. Respondents were provided with an example,
using the word tramp.

Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI). The BSRI (Bem, 1974) is a
self-descriptive measure which consists of three scales: a 20-
item Masculinity scale, a 20-item Femininity scale, and a 2C-item
Social Desirability scale. Respondents are asked to rate each
item as to how well it describes themselves. Responses are
generated on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from always
or almost always true (7) to never or almost never true (1).

A median-split of the items is used to classify respondents
into one of four categories: (a) masculine (high masculinity
score and low femininity score); (b) feminine (low masculinity
score and high femininity score):; (c) androgynous (high
masculinity and femininity scores); or (d) undifferentiated (low
masculinity and femininity scores) (Bem, 1974; Spence, Helmreich,
& Stapp, 1975). In this study, 38 respondents were classified as
masculine, 41 respondents were classified as feminine, 34

(f




respondents were classified as androgynous, and 28 respondents
were classified as undifferentiated.

Previous research has yielded coefficient alphas of .86 on
the masculinity scale and .80 and .82 on the femininity scale
(Bem, 1974). In this study, coefficient alphas of .84 and .79
were reported for the masculinity and the femininity scales,
respectively. Reliability for the 60-item scale was assessed at
.82 (M = 291.92, SD = 24.48). Validity of the instrument has been
confirmed by Gaudreau (1977), Schmitt and Millard (1988), and
Taylor (1984).

Data Analysis

Research question one was answered using a series of t-
tests. Research question two was answered using a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA). Separate analyses of variance
(ANOVA) were conducted on each of the ten terms. Significant
findings were subjected to Tukey post-hoc t-tests.

Results

Research question one inquired whether biological sex
accounts for differences in the social acceptability of sexual
slang. T-tests conducted on each of the ten terms revealed no
significant differences, with the exception of the term bastard,
£(139) = 3.796, p <.001. Men (M = 37.12, SD = 4.56) rated the
terms as being more socially acceptable than women (M = 32.68,
SD = 7.49). Biological sex did not account for dlfferences in the
social acceptability of the remajining nine terms.

Research question two inquired whether psychological gender
accounts for differences in psychological gender. The MANOVA was
significant, Wilk’s lambda = .72, F (30,376) = 1.47, p <.05.
Separate univariate analyses (see Table 1) conducted on the ten
terms revealed three significant findings: slut (EF [3,137] = 3.7,
p <.05), cunt (F [3,137] = 5.71, p <.01), and bastard
(F [3,137]) = 2.97, p <.05). Tukey post-hoc t-tests revealed that
masculine~typed individuals rate the social acceptability of slut
and bastard higher than feminine-typed and androgynous-typed
individuals. The term cunt is rated higher in social

acceptability by masculine-typed individuals than the other three
gender types.

Discussion

We noted that, for the most part, biological sex differences
did not account for any differences in the social acceptability
of language. This finding parallels research conducted by Feezel
and Myers (1993). They established that biological sex does not
appear to affect the social acceptability attached to terms used
for "sexual intercourse." In their study, the only distinction
between men and women was that men are more likely to prefer
slang terminology whereas women are more accepting of euphemistic
or romantic love terms. In addition, as a group, respondents
rated some terms as highly socially acceptable (e.g., make love,
have sex) and others terms as less socially acceptable (e.q.,
fuck, screw).
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A possible explanation for this finding is that gender
ambiguity influenced the results. Sniezek and Jazwinski (1986)
suggested that individuals use sexual bias in language. They
found that words thought to appiy to both men and women were
assigned only to men. If this sexual bias exists for all four
psychological gender types, it could increase the level of social
acceptability for sexual slang terns.

The results of this investigation, then, suggest that men
and women are moving toward a universal use of sexual slang.

This movement has been documented in other studies (Feezel &
Myers, 1993; Myers, 1992, 1994). Moreover, Myers (1994) found
that in particular contexts, male and female students use the
same sexual terminology. Cortese and Myers (1995) discovered that
the use of the terms dick, dickhead, and asshole are attributed
to both men and women. In this study, those three terms, as well
as the terms whore, ho, and jerk, were rated equally as being
socially acceptable terms for use by both men and women. Taken
together, these findings suggest that certain sexual slang terms
may be more socially acceptable than other terms.

However, the realm of psychological gender and the social
acceptability of language needs to be further explored. Smythe
(1991) noted that research conducted on psychological androgyny
has been minimal. In this study, the terms slut, cunt, and
bastard were rated as being more socially acceptable by
masculine-typed individuals than by the other three gender types.
Perhaps these terms are also more acceptable for use by
masculine-typed individuals.

There were some limitations which may have contributed to
the results gathered in this study. First, the use of a college
student sample may have affected the results. It is possible that
this group uses sexual slang more frequently than other groups
and therefore may view the expression of sexual slang as more
acceptable. Second, the Social Acceptability of Language Scale
(Feezel, 1992) is a new measure. Although it appears to be a
reliable measure, the measure has not been widely used and its
validity as a measurement scale has not yet been addressed.

