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“Dude” and “Dudette”, “Bro” and “Sis”:  
A Diachronic Study of Four Address Terms  

in the TV Corpus

Abstract: This corpus linguistics study offers a diachronic perspective on masculine and 
feminine address terms by analyzing the frequencies of the pairs “dude”/”dudette” and 
“bro”/”sis” in the 325 million-word TV Corpus. Results show an increase of the frequency 
of “dude” and “bro”, a quasi-absence of “dudette”, and a stable but low frequency of “sis”. 
They suggest that “dude” and “bro” have taken on generic meanings, while the usage of 
“sis” remains kinship-specific. They also show that familiarizers are more frequent in 
American English than in British and Canadian English, and that their frequency in the 
TV Corpus is genre-dependent, with animated series and reality television shows being 
more conducive to their use. 

Keywords: corpus linguistics, diachrony, address terms, gender

1. Introduction

TV dialogue is of particular interest to linguists as it may reflect or even influence 
ongoing language change (Heyd 2010). Most studies have focused on relatively 
small corpora compiled by the researchers themselves, such as the Sydney Corpus 
of Television Dialogue (Bednarek 2018), or have focused on a specific television 
show, for example Friends in Heyd (2010) and Tagliamonte (2005). The TV Corpus, 
created at Brigham Young University and released in February 2019 (Davies 2021), 
has opened new perspectives thanks to its sheer size (more than 325 million words), 
its diachronic span (from 1950 to 2017), and its rich metadata (country, date, 
genre, runtime). It can be combined with the IMDb database, allowing for further 
analyses. It can be used to conduct diachronic analyses which explore the changes 
in the frequency of words or lexical bundles year after year, as well as multivariate 
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analyses. It is, according to its homepage, a “great resource to look at very informal 
language”, which offers “unparalleled insight into variation in English” (The TV 
Corpus n.d.). The corpus has been used by recent studies, which have explored 
variation across genres (Jucker 2021), diachronic variation (Werner 2021; Landert, 
Säily, and Hämäläinen 2023), and geographic variation (Kang 2022; Hirota and 
Brinton 2023). This article takes advantage of the size and of the annotation of the 
TV Corpus to offer a diachronic perspective on the use of four address terms. As 
previous studies of speech, online texts, and TV and movie dialogue have focused 
on masculine forms which, for some of them (“guys”, “dude”), have taken on a 
generic meaning, we decided to also include their feminine counterparts: “dudette” 
for “dude”, and “sis” for “bro”. We provide a diachronic account of the frequency 
of each term, as well as inferential analyses that compare the use of address terms 
in American, British, and Canadian English, and in four TV genres: scripted shows, 
animated shows, documentaries, and reality television. The study is based on 
concordances extracted from the free version of the TV Corpus and merged with 
the metadata spreadsheet provided by the English-corpora.org website. Carried out 
with the R software, the analyses rely mainly on the peaks and troughs method 
(Brezina 2018) and multiple regression models. 

2. Address terms

“Guys”, “honey”, “buddy”, “dude”, “dudette”, “bro”, and “sis” are familiarizers 
and belong to one of the five semantic categories of vocatives described by Leech 
(1999). According to Leech, they have three functions: to attract attention, select 
an addressee, and enhance the familiarity between the speaker and their addressee. 
Hill (1994) retraces the history of “dude”, from its earliest recorded use to refer to 
a person in England, as a “dudesman” or scarecrow wearing old rags. He describes 
the various shifts in the meaning of the term, which was used to refer to a “dandy” or 
a “well-dressed man” in late 19th century North America, and then lost its pejorative 
connotation in the middle of the 20th century by entering the language of Mexican 
American and African American subcultures. It started to be used by white surfers 
in the 1960s, which helped spread the term across all socioeconomic lines with 
the meaning “guy”. Hill suggests that, starting from the 1950s, TV had a profound 
effect on the rise of the address term. He also points out that the meaning of the 
term widened in the 1980s. It became an exclamation of delight or affection and 
an expression of disappointment. In the late 19th century, feminine forms of “dude” 
emerged; “dudine”, “dudette”, and “dudenette” were used in British and American 
magazines. Even if for Hill (1994) it may have been an early example of “artificial 
slang”, they were still used in the 1930s to refer to female guests in dude ranches, 
which hosted tourists (Johnson 2012). Recent studies suggest that “dude” may be 
becoming a gender-neutral address term. Kiesling (2004), for example, basing his 
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research on surveys and ethnographic data, suggests that “dude” indexes a stance 
of “cool” solidarity and is being increasingly used by women. He also found that, 
when used by women, “dude” may express a stance of distance or non-intimacy 
from a man. A self-report survey conducted in the United Kingdom found that the 
familiarizer is used as frequently by men as by women and nonbinary individuals, 
and that it is thought of as gender-neutral by younger respondents (Pastorino 2022). 

