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Abstract

Sarcastic irony, uttered in four (within and between) gender-based settings, is used here as a tool to diagnose affective attitudes toward women. The kind of sarcasm tested here is an aggressive type of humor, whereby a speaker derides another individual, turning her or him into the victim of the humorous utterance. Finding this kind of irony less or more pleasing allows indexing between- and within-group attitudes. Participants were overall nonsexist, scoring low on sexism scales, but male participants were still more sexist than female participants. Results show that, as predicted by Ariel and Giora (1998), female participants fully adopted a feminine point of view, enjoying sarcastic irony best when it was directed by women at men and least when it was directed by women at women. Being more sexist, our male participants adopted a feminine point of view only partially, enjoying sarcastic irony more when directed at men than directed at women, regardless of the speaker’s gender.
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to identify dispositional attitudes among women and men, assuming they might be projected via their reception of sarcastic irony.
 Sarcastic remarks such as (1):

(1) It’s nice to know I can always count on you to be on time (said to a friend who is late)

have been described as aggressive humor (Bowes and Katz 2011; Goldstein and McGhee 1972; Kotthoff 2006; Martin et al. 2003) since, apart from being humorous, they deride the other party. According to Freud (1960), humor and aggression are very closely related, as humor allows us to display our aggression in a socially acceptable way. 
According to the Disposition Theory of Humor (Zillmann and Cantor 1976), our appreciation of a humorous encounter, in which one party derides another, depends on our dispositional attitudes toward these parties (see also Bergson 1956). We are expected to find it more enjoyable if we are positively affiliated with the deriding party and/or negatively affiliated with the derided party, and vice versa. We focus here on dispositional attitudes toward women, which are evaluated taking into consideration participants’ scores on the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory developed by Glick and Fiske (1996).
During the 1970s-1980s, several studies found evidence showing an anti-female bias in the appreciation of humor. Humor deriding women was considered funnier than humor deriding men, both among female and male participants (Cantor 1976; McGhee and Duffey 1983a, 1983b; Moore et al. 1987). Since then, however, different trends have emerged (detected mostly among people holding feminist or liberal attitudes) indicating a decrease in the enjoyment of humor deriding women and an increase in the acceptance of humor displayed by women and/or deriding men. With feminism becoming more pervasive, humor that challenges traditional views of gender has become more prevalent (Barreca 1991; Crawford 1995; Kotthoff 2006; Lampert and Ervin-Tripp 1998). For instance, Kotthoff (2003) shows that among friends, sarcasm or teasing is used quite often and is reciprocated in the same manner, regardless of gender. Teasing may be viewed as a sub-type of sarcastic remarks, exchanged between friends, intended to convey an affiliative humorous aggression. It projects rapport and solidarity (Norrick 1993, 1994, 2003; Straehle 1993; Zajdman 1995; Kotthoff 1996; Lampert and Ervin-Tripp 2006; Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997), or affiliation (Emerson 1969; Jefferson et al. 1987; Seckman and Couch 1989; see also Dynel 2013 on affiliative and disaffiliative humor).
Jenkins (1985) argues that among men, humor is used to reinforce competition and self-aggrandizement while among women it projects intimacy and support. Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006) found that both women and men tend to modify their humorous behavior and adjust it to the other sex when in mixed-gender groups: the male participants involved in their study frequently used sarcasm in the company of other men to create rapport and solidarity, but less so when among women, so as to avoid displaying aggression. On the other hand, the female participants used teasing less often when in the company of each other, but did tease men in mixed-gender groups to counterbalance traditional power relations between men and women and maintain a semblance of equality.
Colston and Lee (2004) have come up with an alternative explanation for the use of sarcasm, based on the risk one takes, given that sarcasm might be easily misunderstood. This risk of misinterpretation, inherent in sarcasm, they argue, appeals to men to a greater extent than to women. 
Ariel and Giora (1998) introduce the notions of Self versus Other point of view, which are also reflected in linguistic behavior patterns. Adopting a Self point of view means identifying with one’s ingroup members and their objectives, values, and interests; adopting an Other point of view means identifying with the objectives, values, and interests of outgroup members. Ariel and Giora (1998) suggest that while traditional women, conforming to social restraints, adopt an Other (masculine) point of view, feminist women fully adopt a Self (feminine) point of view.
In this study, we set out to weigh Ariel & Giora’s Point of View Theory against other alternatives. To do that, we look at sarcasm reception, sexism, and gender. We focus on women, given that even today, in spite of the numerous accomplishments of the feminist movement, women are still the disempowered group compared to men (see, for example, the Gender Inequality Index by the United Nations Development Programme).

