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Abstract. Amidst social changes in gendered language use, there is pushback from
institutions such as the Spanish Royal Academy, which claims that the use of the
generic masculine (e.g., bomberos ‘firemen’) in describing a mixed-gender group
is equally inclusive of both men and women (Bosque 2012). By contrast, speakers
of Spanish have increasingly adopted gender-inclusive alternatives to the generic
masculine (e.g., bomberos o bomberas; Bengoechea 2015). Across two behavioral
tasks, we investigated whether gender-inclusive forms actually lead to more inclusive
interpretations. We found that the use of the inclusive form (by contrast to the generic
masculine) indeed yields more inclusive interpretations, increasing the inferred
femaleness of stereotypically male professions, but also decreasing the inferred
femaleness of stereotypically female professions. In an attempt to explain the reason-
ing that delivers inclusive interpretations, we developed a computational cognitive
model of the reasoning process. Our model treats the phenomenon as an instance of
a markedness implicature: speakers use the longer, inclusive form to guide listeners
away from their prior expectations. This work highlights the need for further research
into the use of gender-inclusive language cross-linguistically, as well as for pushback
against prescriptive institutions perpetuating stereotypes.
Keywords. gender stereotypes; Spanish; disjunction; Rational Speech Act frame-
work; markedness implicature

1. Introduction. Consider the following headline from a news piece reporting on a group of
Spanish health researchers who developed a virtual coach to prevent depression (La Gaceta,
10/04/2021, p. 4):

(1) Médicos
doctor-M-PL

salmantinos
from-Salamanca-M-PL

crean
create

un
a

entrenador
coach

virtual
virtual

que
that

previene
prevents

la
the

depresion
depression

laboral.
from-work

‘Doctors from Salamanca create a virtual coach that prevents depression at work.’

In example (1), there is no explicit indication of the gender of the doctors involved in the project
when observing the English translation; however, this gender information appears in the origi-
nal text in Spanish in the form of masculine plural—the so-called “masculine generic”. Span-
ish has grammatical gender, where nouns are typically marked for gender (mainly final -o for
masculine, -a for feminine) and can therefore carry an additional cue to referential gender (Reali
et al. 2015). Following the prescriptive norm that sets that the masculine form is to be used as the
generic one when both genders are included or when the distribution is unknown (Real Academia
de la Lengua Española ‘Spanish Royal Academy’, RAE henceforth), there is no overt indication
of whether the people involved in the project described in (1) were male or female, since the mas-
culine generic must be used to include both genders when applicable. What made this headline
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relevant here is the fact that, out of the four people involved in the team of doctors, three of them
were female and only one of them was male.

While this example may seem to invoke a simple linguistic norm, what it reflect is of great
importance for linguistic studies. In spite of the institutional calls to follow the norm as it is in-
clusive of all genders (Bosque 2012), many studies have shown that the use of the masculine
generic in fact implies a lower proportion of women among the referent (Stahlberg et al. 2001,
2007; Sczesny et al. 2016; Menegatti et al. 2017). With this consideration in mind, scholars have
begun to investigate the consequences of using the masculine generic in comparison to other
more inclusive alternatives, such as slash forms (médicos/as), disjunctions (médicas o médicos),
or even emerging options like the ending vowel -e (médiques) or the consonant -x (médicxs).

With the intention of continuing this line of research, this study carried out a behavioral
study to confirm whether speakers do indeed project a higher proportion of women when using
the alternative, gender-inclusive forms in comparison to the normative masculine generic. We
then developed a computational cognitive model of the reasoning process that captures the ob-
served behavior.

The results of our preliminary study show that a higher proportion of women is indeed imag-
ined when using the gender-inclusive form compared to the masculine generic option, but this
effect is limited to stereotypically masculine jobs (e.g., trucker, firefighter); however, this trend
is reversed for the jobs that are stereotypically feminine in society (such as nurse or librarian),
meaning fewer women (or more men) are included via the inclusive forms. This finding is in line
with previous studies claiming that the use of inclusive language mitigates the effect of stereo-
types regardless of which gender is involved; thus, the study support previous claims that gender-
inclusive language offers a useful tool for counteracting stereotypes.