“Bro”, the abbreviated form of “brother”, is attested from the 17th century 
(“Bro” n.d.). Its use as an address term may come from African American Vernac-
ular English, where it refers to either a “man” or a “Black man” (Schwiegershausen 
2013). “Bro” has risen in popularity across race lines and is now associated with 
“bro culture”, a specific type of masculinity exemplified by white college fraternity, 
and present in sports, country clubs, the military, and male-dominated professions 
(Jones 2017). The word has been used to create neologisms such as “bromance”, 
“bro-hug”, “bro-down” (“Bro Culture”). “Bro” has not attracted the attention of lin-
guists as much as “dude”; Urichuk and Loureiro-Rodríguez (2019), who conducted 
a self-report survey in Canada, calling masculine vocatives “brocatives”, found 
that “bro” and its variants “brah” and “bruh” are more gendered than “dude”, with 
few women reporting being likely to choose it to address another woman. Unlike 
masculine address terms, feminine familiarizers have not been the focus of many 
linguistic studies. It may be due to their scarcity in corpora: they rarely develop 
generic meanings, while masculine terms such as “guys” or “dude” do (Clancy 
1999). However, due to the dearth of research about terms such as “woman”, 
“sis” and “girl” in large corpora, we do not know much about their frequency 
and the social meanings they index. The frequency of address terms varies across 
languages. They are, for example, particularly frequent in Spanish (Kleinknecht 
2013). Using a corpus-based approach to compare their use in British and Amer-
ican English conversation, Leech (1999) found familiarizers to be more frequent 
in American English, noting that British English relies more on kinship terms. 

3. Corpus studies of TV dialogue

Studies of TV and movie dialogue have investigated a wide range of topics, such 
as issues related to dubbing and subtitling (Baumgarten 2008; Baños, Bruti, and 
Zanotti 2013; Lu 2023), gender roles and stereotypes (Bednarek 2015; Gregori-
Signes 2017; Csomay and Young 2021; Li, Liu, and Liu 2022), or the way language 
is used to create characters (Reichelt 2018; Bednarek 2023). Many have compared 
scripted dialogue to unscripted language to see to what extent it differs from natural 
conversations, using various methods such as Biber’s multidimensional approach 
(Quaglio 2008), frequency lists (Bednarek 2011), and n-grams (Bednarek 2012; 
Levshina 2017). They have found that TV dialogue is a close approximation of 
informal speech, but is more emotional and less vague that spontaneous speech 
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(Bednarek, 2012; Levshina, 2017). Heyd (2010) describes TV dialogue as “staged 
orality”: like spontaneous speech, TV dialogue is oral, but it is designed by a team 
of writers and producers. Formentelli (2014) also highlights the dual nature of TV 
dialogue, specifically in the use of vocatives. On the one hand, it reproduces the 
interpersonal function and sociolinguistic variation of spontaneous speech. On 
the other hand, it uses sophisticated address strategies that allow for “authorial 
expressivity” (Formentelli 2014, 53). Tagliamonte (2005), who analyzed the use 
of intensifiers in the TV series Friends, points out that the series’ dialogues reflect 
spontaneous language use, as it exhibits the same overall rate and distribution of 
intensification as similar corpora of the English language. She also suggests that TV 
dialogue is more innovative than the spontaneous speech of the general population 
in the use of the intensifier “so”, “the new favorite in American English”, and that 
it provides a “kind of preview of mainstream language” (Tagliamonte 2005, 296). 