2. Sarcasm 

Sarcasm has been shown to have various functions. For instance, Toplak and Katz (2000) found that compared to direct criticism, sarcasm is perceived as being more insincere, impolite, humorous, mocking, offensive, aggressive, anger-provoking, non-instructional, unclear, and projecting a sense of self-indulgence on the part of the speaker. For Colston (1997), irony enhances the condemnation, while for Dews et al. (1995) and Dews and Winner (1995) it mutes the criticism (see also Giora 1995, 2003). 

Consider the following example (2), which illustrates the type of sarcastic irony examined here. Holden Caulfield, the protagonist of Salinger’s (1951: Chapter 10) Catcher in the Rye, meets three out-of-town girls and is trying to strike up a conversation with one of them [emphasis added]:
(2) “Where you girls from?” I asked her.
She didn’t answer me, though. She was busy looking around… 
“Where you girls from?” I asked her again.
“What?” she said.
“Where you girls from? Don’t answer if you don’t feel like it. I don’t want you to strain yourself.”
“Seattle, Washington,” she said. She was doing me a big favor to tell me.
“You’re a very good conversationalist,” I told her. “You know that?” 
Having failed, he ends up deriding her. His sarcastic remark (italicized) is obviously meant to tease her and criticize her personality (on sarcasm as being indirect criticism, see Toplak and Katz (2000) among others). 
Recall that sarcastic irony is used as a tool indexing the exercise of power of one party over another. It has been selected on the basis of it being a kind of a whip, lashing aggression disguised as humor against others (see also Mulken et al. 2011). That sarcasm is considered aggressive, victimizing others, has been assumed by various researchers (Bowes and Katz 2011; Goldstein and McGhee 1972; Kotthoff 2006; Martin et al. 2003). Some have also shown that the aggressors are quite insensitive to the negativity conveyed by their sarcasm (Blasko and Kazmerski 2006; Werner and Nixon 2005). According to Coser (1959, 1960) and Howell (1973), teasing is typically allowed by, reflects, and ramifies asymmetrical relationship, with the person in power deriding relatively powerless individuals at no cost to him/herself. Findings in Hay (2000) also demonstrate that teasing is a strategy used to display and maintain a powerful position. Studies of humor in workplaces further show that people in powerful positions use humor as a tool for efficient leadership (Holmes 2007) and that humor serves to sustain social and gendered hierarchies, but also, to some extent, can be used by subordinates as a form of resistance to authority (Collinson 1988). As Kotthoff (2006: 9) puts it: “not only the frequency of humor, but also its direction tends to reflect and reproduce existing authority structures”. Kotthoff (1996), however, also showed that among friends, sarcasm is common (see also Eisterhold et al. 2006) and reciprocated in the same manner, thus indicating certain stability in the friendship. However, among adversaries, its reception is different: it is not responded to by “paying with the same coin” (Freud 1960: 91). 

The measure applied here to index power relation relates to the extent to which sarcastic remarks, vilifying a victim, whether of the same gender as the speaker or not, are enjoyed by participants of both genders. Specifically, we examine power relations between ingroup and outgroup members of unequal groups (women and men), differing in terms of gender (women/men) and social awareness, translated into affective disposition toward women (high/low on sexism). Contexts are all similarly informal and hierarchy-free, implying friendliness between the protagonists involved in the situation, thus assuring a sense of equal status that renders teasing acceptable (Eisterhold et al. 2006; Kotthoff 1996). Therefore, any differences in ratings, if found, could be attributed to the gender and/or social awareness factors.

3. Sexism

3.1. Disposition theory of humor
According to The Disposition Theory of Humor (Zillmann and Cantor 1976), the intensity of response of a third party, watching a humorous encounter, depends on that third party’s disposition toward the protagonists involved. Accordingly,
i. Humor appreciation is facilitated when the viewer has either a positive disposition toward the derider, a negative disposition toward the derided, or both.
ii. Humor appreciation is impaired when the viewer has either a negative disposition toward the derider, a positive disposition toward the derided, or both (see also Bergson 1956 [1900]).
In short, we are expected to enjoy it better when our friends make fun of our enemies than the other way round.