Future research should take three directions. First,
research should examine the role that context plays in the use of
sexual language (Johnson & Fine, 1985; Liska, 1992). It is likely
that numerous variables affect the social acceptability of sexual
slang. Previous research has found that variables such as the
speaker’s sexual orientation (Wells, 1990) or the nature of the
relationship between speaker and receiver (Myers, 1994) affects
the choice of sexual slang. In most research conducted thus far,
contextual variables have not been examined.

Second, terms other than sexual slang should be examined.
For example, Preston and Stanley (1987) noted although male and
female college students share a similar vocabulary of insults,
biological sex of the speaker affects both the choice and the
interpretation of the insult. Perhaps the interpretation of the
insult is masked in the social acceptability of the term.
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Third, other ways of assessing psychological gender may need
to be implemented. Stephen and Harrison (1985) noted the
Communication Styles Q-Set ‘is capable of producing a more
detailed profile of communication behaviors attributed to a
particular gender. Using such a measure may provide more insight
into the relationship between psychological gender and language
studies.

In sum, this paper explored the social acceptability that
accompanies the expression of sexual slang. For the most part, we
found that neither biological sex nor psychological gender

accounts for the differences in the social acceptability of the
terms.

10




References

Arluke, A., Kutakoff, L., & Lovin, J. (1987). Are the times
changing? An analysis of gender differences in sexual graffiti.
Sex Roles, 16, 1-7. .

Austin, A. M., Salehi, M., & Leffler, A. (1987). Gender and
developmental ‘differences in children’s conversations. Sex
Roles, 16, 497-509. -

Bailey, L. A., & Timm, L. A. (1976). More on wonmen’s--and
men’s---expletives. Anthropological Linguistics, 18, 438-449.

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological
andregyny. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42,
155-162.

Bem, S. L. (1977). On the utility of alternative procedures
for assessing psychological androgyny. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 45, 196-2G5.

Bem, S. L. (1981). Gender Schema Theory: A cognitive account
of sex typing. Psycholoaical Review, 88, 354-364. :

Berryman-Fink, C. L., & Wilcox, J. R. (1983). A multivariate
investigation of perceptual attributes concerning gender
appropriateness in language. Sex Roles, 9, 663-68l.

Bradley, P. H. (1981). The folk-linguistics of women’s
speech: An empirical examination. Communjcation Monographs, 48,
73-90.

Ccarli, L. L. (1990). Gender, language, and influence.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 941-951.

Cook, A. S., Fritz, J. J., McCornack, B. L., & Visperas, C.
(1985). Early gender differences in the functional use of
language. Sex Roles, 12, 909-915.

Cortese, J., & Myers, S. A. (1995, April). Biological sex,
psychological gender, and use of obscenity. Paper presented at
the annual meeting of the Central States Communication
Association, Indianapolis, IN.

deKlerk, V. (1990). Slang: A male domain? Sex Roles, 19,
129-140.
Feezel, J. D. (1992). S v ulary acc abilit

four contexts. Unpublished manuscript, Kent State University,
Kent, OH. .

Feezel, J. D., & Myers, S. A. (1993). The social
agceptgp;l;;g of sex words: A theoretical framework. Unpublished
manuscript, Kent State University, Kent, OH.

Fine, M. G., & Johnson, F. L. (1984). Female and male

motives for using obscenity. Journal of Language and Social
Psychology, 3, 59-74.

Gaudreau, P. (1977). Factor analysis of the Bem Sex-Role

Inventory. Q9nznal_9ﬁ_ggg§nl;1ng_ﬁnd_cllnlgal_BﬁxgnglggyL_Aﬁ,
299-302.

Haas, A. (1979). Male and female spoken language
differences: Stereotypes and evidence. Psycho e

88, 616-626.
Jay, T. B. (1980). Sex roles and dirty word usage: A review

of the literature and a reply to Haas. Psychological Bulletin,
89, 614-621.

11




10

Johnson, F. L., & Fine, M. G. (1985). Sex differences in
uses and perceptions of obscenity. Women’s Studies in
Communication, 8, 11-24. ~

Kipers, P. S. (1987). Gender and topic. Language in_Society,
16, 543-557.

Krake, B. (1989). Sex-role orientation and memory for
gender-related terms: Another uncertain link. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 28, 327-340.

Kutner, N. G., & Brogan, D. (1974). An investigation of sex-
related slang vocabulary and sex-role orientation among male and

female university students. Journal of Marriage and the Family,
36, 474-483.

Liska, J. (1992). Dominance-seeking language strategies:
Please eat the floor, dogbreath, or I’l1l rip your lungs out,
okay? Communication Yearbook, 15, 427-456. ‘

Mulac, A., Lundell, T. L., & Bradac, J. J. (1986).
Male/female language differences and attributional consequences
in a public speaking situation: Toward an explanation of the
gender-linked language effect. Communication Monographs, 53,
115-126.