Corpora of TV and movie dialogue also lend themselves to diachronic studies. 
Some have used dialogue from a single series that spanned many years, such as Star 
Trek (Csomay and Young 2021), small corpora of movie dialogue (Forchini 2013), 
or parallel corpora (Formentelli 2014). The TV Corpus and the Movie Corpus, 
released in 2019, spawned a new wave of studies looking at the diachronic devel-
opment of words, such as the use of the verbs “speak” and “talk” (Kang 2022), the 
suffix “-ish” (Eitelmann and Haumann 2023), and polite expressions and swear 
words (Jucker and Landert 2023). Landert, Säily, and Hämäläinen (2023) used the 
TV Corpus to identify words that appeared on TV earlier than their first date of 
attestation in dictionaries, noticing some encoding issues in the corpus and errors 
in the metadata, and emphasizing the need for manual verification of concordances. 

Many studies of TV and movie dialogue have looked at features of orality, 
such as the expression “me likey” (Rodríguez-Abruñeiras 2022), the pragmatic 
marker “you bet” (Hirota and Brinton 2023), contractions, interjections, and dis-
course markers (Jucker 2021). Address terms have been the focus of several studies. 
Bruti and Perego (2010) analyzed the distribution of vocatives in seven movies and 
four TV episodes, coming to the conclusion that their frequency is genre-dependent. 
Heyd (2010) studied a corpus of the TV show Friends, focusing on the emergence 
of “you guys” as a second-person plural pronoun. Comparing the Pavia Corpus of 
Film Dialogue and the Longman Spoken and Written Corpus, Formentelli (2014) 
found that names, kinship terms, familiarizers, endearments, and insults were four 
times more frequent in film dialogue than in spontaneous speech. Quaglio (2009), 
who compared the language of the Friends TV show to the American conversation 
subcorpus of the Longman Grammar Corpus, found “guys”, “man”, “dude” and 
“buddy” to be a lot more frequent in the TV show that in natural conversation. Other 
studies of address terms have adopted a diachronic approach. In a small corpus of 
movies, Forchini (2013) noted a rise over time in the frequency of the familiarizers 
“man”, “guys”, “buddy” and “dude”. Werner (2021) looked at the frequency of 
“dude”, “buddy” and “bro” (among other terms) in the American portion of the 
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TV Corpus, noting their increasing presence in the TV dialogue and highlighting 
the rise in familiarity of American English.

4. Methods

4.1 The TV Corpus

The TV Corpus was created at Brigham Young University using texts taken from 
the OpenSubtitles collection, which were matched with IMDb pages providing 
metadata for each TV show (The TV Corpus n.d.). According to the metadata 
provided on the corpus page (https://www.english-corpora.org/tv/files/sources_
tv.zip), it contains 75,804 episodes from 2,988 series that aired between 1950 and 
2017. Many series feature more than once in the corpus, as they span several years. 
The corpus is a sample of TV series: not all episodes of the series are included. The 
corpus contains on average 110.18 series per year (SD = 165.30), with a minimum 
of 1 series in 1950, and a maximum of 625 series in 2016. It consists of 326,201,276 
tokens (or words), with a mean number of tokens of 4,797,078 per year (SD = 
6,958,599), a minimum of 9,484 tokens in 1950, and a maximum of 25,077,851 in 
2016. Figure 1 presents the number of tokens per year in the corpus. It shows that 
there is relatively little data in the first four decades of the corpus and that there is 
a tenfold increase in yearly corpus size between the early 1990s and the mid-2010s. 