It is important to note that, according to the Disposition Theory of Humor, group membership alone is not sufficient in predicting humor appreciation, that is, predictions cannot be made based on being a woman or a man, but on attitudes regarding gender. For instance, a woman with old-fashioned views of gender may find humor deriding women to be funnier than humor deriding men, as was probably the case in Cantor (1976), who found that situations in which men deride women were rated as funniest by both women and men.
In comparison, support for the Disposition Theory of Humor relating to gender is found in Moore et al. (1987). Moore et al. examined funniness ratings of sexist versus non-sexist humor, among women and men, whose attitudinal dispositions were measured using Spence et al.’s (1973) Attitudes toward Women Scale (AWS). They discovered that, as predicted, although sexist jokes were perceived as funnier than non-sexist ones, the joke type interacted with attitudinal disposition such that women and men with less traditional views of women’s roles showed reduced preference for sexist humor compared to more traditional women and men.
As mentioned above, for the purpose of the present study, gender-related dispositional attitudes were measured by means of Glick and Fiske’s Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick and Fiske 1996).

3.2. Ambivalent sexism

Let us begin with another quote by Holden Caulfield:

(3) …And when she turned around, her pretty little butt twitched so nice and all. She knocked me out. I mean it. I was half in love with her by the time we sat down. That’s the thing about girls. Every time they do something pretty, even if they’re not much to look at, or even if they’re sort of stupid, you fall half in love with them, and then you never know where the hell you are. Girls. Jesus Christ. They can drive you crazy. They really can (Salinger, 1951: Chapter 10).

The attitude Holden is projecting here is very much in agreement with Glick and Fiske’s (1996) theory of sexism termed Ambivalent Sexism. According to Glick and Fiske (1996), sexism is a special case of prejudice, namely, one that is marked by a deep sense of ambivalence toward women, rather than a straightforward feeling of antipathy. 

Sexism is viewed as consisting of two sets of inconsistent attitudes: hostile and benevolent. Hostile sexism fits in Allport’s (1954) classical definition of prejudice – “an antipathy based upon a faulty and inflexible generalization”. Hostile sexism encompasses a wide range of negative attitudes such as antipathy, resentment, and anger. It views women as inferior and less competent adults than men and suggests that women constantly use their sexual power to manipulate and gain control over men.
Benevolent sexism holds interrelated attitudes toward women. It encompasses subjectively positive feelings for women and tends to generate positive social behaviors. It holds women in high esteem. Women are considered superior to men in terms of appearance, their capacity for nurturing and for being compassionate and suggests that women should be cherished and protected due to men’s intimate and sexual dependency on them. Though this may seem as a pro-women stance, benevolent sexism is sexist in that it is still based on traditional stereotyping. It leads to restricting women’s social roles and perpetuates men’s dominance and women’s subordination. Indeed, an act of benevolent sexism may be considered positive in the eyes of the initiator, but not necessarily interpreted as such by the recipient. For example, a man offering to help a woman carry her groceries, well-intended as it may be, might be taken by the woman as implying her weakness and inability to manage on her own.
Under this complex view, Glick and Fiske (1996) developed the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, which is a self-report questionnaire, consisting of two types of sentences, relating to either hostile sexism or benevolent sexism. Scores on these two scales can be distinguished so that according to participants’ degree of agreement with the sentences, they can be described as falling under four types: ambivalent sexists (exhibiting high degree of agreement with sentences on both the hostile sexism scale and the benevolent sexism scale); hostile sexists (exhibiting high agreement with sentences on the hostile sexism scale, low agreement with sentences on the benevolent sexism scale); benevolent sexists (opposite of hostile sexists: exhibiting high agreement with sentences on the benevolent sexism scale, low agreement with sentences on the hostile sexism scale); and non-sexists (exhibiting low agreement with sentences on both scales).
Examples of hostile-sexism-related sentences would be “Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash”; “Women exaggerate problems they have at work”; examples for benevolent-sexism-related sentences would be “No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless he has the love of a woman”; “In a disaster, women ought to be rescued before men”. 
The implication of this tool is that it can predict behavioral patterns toward women. The hostile sexism scale has been shown to correlate with negative attitudes toward and stereotypes about women, while the benevolent sexism scale has been shown to correlate with positive attitudes toward and stereotypes about women. Ambivalent sexists are expected to treat women inconsistently, they “are likely to be patronizingly sweet or viciously hostile toward any particular woman at any given time” (Glick and Fiske 1996: 510); non-sexists are theoretically expected to treat women not at all differently from men. 
These predictions have been validated in different studies. For example, Sakalli (2001) tested 221 Turkish students’ attitudes toward wife beating. Her results demonstrate that participants showing preference for high hostile sexism viewed wife beating as more acceptable and blamed the wife for eliciting the beating. In contrast, participants showing preference for high benevolent sexism, being protective of women, blamed the husband for the beating (see also Abel and Flick 2012; Ford 2000; Greenwood and Isbell 2002; Thomas and Esses 2004).  
For the current study, the predictions of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory combined with the Disposition Theory of Humor are as follows:

(4) Predictions of the Ambivalent Sexism Theory and the Disposition Theory of Humor
(a) Benevolent sexists will enjoy sarcasm directed by women against men to a greater extent than that directed by men against women.