Moreover, in an attempt to explain the inclusive effect of gender-inclusive language, we also
use a computational cognitive model formulated within the Bayesian Rational Speech Act frame-
work (Frank & Goodman 2012; Goodman & Stuhlmüller 2013; Scontras et al. 2018) to imple-
ment our hypothesis regarding the reasoning that yields inclusive interpretations. In our model,
inclusive forms are more costly to produce relative to the masculine generic, and listeners reason
that a speaker who produces the costlier inclusive form meant to convey a marked interpretation
that deviates from the stereotypes involved. Finding a reliable qualitative fit and a moderate quan-
titative fit between our model’s predictions and the behavior in our experiment, we have evidence
in favor of this view of inclusive language use.

In what follows, we describe the experiments and model in more detail, after first introduc-
ing additional background in the next section.

2. Background. Stereotypes can be defined as a preconceived mental generalization that hu-
mans have and use to simplify, categorize, and somehow facilitate the perception of everything
that surrounds them (Hamilton & Trolier 1986). Stereotyping is a cognitive process and an ability
developed from an early age, influenced and shaped by the familial, educational, and social con-
text (Jussim et al. 1996; Martin & Ruble 2010; Signorielli 2001). More importantly, stereotypes
also influence our actions and beliefs towards the world from which they arise. In fact, research
has demonstrated that all kinds of stereotypes (age, gender, group belonging, race, etc.) con-
fer fast and simple assumptions that affect humans’ behaviour towards other members of social
groups (Schneider 2005; Yzerbyt & Demoulin 2010). They are also an inherent part of culture
in its broadest sense, and, as Guerra et al. (2021) put it, stereotypes “are in fact culturally trans-

2



mitted and thus they reflect social biases rather than plausibility” (Guerra et al. 2021:2; Brown
2011).

When referring to culturally-transmitted values and patterns in society, one of the means
through which they get carried forward is language. Humans’ first contact with language is right
after birth (or perhaps even before; Moon et al. 1993) when children encounter adults’ use of lan-
guage. Although our tendency to socially categorize the world around us allows for a quick and
efficient understanding and organization of the environment, this quick categorization does tend
to foster generalizations, prejudices, and discrimination on the basis of stereotypes. It is precisely
this type of discrimination on the basis of gender that motivated the present study. Social role
theory proposes that gender stereotypes reflect the distribution of men and women into social
roles (Bosak et al. 2012; Eagly & Steffen 1986; Eagly et al. 2000; Wood & Eagly 2002) and af-
fect speakers throughout their lives and in all spheres, including job choices. This effect has been
claimed to be even more noticeable in societies whose languages carry an extra load of grammat-
ical gender marking. In other words, languages that mark gender, or grammatical gender lan-
guages like Spanish, tend to be linked to a higher degree of gender discrimination in their cul-
tures, in comparison to natural gender languages, where gender is not morphologically marked
(UNESCO 2011; Prewitt-Freilino et al. 2012).

However, there is still resistance from both society in general and normative institutions in
particular to acknowledging and addressing such influence and the potential relation between
gender marking in a language and gender inequalities. Among such institutions, the RAE states
that the masculine generic suffices to include all genders equally, adding that using alternatives
like disjunctive forms is redundant and goes against language economy. There is already an ex-
tensive literature supporting the idea that gender-inclusive language strongly acts to prevent gen-
der discrimination and should therefore be encouraged in languages such as English (Hamilton
1988; Gastil 1990), Italian (Cacciari & Padovani 2007), German (Braun et al. 2007; Stahlberg
et al. 2001), or French (Gygax & Gabriel 2008). The present study aims at expanding the existing
literature by examining gender-inclusive language in Spanish.