Fig. 1. Number of tokens per year in the TV Corpus
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4.2 Data collection and processing

We used the free version of the corpus, which is available on the website English-
corpora.org (The TV Corpus n.d.). Concordances were generated in January 2022 
using the online interface, with four search terms: “dude”, “dudette”, “bro”, and 
“sis”. Concordance lines were then pasted into a .csv file, with the metadata 
provided by the online version of the corpus (year and title). We downloaded the 
.xlsx file provided on the English-corpora.org website which offers additional 
metadata associated with the texts in the corpus: number of words per series 
episode, language, country, genre, IMDb number, and runtime. The concordances 
(available on OSF: https://osf.io/rb2ez/?view_only=483c7270e7f048e386c7f5f
a9fb6168b) were then merged with the metadata and analyzed with the software 
program R. All the frequency analyses presented in the article were carried out 
with R. We did not use the “chart” tool provided by the TV Corpus interface. Four 
series featured in the concordance lines and not in the metadata and were thus 
eliminated from the analysis. This explains the small discrepancies between the 
overall frequency of the four address terms provided by the online corpora and the 
results presented in this article. We manually examined the concordance lines for 
each search term and classified them into four categories: reference terms, address 
terms, verbs, and metalanguage:

 – The “reference term” category contains occurrences where “dude”, “dudette”, 
“bro”, and “sis” are used to refer to a person or a thing, as in “You bastards! 
You telling on our sis!” (Skins 2007) and “Just, like, a handsome dude in a 
classic sense” (Happy Endings 2011). 

 – The “address term” category comprises instances when the terms are used to 
address someone, as in: “I told you dude it’s your citrus intake” (Gilmore Girls 
2003) or “What does that say, bro?” (The Voice 2013). As address terms can 
sometimes develop into interjections and discourse markers (Sonnenhauser 
and Noel Aziz Hanna 2013), this category also very likely includes instances 
where the familiarizers are used as interjections. Because it is difficult to 
differentiate between both usages when looking only at the text, we did not 
create a special category for interjections. 

 – In the “metalanguage” category, the usage of the terms is discussed by the 
characters, for example as not being appropriate to address a person, as in: 
“Dude, bros don’t even use ‘bro’” (Scrubs 2006) and “I only call people in my 
crew ‘Bro’. Bro and Bra, two totally different things” (Kath and Kim 2009). 

 – The “verb” category includes instances where the nouns become verbs through 
conversion, as in: “Segal and I bro’d out like crazy” (Greek 2011) and “Don’t 
‘dude’ me” (The New Adventures of Old Christine 2008). 
In some cases, it was not possible, based on the text of the dialogue alone, to 

distinguish between address and reference term, as in “I know that dude!” (Pinky 
and the Brain 1998) or “How you gonna handle this dude? (Dark Angel 2001). 
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These occurrences were categorized as “unknown”. We eliminated instances where 
the search terms are part of names of movies, bands, brands, and organizations, 
like in the following examples:
  “Oh, that Ashton Kutcher movie. Right. He was so funny in ‘dude, where’s 

my car?’” (Switched at Birth 2013). 
 “Hey, George, what do you like better, the Bro or the Mansiere?” (Seinfeld 

1995)
We then tallied the raw frequency of each term not per episode or series, but 

per “series-year”. We created this text unit by concatenating the name of each 
series with each year it is included in the corpus. For example, the series-year The 
Sopranos-1999 comprises all the episodes of The Sopranos that came out in 1999 
and are included in the corpus. The Sopranos-2000 contains all the episodes of The 
Sopranos that came out in 2000 and are included in the corpus, and so on. We had 
to proceed this way because the online interface of the TV Corpus only provides 
the name and the year of a concordance line, and not a unique identifier such as 
the episode name. We then computed the relative frequency of the terms for each 
of the 7,492 “series-years” we identified. 