(b) Hostile sexists will enjoy sarcasm directed by men against women to a greater extent than that directed by women against men.
(c) Benevolent sexists will enjoy sarcasm directed by women against men to a greater extent than hostile sexists.
(d) Hostile sexists will enjoy sarcasm directed by men against women to a greater extent than benevolent sexists.
(e) Non-sexists should show no significant preference for any of the different settings.

4. Gender and linguistic behavior

Studying the relation between gender and linguistic behavior has been popular among academic researchers since the seventies, when research focused on topics such as characterizing women’s and men’s speech patterns, or how language reflects and/or affects sexual inequality (Cameron 1998). Different views regarded women’s ways as revered, demeaned, or equal in comparison to men’s, and some emphasized differences between women and men, while others highlighted their similarities (Bohan 1993). Significant works by Robin Lakoff and Deborah Tannen, among others, demonstrate these trends. Lakoff (1975) characterized women’s language as powerless and humorless compared to men’s; Tannen (1990) coined the term rapport-talk (displaying similarities and matching experiences) to describe women’s use of language, and report-talk (exhibiting knowledge and skill) to describe men’s. These methodologies and views are categorized as essentialist in that they consider gender a fundamental attribute of individuals. Essentialism regards gender as something that distinguishes between women and men either biologically, through socialization, or both (see also Cameron 1992; Chodorow 1978; Coates 1986; Gilligan 1982).

Since the late 1980s, essentialist views of gender have come under scrutiny. Criticisms leveled at them affected a paradigm shift from a dichotomous toward a differentiated, contextualized, and performative model (Bohan 1993; Cameron 1998; Holmes and Meyerhoff 2008). Ariel and Giora (1998) and Giora (1997, 2001) suggest that it is politically problematic to look into the differences and similarities in linguistic behavior under an essentialist gender dichotomy, since it perpetuates the unequal social structure, and implies that no change is necessary. Moreover, they claim that this method is theoretically weak since it studies features, which are a superficial and local phenomenon, rather than strategies. For instance, even when women and men exhibit similar linguistic behavior, they still might be acting under different social constraints or different motivations (Giora 2001). Ariel and Giora’s approach, then, belongs in the alternative Social Constructionist framework.
Social Constructionism views gender as a system constructed in social interaction (see also Crawford 1989, 1995, 2003; Hare-Mustin and Marecek 1988, 1990, 1994; Uchida 1992; West and Zimmerman 1987; among others). While Essentialism conceives of gender as residing within the individual, Social Constructionism views gender as residing in interaction. As put by West and Zimmerman (1987), rather than being gender or having gender, we are doing gender. Thus, taking the social context into consideration, Ariel and Giora (1998) focus on the relation between linguistic behavior and a speaker’s point of view, which is a reflection of her/his motivation.
According to group relation theories and Speech Accommodation Theory (e.g., Giles 1984; Kramarae 1981; Tajfel 1978), given disempowered groups’ need for social approval, their members will tend to use a convergence strategy, adapting to the dominant, outgroup members’ speech style. In contrast, members of the dominant group will use a divergence strategy, maintaining or even accentuating their own group’s speech style, in order to ensure their distinction from and dominance over the subordinate group (Coates 1986).
Focusing on speakers’ point of view, Ariel and Giora (1998) introduce the notions of Self versus Other point of view. Adopting a Self point of view means identifying with one’s ingroup members and their objectives, values, and interests; adopting an Other point of view means identifying with the objectives, values, and interests of outgroup members. Ariel and Giora suggest that while for men, the dominant group in our society, it is acceptable to fully adopt a Self (masculine) point of view, for women, the disempowered group, social constraints might make it more acceptable to adopt an Other (masculine) point of view rather than a Self (feminine) point of view. 
Sexism, of any form, reflects a masculine point of view (in patriarchal societies). Therefore, women and men with social awareness, holding non-sexist views, are expected to adopt a feminine point of view (Self - for women; Other - for men).

To test the theory of Self vs. Other point of view in language, Ariel and Giora (1998) examined manifestations of social identity in Hebrew literature in order to find out how women’s and men’s writing is affected by their point of view. Among the female writers, they differentiated between traditional and feminist writers. They predicted that traditional female writers will adopt an Other (masculine) point of view resulting in a linguistic behavior similar to that of male writers; in contrast, assuming that feminist awareness will override social constraints and enable a “genuine femininity” (Ariel and Giora 1998: 76), they predicted that feminist writers will opt for a divergence strategy (see Giles 1984; Kramarae 1981; Tajfel 1978), resulting in a linguistic behavior reflecting a Self (feminine) point of view.