3. Experiment 1: Assessing stereotypes. For the first stage of the present study, a list of stereo-
typical jobs was drawn up based on previous studies that asked participants to rate the stereotyp-
icality of professions (Carreiras et al. 1996; Kennison & Trofe 2003; Irmen & Kurovskaja 2010;
Pyykkönen et al. 2009; Su et al. 2016, among others). Although these studies were extensive and
some covered hundreds of nouns, we considered that social advancements in the last decade were
significant enough to warrant updating the gender stereotypes for jobs. Moreover, only one recent
study collected stereotype ratings for Spanish (Su et al. 2016).

3.1. PARTICIPANTS. Seventy-eight university students (64 females, 12 males, 1 non-binary and
1 would rather not say; aged 18-30, mean age 22.6) who spoke Spanish as a first language were
asked to complete the task in exchange for course credit.

3.2. DESIGN AND METHOD. We created an initial list of 200 nouns representing different jobs.
To select these jobs, we followed previous studies (Gabriel et al. 2008; Misersky et al. 2014) and
Spanish job-terminology guides (Lledó 2006). However, after two rounds of consultation with
experts, 8 jobs were removed from the initial list as they were either synonyms or almost syn-
onyms of another member of the list, obsolete, or not expected to be recognized by the partici-
pants. The final list of professions contained 192 items, which were presented in singular and in
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Figure 1. Materials from Experiment 1: instructions (top) and an example trial (bottom).

the slash form (profesor/a, médico/a. . . ). By means of a privately shared Google Forms link with
the participants, they were asked to fill out the survey evaluating the listed jobs using a Likert
scale ranging from 1 to 9, saying whether they thought that each job was carried out by mostly
men (1 = only men), mostly women (9 = only women) or equally by both (5 = 50/50). Partici-
pants were reminded that they should answer giving the value they consider to be a reflection of
the reality in Spain and not their desired or ideal distribution. Figure 1 provides a screenshot of
the instructions and an example trial. Participants provided a total of 192 ratings, one for each
profession.

3.3. RESULTS. Figure 2A plots a histogram of mean stereotype scores for each of the 192 pro-
fessions, calculated by averaging across participants’ ratings. There we see that the mean stereo-
type scores for the surveyed professions cover nearly the full range of the Likert scale (min =
1.31, very masculine; max = 8.44, very feminine) with µ = 4.38 and σ = 1.69. Figure 3 plots the
distribution of raw ratings for six representative example professions: two stereotypically mascu-
line (trucker and firefighter), two stereotypically feminine (nurse and librarian), and two without
a clear bias (baker and reporter). We use average stereotype scores to characterize our experi-
mental items in the next task, and we use the response distributions later in our model to serve as
prior expectations for gender breakdown by profession.

4. Experiment 2: Evaluating gender-inclusive language. Having collected baseline stereo-
types for a list of professions, the next question to address was whether gender-inclusive forms—
specifically, a disjunctive form as opposed to the masculine generic—indeed lead to more inclu-
sive interpretations. We re-used the rating methodology from Experiment 1, but this time partici-
pants either provided responses for the noun in the masculine generic or as a disjunction between
masculine and feminine plural forms.
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Figure 2. Distribution of average stereotype scores for professions surveyed in Experiment 1. The
x-axis plots mean stereotype scores ranging from 1 (completely male) to 9 (completely female).
A: All 192 professions surveyed; B: Only the 55 professions which were used in Experiment 2.

Figure 3. Response distributions for representative professions (two male-stereotyped, two neu-
tral, and two female-stereotyped) in Experiment 1.
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Figure 4. Four example trials from Experiment 2. Each participant saw either the masculine
generic (top) or an inclusive form (bottom).