5. Results

5.1 “Dude”

42,593 occurrences of “dude” were found in the corpus, including 34,204 address 
terms, 8,247 reference terms, 4 verbs, 17 instances of metalanguage, and 121 
unknown. The address term appears 10.49 times per 100,000 tokens, and the 
reference term 2.53 times. Figure 2 shows the relative frequency of “dude” as an 
address and reference term in the corpus, per year. “Dude” appears for the first 
time as a reference term in 1960. It was not used much until the mid 1980s. It was 
not used as an address term at all in 23 years of the corpus, mostly in the 1950s 
and 1960s, but also in the 1970s and 1980s. It was found in 3,466 (46.26%) series-
year. The graph reveals an increase in frequency, starting in the mid-1980s, as well 
as two peaks: the first in the early 1990s, and the second a little before 2010. The 
frequency of “dude” more than doubles between 1995 and 2010, and reaches its 
maximum in 2010, with 17.70 occurrences per 100,000 tokens. The increase in 
frequency seems to mainly affect the use of “dude” as an address term, with a more 
modest increase in the frequency of the reference term.
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Fig. 2. Frequency of “dude” in the TV Corpus

When looking at this graph and at the other graphs presented in this article, 
it is important to remember that corpus size varies greatly, with later years of the 
corpus containing a lot more data than the first eight decades. Thus, individual 
series-year have a larger impact on smaller subcorpora. The first peak of the graph 
may in part be explained by the animated series Teenage Mutant Ninja Turtles. In 
1991, for instance, 79.06% (151) of all occurrences of “dude” (191) in the year 
appear in this series, which represents 20.62% (103,528 tokens) of the data in the 
corpus for that year (2,135,182 tokens). The series, which features in the corpus 
from 1987 to 2016, consistently exhibits a large frequency of “dude” starting from 
1989. However, its impact lessens in later years of the corpus, where it accounts 
for a smaller proportion of the data. In 2014, for example, “dude” has a relative 
frequency of 14.73 per 100,000 tokens in the series but the series only accounts 
for 0.20% (46,054 tokens) of the dialogue included that year (23,022,413 tokens). 
To distinguish between statistically significant and non-statistically significant 
variation, we used the “peaks and troughs” method. Described by Brezina (2018), 
it applies a Generalized Additive Model (GAM) to frequency data over time and 
is used to highlight significant outliers in a diachronic corpus. The resulting graph 
is presented in Figure 3. It shows that the frequency of “dude” is stable until the 
early 1980s and that it starts increasing, with a small dip in the mid-1990s and a 
dramatic increase that culminates in 2010. 
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Fig. 3. Peaks and troughs analysis of the address term “dude” in the TV Corpus

5.2 “Bro”

“Bro” appears 11,173 times in the corpus, including 10,451 occurrences as an address 
term, 642 as a reference term, 44 in metalanguage, and 35 as a verb. It occurs 3.2 
times per 100,000 tokens as an address term and 0.2 times as a reference term. It was 
used in 2,283 series-year (30.47% of series-year in the corpus). It appears for the first 
time as an address term in 1973 and as a reference term in 1985. It does not feature 
as an address term in 29 years of the corpus. While the frequency of the address 
term increases with time, the frequency of the reference term is close to zero in all 
years of the corpus (Figure 4). Peaks and troughs analysis (Figure 5) reveals that 
the frequency of the term does increase with time, starting in the mid-1970s. It also 
shows a number of outliers, corresponding to the points outside of the yellow area.
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Fig. 5. Peaks and troughs analysis of the frequency of the address term “bro” in 
the TV Corpus

Fig. 4. Frequency of “bro” in the TV Corpus
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5.3 “Dudette”

We counted only 81 occurrences of “dudette” in the corpus, including 58 address 
terms and 20 reference terms. Consequently, the relative frequency of the term is 
close to zero, with 0.02 occurrence per 100,000 as an address term, and 0.01 as a 
reference term. Figure 6 shows its frequency through time in the corpus; the term 
was employed for the first time in 1981, as a reference term, in the series Magnum, 
P.I. “Dudette” only features in 14 series; one animated series, Teenage Mutant Ninja 
Turtles, is responsible for the bulk of occurrences, with 63 occurrences in total (14 
as a reference term, and 49 as an address term), or 77.78% of all occurrences of 
the term in the corpus. These occurrences account for the peak represented in the 
graph, around the years 1991 and 1992. After this small spike, the frequency of 
the term drops and stays close to zero. Since “dudette” is quasi-absent from the 
corpus, we did not conduct further analysis of the term. 