They list seven parameters that manifest adoption of a Self point of view (such as focusing on ingroup members and portraying them as independent, while objectifying outgroup members). As predicted, findings supported the Point of View Theory. They showed that the linguistic patterns of traditional female writers were similar to those of male writers. These female writers followed a convergence strategy while adopting an Other (masculine) point of view. Feminist female writers displayed a different style. Their linguistic patterns diverged from the “norm”, demonstrating a Self (feminine) point of view.
Two of the seven parameters manifesting adoption of a Self point of view (mentioned above) are relevant to our study: (i) exerting power over outgroup members; (ii) Cooperating with ingroup members. We thus expect women and men who adopt a feminine point of view, identifying with the socially disempowered group, to find sarcasm directed by women at men most enjoyable. Such sarcasm manifests power over outgroup members and sustains ingroup cooperation (thus satisfying both parameters [i] and [ii]). Complementarily, women and men who adopt a feminine point of view will find sarcasm directed by women at women least enjoyable. Such sarcasm manifests exercise of power over ingroup members and weakens ingroup cooperation (thus failing parameters [i] and [ii]). Sarcasm directed by men at women only fails parameter (i) (a manifestation of power by an outgroup member over an ingroup member) and therefore should not be rated as low as sarcasm directed by women at women.
In contrast, women and men who adopt a masculine point of view, identifying with the socially powerful group, should exhibit a reverse pattern of behavior. In adopting a masculine point of view, they are expected to find sarcasm directed by men at women most enjoyable, and sarcasm directed by men at men least enjoyable. Specific predictions are summarized in (5):
(5) Predictions following the Point of View Theory
(a) Based on adopting women’s point of view, the most enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by women at men.

(b) Based on adopting women’s point of view, the least enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by women at women.

(c) Based on adopting men’s point of view, most enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by men at women.

(d) Based on adopting men’s point of view, least enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by men at men. 

5. Method
Participants: 182 participants were approached via email and Facebook: 110 women aged 17-64 (M=31.9, SD=11.2) and 72 men aged 15-74 (M=31.5, SD=10.1). No significant differences were found between the groups with regard to age and education (Age: t<1; Education: t(180)=1.67, p=0.1). Men scored higher on hostile sexism compared to women (t(180)=2.66, p<0.01), although on average, scores indicate that both the male and female participants were non-sexist (see below).
Design: a 2x2x2x2x2 factorial design was used with participant gender (M/F), Hostile Sexism (high/low), and Benevolent Sexism (high/low) as between-subjects factors and speaker gender and addressee gender (M/W) as within-subject factors.
Materials: Materials included 24 items, consisting of short texts, each ending in a sarcastic utterance and appearing in four different versions: directed by a woman to a man, by a man to a woman, by a woman to a woman, and by a man to a man (see Appendix). Four electronic booklets were prepared, each including one version of each of the items. Each participant was presented with one of the four booklets. Each item was followed by a 7-point rating scale measuring the participants’ degree of enjoyment of the sarcastic remark (see example 6)
:
(6) Sara and Assaf are sitting in a fancy restaurant. The food is served, and Assaf starts eating with his hands. Sara says to Assaf: “I can see you were taught good table manners at home”.
As a viewer, to what extent did you enjoy what Sara said to Assaf? [1-2-3-4-5-6-7]
In addition, at the beginning of each booklet two buffer items were displayed, which were similar in structure to the actual items except for the last remark, which was somewhat humorous but did not express sarcastic irony. The order of item presentation was counterbalanced between booklets. The items each appeared on one page so that participants had to scroll down the page in order to move from one item to the next. The personal information required in the beginning of the questionnaire consisted of age, native tongue, gender, and education.
Finally, each booklet ended in the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. Twenty-two sentences (11 relating to hostile sexism, 11 to benevolent sexism) involved indicating degree of agreement, according to the following 6-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly; 2 = disagree somewhat; 3 = disagree slightly; 4 = agree slightly; 5 = agree somewhat; 6 = agree strongly. Six of the sentences were phrased such that their scores should be reversed. Scores 3.5 and above were defined as High; scores lower than 3.5 were defined as Low.
Procedure: Participants were told that in the first part, they would have to respond to 4 rating tasks following each short story (an example was given); in the second part, they would have to rate their degree of agreement with the sentences presented. Questionnaires were distributed via the Internet and were answered online anonymously.
In addition, a pilot involving 20 participants was run to ensure that participants would not be aware of the factors being controlled. After filling in the questionnaire, these 20 participants were asked if they had any idea what the aim of the study was, or what the difference was between the situations presented. None of them was able to make a correct guess.