4.1. PARTICIPANTS. One hundred and three university students (84 females, 17 males, 2 non-
binary; aged 18-30, mean age 20.2) who spoke Spanish as a first language were asked to com-
plete the task in exchange for course credit. They were not informed about the final purpose of
the project (i.e., analyzing the perception and processing of gender stereotypes) in order to avoid
biased answers.

4.2. DESIGN AND METHOD. In order to assess whether the more-inclusive option (i.e., disjunc-
tion) did in fact foster a higher projection of women than the masculine generic form, 60 items
were randomly selected out of the 200-item original list used in Experiment 1 to create the sur-
vey. Once participants had added information on their gender, age, level of English as an L2,
level of studies of parent(s) and knowledge of any other languages, the participants had to ran-
domly select among three options (A, B, C) to start the survey; depending on which option they
selected, they would be taken to the experiment itself (with option A leading to masculine gener-
ics, B to the slash form and C to the disjunction). All three options contained exactly the same
60 jobs presented in alphabetical order. Then, a similar process to Experiment 1 was followed:
they were asked to fill out the survey evaluating the listed jobs using a Likert scale ranging from
1 to 9, saying whether they thought that each job was carried out by mostly men (1 = only men),
mostly women (9 = only women) or equally by both (5 = 50/50). Participants were reminded that
they should answer giving the value they consider to be a reflection of the reality in Spain and
not their desired or ideal distribution. In the end, 38 participants completed option A, 41 did op-
tion B, and 24 option C. For the present study, only answers to option A (masculine generics) and
C (disjunction) were considered, leaving the slash form for further research. Finally, although
all participants rated the same 60 professions, five professions were removed from the final list
prior to analysis due to potential ambiguity of the words (for instance, quı́mica might mean both
‘chemist’ and ‘chemistry’, or cajera might mean ‘cashier’ or ‘ATM’); Figure 2B plots the stereo-
type distribution as measured in Experiment 1 for these 55 professions.

4.3. RESULTS. For each of the 55 professions, we first calculated the difference between re-
sponses provided for the masculine generic and the disjunctive form: positive values indicate
that participants responded with a greater proportion of women for the disjunctive relative to the
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Figure 5. Behavioral difference score in Exp. 2 (difference in reported value for the masculine
generic plural and the disjunctive forms) by stereotype measured in Exp. 1.

masculine generic form. Figure 5 plots these difference scores against the stereotyped proportion
of women measured in Experiment 1. We found a significant negative correlation between the
gender stereotype from Experiment 1 and the difference scores (r = −0.44, t = −3.61, df =
53, p < 0.001; Figure 5). In other words, the more masculine a profession was stereotyped to
be, the more women were judged to be included by the disjunctive form relative to the masculine
generic. Conversely, the more feminine a profession was stereotyped to be, the more men were
judged to be included by the disjunctive form relative to the masculine generic. The effect size
for each profession is relatively small (µ = 0.05, σ = 0.03), but the relationship remains robust.
We fit the following linear mixed-effect model to the data:

JUDGMENT ∼ STEREOTYPE × FORM × (1|PARTICIPANT),

with the masculine generic as the baseline form. We found significant effects of STEREOTYPE,
where a more feminine stereotype led to an overall higher proportion of women reported (β =
0.97, σ̂β̄ = 0.02, t = 45.51, p < 0.001), and FORM (β = 0.89, σ̂β̄ = 0.18, t = 4.84, p <
0.001), where the disjunctive form generally led to a higher proportion of women reported. We
also found a significant interaction between the factors (β = −0.10, σ̂β̄ = 0.03, t = −3.04, p <
0.01), where a more feminine profession in the disjunctive form was reported to be less feminine
than in the masculine generic form.