Fig. 6. Frequency of “dudette” in the TV Corpus

5.4 “Sis”

2,019 occurrences of “sis” were found in the corpus: it features 1,722 times as an 
address term, 290 times as a reference term, once as a verb, and twice in metalanguage. 
Its overall frequency per 100,000 is 0.62 (0.53 as an address term, and 0.09 as 
a reference term). Figure 7 shows its frequency through time as an address and 
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reference term. After the first recorded use of “sis” in the corpus, in 1956, the graph 
does not reveal any clear pattern. It does not indicate an increase in frequency, but 
several small spikes. As an address term, “sis” occurs in 197 series-year or 2.63% 
of the series-years in the corpus. As no clear pattern emerged from the descriptive 
statistics, we did not perform peaks and troughs analysis for the term. 

5.5 All familiarizers

Figure 8 combines the line graphs corresponding to the frequency of each address 
term. It highlights the predominance of “dude” over the other three familiarizers. 
It also suggests that, even if “bro” is much less frequent than “dude”, its diachronic 
trajectory seems to parallel that of “dude”, with an increase starting in the early 
1980s. “Sis”, on the other hand, does not follow this trend. 

5.6 Analysis by country

Three subcorpora were created, corresponding to the series produced in the US, in 
the UK, and in Canada. The US corpus is by far the largest. It is almost five times 
bigger than the UK corpus, and 14 times larger than the Canadian corpus. Table 1 
presents the relative frequency of the three address terms in the corpus per 100,000 
tokens. It shows that all address terms are more frequent in the US subcorpus than 
in the other two subcorpora, with “dude” being about ten times more frequent 
than in the UK. The three familiarizers are the least frequent in the UK subcorpus. 

Fig. 7. Frequency of “sis” in the TV Corpus
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Table 1. Frequency of the familiarizers by country, per 100,000 tokens

Tokens Dude Bro Sis

US 243,674,852 12.77 3.84 0.55

UK 51,990,177 1.19 0.66 0.22

Canada 17,125,496 9.13 2.19 0.29

To find out if the differences between the three subcorpora are significant, we 
created negative binomial regression models, which are able to deal with the dis-
persion typical of corpus linguistics data (Hilbe 2011). The raw frequency of each 
address term is the dependent variable of each model; country and time were the 
predictors, and the number of tokens in each “series-year” was used as an offset. 
Since the Canadian subcorpus only contains very few series before the year 1995, 
we only considered data from 1995 to 2017. The results are presented in Table 2. 
Coefficients have been exponentialized (as is the case in the other models presented 
in this article). There is a positive and significant correlation between time and 
the frequency of “dude” and “bro”, meaning that it increases with time. For “sis”, 
however, the variable was not significant and was removed during the variable 
selection process, using the step() function in R. The models reveal significant 
differences between all countries, for all familiarizers. “Dude”, “bro”, and “sis” are 
significantly more frequent in the US subcorpus than in the other two subcorpora. 
The difference between the US subcorpus and the UK subcorpus is larger than that 

Fig. 8. Frequency of the four address terms in the TV Corpus
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between the US and the Canadian subcorpora. For example, the probability of the 
address term “dude” being used is 11.75 higher in the US corpus than in the UK 
corpus, and 9.15 times higher in the Canadian subcorpus than in the UK subcorpus. 
For “bro”, the effect size is smaller: according to the model, it is 5.68 times more 
frequent in the US than in the UK subcorpus, and 3.46 times more frequent in the 
Canadian subcorpus than in the UK subcorpus. “Sis” is twice as frequent in the US 
subcorpus than in the UK subcorpus; the probability of it occurring in the Canadian 
subcorpus is 1.81 higher than it is in the UK subcorpus. It is also significantly more 
frequent in the US corpus than in the Canadian subcorpus. 