6. Results
Regarding Sexism, the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory yielded overall low scores of sexism. Mean score of hostile sexism was 2.63, SD=0.89; mean score of benevolent sexism 2.77, SD=0.81 (both on a 6-point scale). Although male participants were significantly more sexist (M=2.85, SD=0.90) than female participants (M=2.50, SD=0.86) on the Hostile Sexism scale, t(180)=2.66, p<0.05, the averages all lie in between somewhat disagree (2 on the scale) and slightly disagree (3 on the scale), that is, disagree with the sexist sentences presented in the questionnaire, thus indicating that, overall, both female and male participants were non-sexist. This means that predictions (4a-d) (see section [3.2]), regarding differences between sexists, could not be tested. However, while low on sexism, differences in terms of degree of sexism are predictive with regard to adopting a feminine/masculine point of view (predictions 5a-d). Therefore, these variables were included in the analysis. 

A 5-way ANOVA was run with participant gender (M/F), Hostile Sexism (high/low), and Benevolent Sexism (high/low) as between-participant factors, and speaker gender and addressee gender (M/W) as within-participant factors. The dependent variable was the degree of enjoyment. 
There was a significant main effect of participant gender, F(1,174)= 3.92, p<0.05, such that the sarcastic remarks were enjoyed better by male participants (M=3.64, SD=1.50) than by female participants (M=3.16, SD=1.79);  there was a significant main effect of addressee gender, F(1,174)=9.45, p<0.01, such that there was a higher degree of enjoyment when the addressee was a man (M=3.49, SD=1.70) than when she was a woman (M=3.30, SD=1.71); and there was a 3-way interaction between participant gender X speaker gender X addressee gender, F(1,174)=5.68, p<0.05 (see Figure 1 and Table 1). To characterize this interaction, two separate ANOVAs were run, one for female participants and one for male participants. For female participants, there was a significant 2-way interaction between speaker gender X addressee gender, F(1,106)=6.21, p<0.05. Simple effects analysis revealed that while female participants enjoyed sarcastic remarks better when directed by women at men (M=3.39, SD=1.96) than when directed by women at women (M=2.99, SD=1.91), F(1,106)=9.98, p<0.01, sarcastic remarks uttered by men were equally enjoyed, whether directed at men (M=3.09, SD=1.90) or at women (M=3.15, SD=1.97), F<1. In contrast, male participants showed no such interaction, F<1. In fact, male participants showed only a main effect of addressee gender, F(1,68)=5.15, p<0.05, revealing that they enjoyed sarcastic remarks better when directed at men than at women, regardless of the speaker’s gender.
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Figure 1. Degree of enjoyment of sarcasm as a function of Speaker’s gender and Addressee’s gender (the error bars denote +/- one standard error of the mean, calculated according to Loftus and Masson’s [1994] recommendations for within-subject designs).

Table 1: Mean Enjoyment Ratings (Standard Deviation in parentheses)
	Speaker gender
	Male participants (n=72)
	Female participants (n=110)

	
	Addressee gender
	Addressee gender

	
	Man
	Woman
	Man
	Woman

	Man
	3.83 (1.59)
	3.57 (1.65)
	3.09 (1.90)
	3.15 (1.97)

	Woman
	3.67 (1.65)
	3.51 (1.60)
	3.39 (1.96)
	2.99 (1.91)


7. Discussion 
Below is a summary of our main findings.
(7) Main findings
(a) Male participants displayed an overall higher enjoyment of sarcasm than female participants. 

(b) Male participants enjoyed best the settings in which men were derided, regardless of the speaker. 

(c) Female participants found most enjoyable the setting in which women derided men.

(d) Female participants found least enjoyable the setting in which women derided women.
(e) Both male and female participants were found to be non-sexist, but male participants were still more sexist than the female participants. 