4.4. DISCUSSION. The results of Experiment 2 confirm that using the inclusive disjunctive
form leads to interpretations that are more inclusive than those for the masculine generic. For
masculine-stereotyped nouns, the disjunctive form led to an increased prevalence of women,
and for feminine-stereotyped nouns, the disjunctive form led to an increased prevalence of men.
This latter finding might at first sound counterintuitive: why should including the feminine plu-
ral form in addition to the masculine (generic) plural via disjunction (e.g., enfermeras o enfer-
meros) lead to an increased prevalence of men? We hypothesize that the disjunctive form serves
to cue a markedness implicature, which invites the listener to deviate from their stereotypes. In
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the case where the stereotype strongly favors women (i.e., for feminine-stereotyped nouns like
enfermeros/as), deviating from the stereotype involves inferring more men, even though the cue
for that inference is the feminine plural form of the noun included via disjunction. In the follow-
ing section, we make more explicit our assumptions about how we believe this reasoning unfolds.
For now we simply note that the results of the behavioral studies, especially Experiment 2, are in
line with previous research highlighting greater inclusion of women with more inclusive forms
in other languages; the results also demonstrate that using the inclusive forms benefit both male
and female workers in stereotyped jobs, as they are more likely to be imagined as part of the ref-
erenced group.

5. Our model of understanding gendered language. Having documented that inclusive dis-
junctive forms indeed lead to more inclusive interpretations of profession nouns relative to the
masculine generic, the task now is to explain how the inclusive interpretations arise. Our hypoth-
esis is that the more cumbersome disjunctive forms trigger a markedness implicature (Levinson
2000) relative to the lighter-weight masculine generic: listeners identify a speaker as going to
extra effort when using the disjunctive form, and so they infer that the interpretation the speaker
means to convey is itself marked. Markedness of meaning gets operationalized relative to stereo-
types: a middle-of-the-road interpretation invites listeners to draw on their knowledge of stereo-
types when interpreting the referent of a noun phrase; a marked interpretation will deviate from
those stereotypes. In the case of a feminine-stereotyped noun, a marked meaning would feature
more men; with masculine-stereotyped nouns, marked means featuring more women.

To implement this hypothesis in a way that makes both qualitative and quantitative predic-
tions that can be tested against the behavioral data in our experiment, we develop a computational
cognitive model of the reasoning that goes into interpreting the relevant noun phrases. Our model
is formulated within the RSA framework (Frank & Goodman 2012; Goodman & Stuhlmüller
2013; Scontras et al. 2018), which models communication as a process of recursive social reason-
ing between speakers and listeners: a listener interprets a noun phrase by imagining the referent
(i.e., a collection of men and women) that led the speaker to produce it, and a speaker chooses
which noun phrases to produce by reasoning about how a naive listener would literally interpret
it.

We begin with a specification of our model, then we make assumptions about free parame-
ters, and finally we explore the model’s predictions in light of the behavioral data collected in our
experiment.

5.1. MODEL SPECIFICATION. We treat the state of the world that a speaker describes using a
profession noun k as a group of men and women. We indicate the prevalence sk as the real pro-
portion of women in the group. A prevalence of s = 0 indicates all men and s = 1 indicates all
women. In this work, we assume that all group members are drawn from the man/woman binary.
The percent of men in the group can therefore be inferred as 1−s where s represents the observed
prevalence of women. The values of s were from 0.01 to 1.0 in steps of 0.01.

5.1.1. UTTERANCES & SEMANTICS. In selecting their utterance, a speaker chooses among four
options uk ∈ Uk:

Uk = {MASCPL; FEMPL; DISJ; NULL} (1)

MASCPL is the generic masculine plural—the so-called default; it is true of a state when the
group contains at least some men (i.e., s < 1); FEMPL is the feminine plural utterance, which
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is true of a group of exclusively women (i.e., s = 1).1 DISJ is the disjunctive utterance, which is
true if either MASCPL or FEMPL is true of the state. Finally, NULL represents the null utterance,
or saying nothing at all and thereby instructing the listener to rely solely on their prior knowl-
edge; NULL is true for all values of s.