Table 2. Regression models with countries and time as the dependent variables, 
with coefficient and confidence intervals (*p<0.05; **p<0.01)

Dude Bro Sis

Intercept 0.000** (0.00, 0.00) 0.000** (0.00, 0.00) 0.000** (0.00, 0.00)

Canada 0.779*  (0.64, 0.95) 0.609** (0.47, 0.79) 0.557** (0.36, 0.87)

UK 0.085** (0.07, 0.10) 0.176** (0.15, 0.21) 0.480** (0.36, 0.63)

Year 1.038** (1.03, 1.05) 1.076** (1.06, 1.09) -

5.7 Analysis by genre

The TV Corpus metadata provides information about the genres of the series. 
Unfortunately, most series are classified as belonging to several genres, such 
as “Crime, Drama, Mystery” or “Action, Adventure, Drama”. For this analysis, 
we decided to use only four categories: “Animation”, “Documentary”, “Reality 
TV” and “Scripted series”, a category that includes all non-animated scripted 
shows in the database. This classification is based on the assumptions that the 
dialogue of reality television shows may be closer to authentic interactions than 
the dialogue of scripted series and that documentaries may contain less informal 
language than other genres. The category “Animation” was deemed relevant after 
our initial exploration of the corpus, which suggested that “dude” may be more 
frequently used in animated series, often geared towards children and teens. We 
used an automated method to extract data from the strings of genres provided in 
the corpus metadata: we extracted the first of the three genres under examination 
(“Animation”, “Documentary”, “Reality TV”), and classified all other series into 
the fourth umbrella category. To exclude the effect of country on our analysis, we 
only considered American texts. The relative frequencies of the familiarizers in 
the four subcorpora we created are presented in Table 3. It shows that “dude” and 
“bro” are more frequent in animated and in reality television series than in the 
other two categories. Animation also exhibits the highest frequency of “sis”. As we 
expected, the frequency of the four address terms is the lowest in documentaries. 



“Dude” and “Dudette”, “Bro” and “Sis”: A Diachronic Study of Four Adress Terms… 37

Table 3. Frequency of the familiarizers by genre

Tokens Dude Bro Sis

Scripted 209,823,804 10.53 3.44 0.54

Animation 16,117,503 37.56 7.27 1.15

Reality TV 10,967,036 23.67 8.32 0.24

Documentary 6,766,509 5.62 0.7 0.06

We created a negative binomial regression model to determine if the differ-
ences in frequency are significant, with time and genre as independent variables. 
As no reality television series are included in the corpus before 2000, we only 
considered US data dating from 2000. The results show significant differences 
between all genres. “Dude” and “bro” are more frequent in animated series than 
in other genres. They are also more frequent in reality television series than in 
documentaries and scripted series (other than animated series). “Sis” is also more 
frequent in animated series than in any other genre and more frequent in scripted 
series than in reality television and in documentaries. 

Table 4. Regression models with genre and time as the dependent variables, 
with coefficient and confidence intervals (*p<0.05; **p<0.01)

Dude Bro Sis

Intercept 0.000** (0.00, 0.00) 0.000** (0.00, 0.00) 0.000** (0.00, 0.00)

Animation 2.464** (2.12, 2.88) 2.011** (1.66, 2.45) 2.188** (1.58, 3.06)

Documentary 0.391** (0.30, 0.51) 0.167** (0.11, 0.25) 0.111** (0.03, 0.29)

Reality TV 1.653** (1.33, 2.08) 1.550** (1.19, 2.05) 0.339** (0.18, 0.62)

Year 1.017**(1.00, 1.03) 1.056** (1.040, 1.072) -

 