Myers, S. A. (1992, November). The use of expletives: Gender
differences in sexual terminology? Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the Speech Communication Association, Chicago.

Myers, S. A. (1994, November). Context as a determinant of
sexual vocabulary selection. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the Speech Communication Association, New Orleans.

Pei, M. A., & Gaynor, F. (1954). A dictijonary for
1l . nguistics. New York: Philosophical Library.

Phillips, B. S. (1990). Nicknames and sex role stereotypes.
Sex Roles, 23, 281-289.

Preston, K., & Stanley, K. (1987). "What’s the worst
thing?:" Gender-directed insults. Sex Roles, 17, 209-220.

Rasmussen, J. L., & Moely, B. E. (1986). Impression
formation as a function of the sex role appropriateness of
linguistic behavior. Sex Roles, 14, 149-161.

Renn, J. A., & Calvert, S. L. (1993). The relation between
Gender Schemas and adults’ recall of stereotyped and
counterstereotyped television information. Sex Roles, 28,
449-459.

Sanders, J. S. (1978). Male and female vocabularies for

communicating with a sexual partner. Journal of Sex Education and
Therapy, 4, 15-19.

Sanders, J. S., & Robinson, W. L. (1979). walking and not
talking about rex: Male and female vocabularies. Journal of
Communicatjon, 29, 22-30.

Schmitt, B. H., & Millard, R. T. (1988). Construct validity
of the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI): Does the BSRI distinguish
between Gender-Schematic and Gender-Aschematic Individuals?

Sex Roles, 19, 581-588.

Selnow, G. W. (1985). Sex differences in uses and
perceptions of profanity. Sex Roles, 12, 303-312.

Simkins, L., & Rinck, C. (1982). Male and female sexual

12




11

vocabulary in different interpersonal contexts. Journal of Sex
Research, 18, 160-172.

Smythe, M. J. (1991). Gender and communication behaviors.
Progress in Communication Sciences, 10, 173-216.

Sniezek, J. A., & Jazwinski, C. H. (1986). Gender bias in
English: In search of fair language. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 16, 642-662.

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R. L., & Stapp, J. (1975). Ratings
of self and peers on sex role attributes and their relation to
self-esteem and conceptions of masculinity. Journal of
Personality and Social Psycholoay, 32, 29-39.

Staley, C. M. (1978). Male-female use of expletives: A heck

of a difference in expectation. Anthropological Linguistics,
20, 367-379.

Stephen, T. D., & Harrison, T. M. (1985). Gender, sex-role
identity, and communication style: A Q-sort analysis of
behavioral differences. Communication Research Reports, 2, 53-62.

Taylor, D. (1984). Concurrent validity of the Bem Sex Role
Inventory: A person-environment approach. Sex Roles, 10, 713-723.

Thorne, B., & Henley, N. (1975). Difference and dominance:
An overview of language, gender, and society. In B. Thorne & N.
Henley (Eds.), Language and sex: Difference and dominance
(pp. 5-42). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Walsh, R. H., & Leonard, W. M. (1974). Usage of terms for

sexual intercourse by men and women. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
3, 373-376.

Wells, J. W. (1989). Sexual language usage in different
interpersonal contexts: A comparison of gender and sexual
orientation. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 18, 127-143.

Wells, J. W. (1990). The sexual vocabularies of heterosexual
and homosexual males and females for communicating erotically
with a sexual partner. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 19, 139-147.

Wright, J. W., & Hosman, L. A. (1983). Language style and
sex bias in the courtroom: The effects of male and female use of
hedges and intensifiers on impression formation. Southern Speech
Compunication Jourpal, 48, 137-152.

Zimmerman, D. H., & West, C. (1975). Sex roles,
interruptions and silences in conversations. In B. Thorne & N.
Henley (Eds.), Language and sex: Difference and dominance
(pp. 105-129). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.




12

Table 1
Psychological Gender and Social Acceptability
Means

Term 1% 2b 3¢ ol E p <
Bitch 34.42 33.44 31.97 33.71 1.45 .23
Dickhead 35.53 33.93 33.27 33.14 1.31 .27
Whore 34.79 31.88 31.74 33.14 2.16 .10
Asshole 34.18 34.05 33.68 34.50 .09 .97
Slut ’ 35.66‘b 32.02, 31.77p 34 .00 3.70 .0l
D‘ick 35.63 34.73 33.29 33.89 .98 -40
Cunt 34.47,, 29.12,¢ 30.44y 33.18, 5.71 .01
Bastard 36.71,, 32.90, 32.56 34.82 2.97 .03
Ho 36.45 33.68 32.79 34.75 2.03 .11
Jerk 40.21 41.37 39.23 40.07 .64 .59
Note. Degrees of freedom are 3,137 for all ten terms. Means sharing subscripts across each row are
slgnlficant at the .05 level based on Tukey post-hoc. t-tests.

-

8 masculine-typed respondents.

= 41 feminine-typed respondents.

= 34 androgynous-typed respondents.
= 28 undifferentiated respondenta.
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