5.1.2. PRIOR BELIEFS. Prior probability of prevalence sk for a given profession k is drawn
from a discretized Beta distribution parameterized by mean γk and concentration (inverse vari-
ance) δk:

P (sk) ∼ Beta(γk, δk) (2)

The γk and δk parameters are estimated based on the behavioral data via a Bayesian graphical
model in JAGS (Plummer et al. 2003) with priors:

γk ∼ uniform(1, 10),

δk ∼ uniform(0, 3).

Estimation takes place by iterating over the j responses from the behavioral studies and drawing
samples from a Gaussian distribution with mean γk and precision 1

δ2k
:

sk,j ∼ Gaussian(γk,
1

δ2k
).

These values are then transformed to proportions by dividing by the number of points on the Lik-
ert scale (i.e., by 9). In effect, these prior distributions are the smoothed results from Experiment
1.

5.1.3. LITERAL LISTENER. The naive literal listener L0 hears an utterance uk and infers the
proportion of women sk in the group the utterance is meant to describe. L0 performs this infer-
ence by reasoning about the literal semantics and updating flat prior beliefs about the prevalence
in a given profession, PL0(sk). In this way, L0 returns a uniform distribution over values of s for
which JukK(sk) = 1.

PL0(sk|uk) ∝ JukK(sk) · PL0(sk). (3)

5.1.4. SPEAKER. The speaker S1 observes the prevalence of women sk among some group and
selects an utterance uk to communicate that prevalence to L0. The utterance is chosen according
to an optimality parameter α, the presumed behavior of the naı̈ve listener PL0 , and the utterance
cost C(uk). The cost is weighted by a stereotype parameter λ.

PS1(uk|sk) ∝ exp(α · [log(PL0(sk|uk)− λ · C(uk)]) (4)

5.1.5. PRAGMATIC LISTENER. The pragmatic listener L1 infers the prevalence of women sk
among a group given an utterance uk by considering which values for sk would have been most
likely to lead S1 to produce uk (i.e., the utterance that L1 encountered). L1 uses this reasoning to
update the prior beliefs about prevalences P (sk):

PL1(sk|uk) ∝ PS1(uk|sk) · P (sk) (5)
1 A more complex model where the semantic thresholds θm and θf were inferred by a pragmatic listener returned
qualitatively comparable results.
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5.2. PARAMETER SETTING. To generate predictions from our model, we need to fix values for
the various free parameters. Utterance costs were set according to their length and/or relative
frequency, where C(MASCPL) = 1, C(DISJ) = 6, C(FEMPL) = 4, and C(NULL) = 1. The
optimality parameter was set at α = 4, corresponding to a cooperative speaker who is especially
likely to select utterances with higher utility.

We operationalize λ as λ = |sk − 0.5|, which weights the utterance cost according to the size
of the stereotype effect—relative to a 50/50 split—as measured behaviorally in Experiment 1.
Under this weighting, costly utterances used to describe states near the extremes—s = 0.01 (all
men in our model) or s = 1.0 (all women)—are costlier than costly utterances used to describe
states near s = 0.5 (evenly split).

5.3. PREDICTIONS. Figure 6 plots model-predicted posterior distributions for all 55 profes-
sions, and Figure 7 plots six representative professions in more detail. Among the stereotypically-
male professions (e.g., trucker, firefighter), the model estimates a higher prevalence of women
under the higher-cost DISJ utterance relative to the MASCPL utterance. For stereotypically fe-
male professions (e.g., nurse, librarian), the model predicts a higher prevalence of women under
the DISJ utterance than under the MASCPL. Under the high cost utterance, therefore, the model
draws posterior mass away from the extrema relative to the lower-cost utterance.

Figure 8 plots model predictions for the model against human behavior from Experiment 2.
For both model predictions and human behavior, we calculate a difference score between the pro-
portions of women given for the masculine generic form and the disjunctive form. Positive values
of the difference score indicate that more men were inferred for the disjunctive form relative to
the masculine generic, while negative values indicate that more women were inferred. The model
accounts for 22.4% of the variance in the human behavior (r2 = 0.224).