6. Conclusions

Our study shows that “dude” is the most frequent of the four terms we analyzed, and 
that its frequency has increased dramatically over the past three decades, especially 
as an address term. The fact that “dude” may be becoming more gender-neutral 
(Kiesling, 2004; Pastorino, 2022) may account for its rise in popularity: it is no longer 
a word used only by men, to talk to men. The fact that, in our data, several series that 
exhibit the highest relative frequency of “dude” are series that mostly feature female 
characters (Broad City, Kath and Kim, Girl/Girl Scene) seems to support this. Like 
many other masculine terms, such as “man” or “guys”, “dude” seems to have taken 
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on a generic meaning. “Dudette”, on the other hand, seems to have known the fate 
predicted by Hill (1994), who described it as “artificial slang”. Mostly used in one 
series, during a short period of time, it then disappeared from the corpus. Kiesling 
(2004) suggests that the lack of success of “dudette” has to do with the fact that it is 
a diminutive derivative of “dude” and has a negative connotation. The analysis of 
the pair “bro”/“sis” also reveals an asymmetry between the two address terms. Like 
“dude”, “bro” rises in popularity over the years. However, this increase in frequency 
only concerns the address term, and not the reference term. In the TV Corpus, “bro” 
is less frequent than “dude”, probably because the term indexes a specific type of 
masculinity. However, the term assumes a more generic meaning than “sis”. The 
clipping of “brother” can be used to address a family member or a man, while, 
we hypothesize, “sis” is primarily used to talk to a speaker’s sister. Again, looking 
at the series where “sis” is the most frequent supports our analysis. “Sis” is the 
most frequent in Sonic Underground, Fantastic Four, and The Spoils of Babylon, 
three series that depict fraternal relations (Sonic the Hedgehog and his sister Sonia, 
Lauoreighiya Samcake, Eric Jonrosh’s sister in The Spoils of Babylon, and Susan 
Storm and her brother Human Torch in Fantastic Four). Thus, we conclude that 
not only is “sis” gender-specific, but it may also be mainly kinship-specific. This 
may explain why the frequency of the address term has remained stable since its 
appearance in the corpus: it has not taken any additional meaning other than “sister” 
or, if it has, this other meaning remains rare in television texts. 

The analysis of the four genres shows that animated series use familiarizers 
more frequently than scripted series, documentaries, and reality television series. 
Since animated series are often geared toward children and teenagers, this confirms 
the connection between “dude”, “bro” and teenage speech. Including reality tele-
vision in our analysis was an attempt to find out if the frequency of address terms 
in scripted series reflects actual usage. It was based on the idea that since reality 
television shows are not scripted, they may reflect spontaneous speech more accu-
rately. If we accept this hypothesis, then our results suggest that “dude” or “bro” 
may be more frequent in spontaneous interactions than in TV dialogue, since we 
found a significant difference. However, other studies such as Quaglio (2009) and 
Formentelli (2014) found that familiarizers are more frequent in TV dialogue than 
in spontaneous speech. Thus, it is possible that the high frequency of “dude” and 
“bro” in reality television texts may be due to the specific interactions of the reality 
television genre, which may not accurately reflect natural occurring conversations. 

The comparison between the three varieties of English indicates, as we 
expected, that the familiarizers studied here are a feature of American English, 
and to a lesser extent of Canadian English. It confirms what Leech (1999) noted 
in a corpus of British and American conversations. Our analysis reveals a sig-
nificant difference, but with a relatively small effect size, between Canadian and 
American English. This difference may be due to the nature of the texts included 
in each corpus. For instance, there may be more animated movies and reality 
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television shows in the American corpus, which could account for the difference. 
The increase in the frequency of “bro” and “dude” with time in the TV Corpus, and 
the fact that they are found more frequently in the American portion of the corpus 
than in other subcorpora, is in line with studies pointing to the rise of familiarity 
in American English which, according to Murray (2002), is driven by teenagers 
and young adults. 

Finally, our study shows that caution must be taken when performing quan-
titative analyses of the TV Corpus, especially because of the smaller number of 
tokens included in the first four decades in the corpus, and because these early years 
feature a higher proportion of documentaries, which seem to use quite a formal 
language, than later decades. We have to remember that, like all diachronic corpora, 
the TV Corpus is, despite its large size, a “narrow lens that provides an insight into 
the language that has been preserved” (Brezina 2018, 222). Conducting inferential 
analyses is thus not sufficient to generalize the findings to a whole language variety. 
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