In order to explain our findings, let us review previous studies. Kotthoff’s (2003) findings show that sarcasm between equals (e.g., friends) is enjoyable and even reciprocated in the same manner, involving the same kind of humorous response. Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006) found that among European-Americans, men frequently use aggressive humor in the company of other men, but less so when among women. On the other hand, women tend to tease men in mixed-gender groups, yet practice teasing to a lesser extent when among each other. According to Lampert and Ervin-Tripp, men use teasing to create rapport and solidarity with each other, while women use it in order to exercise equality with men. Based on self-report, 5-10 year old boys already use aggressive humor significantly more often than girls (Fox et al. 2013). Assuming that children at these ages spend more time in same-gender than in mixed-gender groups, this supports Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s view. This is also supported by Ivanko et al.’s (2004) study in which men reported using sarcasm more often than women. 
Similarly, Jenkins (1985) argues that men’s humor, directed at other men, reinforces competition and self-aggrandizement while women’s humor, practiced among women, projects intimacy and support. Hay (2000) and Dunbar et al. (2012) also found that a sharing type of humor (exchanged while sharing personal experiences or self-revealing stories) serves to create solidarity and is much more common among women than among men. Crawford and Gressley (1991) and Crawford (2003) also showed that the preferred type of humor among women is sharing funny, mundane, personal experiences from everyday life in order to create a “shared understanding of life’s absurdities” (Crawford 2003: 1421), while men’s humor functions as a form of status competition. 
In other words, aggressive humor is simply a preferred type of humor among men. Male bonding seems to be based on it. Possibly, this is why the sarcasm examined in our study was enjoyed better by our male than female participants (finding [7a]). 
In order to explain findings (7b-d), let us recall the predictions falling out of Self versus Other - Point of View Theory (repeated here for convenience, see Section 4):
(5) Predictions following the Point of View Theory

(a) Based on adopting women’s point of view, the most enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by women at men.

(b) Based on adopting women’s point of view, the least enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by women at women.

(c) Based on adopting men’s point of view, most enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by men at women.

(d) Based on adopting men’s point of view, least enjoyable setting will be that in which sarcasm is directed by men at men. 

Recall that, although both our female and male participants were nonsexist, most of them scoring low on both sexism scales, the male participants were still more sexist than the female participants. Indeed, findings (7b-d) show that while both the female and male participants adopted a feminine point of view, the male participants adopted it to a lesser extent.
Regarding our female participants, predictions (5a-b) are borne out. While adopting a Self (feminine) point of view, they found it most enjoyable when sarcasm was directed by women at men, thus supporting prediction (5a); they found it least enjoyable when sarcasm was directed by women at women, thus supporting prediction (5b). Our female participants, then, fully adopted a feminine point of view and are hence feminist (according to Ariel and Giora 1998).
As for our male participants, results are a bit more complex. Male participants found sarcasm deriding women to be less enjoyable than that deriding men, which defies predictions (5c-d) regarding a Self (masculine) point of view. This indicates that they did not adopt a masculine point of view, but a feminine one. However, both settings in which men were derided (whether by a man or by a woman) were equally enjoyable, which only partially supports prediction (5a) regarding a feminine point of view. This indicates that this feminine point of view was not adopted by male participants to the extent it was by our female participants. 
Based on Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s (2006) suggestion that women use sarcasm in the company of men as a social tool, our female participants’ behavior may further reflect their shared feminist identity, solidarity with, and mutual support of each other, complemented by a derisive attitude toward men as a manifestation of their social struggle for equality. 

As for our male participants, their behavior is consistent with their sexism scores, which show that while they score low on sexism, they are still more sexist than the female participants. These findings may further resonate with Kotthoff’s (2003) and Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s (2006) suggestions that men enjoy deriding each other since this type of humor creates rapport and solidarity among friends in a socially powerful group. It is also possible that our male participants acknowledge women’s social inferiority, which turns them into a “weaker” partner. Targeting them with sarcastic irony, then, may seem unfair and/or is of no interest to them. 
Moreover, as predicted by the disposition theory of humor, traditional men’s sexism toward women may override their competitiveness with each other, resulting in the anti-female bias found in studies from the 1970s-1980s (e.g., Cantor 1976; McGhee and Duffey 1983a, 1983b; Moore et al. 1987). However, regarding non-sexist men, such as our male participants, prediction (4e) of the disposition theory of humor, expecting non-sexists to show no preference for any of the settings (see Section 3.2), has not gained support here. Rather than being neutral, our non-sexist male participants enjoyed sarcasm deriding men more than that deriding women. Perhaps using a questionnaire testing attitudes toward men will shed some light on this issue and lead to more accurate predictions.
In sum, our results show that sarcastic irony, being an aggressive mode of humorous behavior, can be diagnostic with regard to affective attitudes toward disempowered groups by both ingroup and outgroup members. Focusing on gender in our society is, therefore, just a case in point.
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Appendix: Materials used in the questionnaire 

1. Anat and Tomer are sitting in a bar. A Beatles’ song is being played and Tomer says enthusiastically: “how I love the Rolling Stones!”
Anat says to Tomer: “Your knowledge of music is absolutely amazing”.