5.4. DISCUSSION. Overall, the model provided qualitatively human-like predictions regarding
the proportion of women under the DISJ utterance relative to the MASCPL. In order to produce
these behavioral patterns, we introduced two pieces into our RSA model that allowed it to func-
tion: the disjunctive semantics of the DISJ utterance, and the stereotype cost-weighting parameter
λ. With regard to the semantics, the MASCPL and FEMPL utterances have simple interpretations
as either meeting some minimum or maximum proportion of women respectively. By contrast,
for the DISJ utterance, the semantics is the disjunction of the semantics of the other two non-null
utterances, MASCPL and FEMPL.

With regard to the cost-weighting, one might ask whether this parameter is necessary to pro-
duce the observed behavior since the utterances have such different costs. Indeed, the use of this
parameter represents a departure from more typical RSA models where the norm is to use a 1:1
mapping between form and cost. We found, however, that this cost-weighting is necessary to pro-
duce the observed behavior. When λ was removed, the model returned the same quantitative pre-
dictions for both the DISJ and MASCPL forms, rather than the difference observed in the behav-
ioral data. It seems, then, that treating costly utterances (i.e., disjunction) as even costlier when
they are used to describe a strongly-stereotyped profession is a necessary ingredient to the calcu-
lation markedness implicatures for our utterances.

6. General discussion. Contrary to the claims of the RAE, the “default” low-cost masculine
generic utterance does not yield unbiased expectations over gender distribution regardless of
profession, a pattern we observe in our behavioral data and reproduce in our model. Crucially,
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Figure 6. Posterior distributions for all professions. Solid vertical lines represent maximum likeli-
hood estimations for each utterance. Dotted red line included at 0.5 for reference.

Figure 7. Posterior distributions for representative professions. Dashed vertical lines represent
mean response for each utterance from Exp. 2. Dotted red line included at 0.5 for reference.
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Figure 8. Comparison of behavioral effect and model prediction. We found a significant positive
correlation (r = 0.47, p < 0.001) between the effect sizes for behavior and model predictions.

the behavioral data show that the higher-cost disjunctive utterance does not necessarily signal
more women than the low-cost masculine generic utterance, but can also be used to indicate more
men—again, a behavioral pattern we have been able to recreate with our RSA model. We there-
fore posit that the high-cost utterance is not used to indicate more women but rather to contrast
with the listener’s prior expectations about the gender prevalence of the profession.

In short, we have a functioning model to capture an interesting pattern of human linguis-
tic behavior. We propose that the differences in interpretation between the masculine generic
and inclusive disjunction utterances occur on the basis of a markedness implicature (Levinson
2000)—the listener infers that if the speaker was describing a group of professionals with the
stereotypically-expected proportions of men and women, then the low-cost masculine generic
would be used. If this assumption is held, then the listener who hears a disjunctive utterances in-
fers that the group must somehow be different from expectations in order to warrant the use of a
more costly marked inclusive utterance.

More work is needed, however, to achieve a more accurate quantitative fit to human behav-
ior. One element of this work would be a behavioral study whose dependent measure maps more
clearly onto model predictions, for example asking participants how many out of a set number of
people are women given the utterances. Moreover, further research would need to include other
alternatives such as the slash form or even the use of newly introduced options like the ending
vowel -e.

7. Conclusion. We find that inclusive alternatives to the masculine generic in Spanish serve an
important role when referring to mixed-gender groups, delivering interpretations that are indeed
more inclusive. We further find that the interpretation behavior can be modeled as rational infer-
ence between listeners and speakers. One implication of this work is that the masculine generic
is not so gender-neutral as the RAE would have us believe, but fortunately the Spanish language
provides disjunctive forms as a ready, more inclusive alternative. The present study thus further
highlights the potential benefits of expanding or normalizing the use of such alternative forms in
everyday language use.
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