2. Dani is on his way to Libi’s birthday party and is expecting to see lots of people there. He arrives a bit late and sees Libi sitting alone.

Dani says to Libi: “You’re so popular, it was hard to find you in all this crowd”.

3. Shauli and Pinchas are at a restaurant. Shauli pours salt excessively all over his dish. Pinchas says to Shauli: “Hey, why don’t you add some salt to your dish?”


4. Moria invited Sarit to dinner at her place. Sarit arrives and Moria serves Cornflakes with milk in a bowl. 
Sarit says to Moria: “Wow what an effort you have put into this!”

5. Yossi plays for Noga a song he loves, but the volume is too low to hear anything. 

Noga says to Yossi: “Ouch! Turn it down a bit, you’re hurting my ears”.

6. Mira has been working on her seminar paper for several months, and when Saul comes over he notices she is still on the first page of the introduction. 
Saul says to Mira: “Making progress, huh?”

7. Gidi enters Elik’s apartment and finds a total mess.
Gidi says to Elik: “I always knew you were a tidy person”.

8. Dina comes home from the beach all sunburnt.
Shula says to Dina: “Got a nice tan, didn’t you?” 
9. Rivka and Assaf are sitting in a fancy restaurant. The food is served, and Assaf starts eating with his hands. 
Rivka says to Assaf: “I can see you were taught good table manners at home”.

10. Arye enters Tsipi’s apartment and sees 2 books on her library shelf.
Arye says to Tsipi: “Didn’t know you were such a bookworm”.

11. Rani is late for a meeting with Avshalom.
Avshalom says to Rani: “I can always count on you to be on time”.

12. Alma is telling Bella about her tax deduction, going into great detail.
Bella says to Alma: “Conversations with you are always so fascinating”.

13. Dana asks Yuval about his plans for Friday night. Yuval says he is staying home to read.
Dana says to Yuval: “You’re such a party animal”.

14. Ilana tells Nimrod about how she doesn’t care about other people’s opinions and that she always does illegal things for fun, and mentions this one time when she walked into the classroom two seconds after the teacher.
Nimrod says to Ilana: “God! you’re so wild!”

15. Yonatan tells Dani how surprised he was when he suddenly realized that winter in Jerusalem is colder than in Tel Aviv.
Dani says to Yonatan: “I always knew you were a genius”.

16. Rona is complaining to Yuli about how bad things are and that it’s going to get worse because she has a feeling that she’s going to get fired and that her boyfriend is going to ditch her.
Yuli says to Rona: “Are you always so optimistic?”

17. Ishay smells his own armpit and makes a sour face.
Tali says to Ishay: “You are so sexy”.

18. Kochava is telling Itay that she has travelled a lot and has been away from the country ten times. Itay asks where, and she says that all the visits were to Turkey.
Itay says to Kochava: “You’re a very international person”.

19. Aviv tells Ra’anan that he has started working as a waiter and demonstrates his ability to control a tray with one hand.  He drops the tray.
Ra’anan says to Aviv: “Yeah, you’re a real pro”.

20. Ariela is back from vacation in New York and Dina asks her if she had been to Broadway, and to museums and galleries, and Ariela answers that she only went to the sex museum.
Dina says to Ariela: “You have such a wide spectrum of interests”.

21. On a night out, some friends are going to a fancy exclusive nightclub. Yosi shows up with a track suit and sandals. 
Meital says to Yosi: “Look at you! Nice outfit!”

22. Dina comes out of the toilet without washing her hands.
Eli says to Dina: “You’re so hygienic”. 

23. Guy recommends to his son to lie to his teacher at school. 
Itzik says to Guy: “You are simply a commendable parent”.

24. Tami brags to Ziva about her drinking abilities and says she can handle more alcohol than most people she knows. Later when they go out partying, Tami has one beer and starts feeling dizzy and wants to go home.
Ziva says to Tami: “Your drinking abilities are truly extraordinary”.
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� Sarcasm, sarcastic irony, and (verbal) irony are used here interchangeably to mean an aggressive type of humor.
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� The questionnaire contained three more scales regarding the participants’ opinion of the speaker. However, these are beyond the scope of this paper. For the full set of materials, see: � HYPERLINK "https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B7GBxzekHVuZQ3NlVTRpUHNiMmc3Tkx5SkxJdU9mR1JHMFZz" ��https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B7GBxzekHVuZQ3NlVTRpUHNiMmc3Tkx5SkxJdU9mR1JHMFZz�
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