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Table 1

Demographics in the Women Seeking Labiaplasty and Comparison Group

Labiaplasty Comparison Statistic
group group
Age Median (IQR) 30.00 (19) 28.50 (20) U=1902.5,Z=-11,p= 91
Sexual orientation n (%):
Only to the opposite sex 39 (73.6%) 52 (74.3%)

Mainly to the opposite sex 11 (20.8%)
Equally to both sexes 3 (5.7%)

Mainly to the same sex 0

Only to the same sex

Marital status n (%):

0

Single 35 (63.6%)
Separated/divorced 7 (12.7%)
Married/cohabiting 12 (21.8%)
Widowed 1 (1.8%)
Children n (%):

Yes 15 (27.3%)
No 40 (72.7%)
Ethnicity n (%):

White 48 (87.3%)
Black/Black British 0

11 (15.7%)
7 (10.0%)
0

0

38 (54.3%)
5(7.1%)
26 (37.1%)

1 (1.4%)

22 (31.4%)

48 (68.6%)

53 (75.7%)

8 (11.4%)

Y @=113,p=.61

¥ (3)=3.87,p=.29

Y (1)=.255p=.61

Y (3)=1717,p=.07




Mixed

Other

Higher education n (%):

Secondary

Tertiary

2 (3.6%)

3 (5.5%)

19 (34.5%)

35 (63.6%)

4(5.7%)

3 (4.3%)

21 (30%)

47 (67%)

Y (1)=.25p=.62




Table 2

Childhood Trauma Questionnaire

Labiaplasty Comparison Statistic Effect size
group group n=118 Cohen’s d
Med (IQR) Med (IQR)
Emotional 8.0 (6.0) 7.0 (6.0) U=1526.0,Z=-1.002,p = .32 d=-0.19
abuse
Emotional 11.0 (7.0) 9.0 (8.0) U=1497.0,Z=-1.154,p= .25 d=-0.21
neglect
Physical abuse 5.0 (2.0) 5.0 (1.0) U=1687.5,7Z=-.134,p=.90 d=-0.03
Physical 6.0 (4.0) 6.0 (4.0) U=1553.0,Z=-.876,p=.38 d=-0.16
neglect
Sexual abuse 5.0 (1.0) 5.0 (1.0) U=1654.5,Z=-351,p=.73 d=-0.07




Table 3

Sexual Behaviour in Women Seeking Labiaplasty and Comparison Group

Labiaplasty Comparison Statistic
group group
U=1631.0,Z=-.1038, p = .301
Age at first intercourse 17.0 (2) 17.0 (2)
Med (IQR)
History of rape or sexual 7/54 (13%) 4/70 (6%) ¥ (1)=1.981,p= 207

abuse since the age of 16




Table 4

Perception of Teasing in Women Seeking Labiaplasty and Comparison group

Frequency Labiaplasty Comparison Statistic Effect size
group group n=118 Cohen’s d
Med (IQR) Med (IQR)
Appearance 9.0 (7.0) 7.0 (5.0) U=1508.0,Z=-1.262,p =21 d=-0.23
teasing (freq)
Competency 10.0 (8.0) 11.0 (5.0) U=1591.0,Z=-.642,p=.52 d=-0.12
teasing
(freq)
Teasing total 18.0 (10.5) 19.0 (8.0) U=1698.0,Z=-.236,p=.82 d=-0.04
score
(freq)
Labiaplasty Control Comparison Effect size
M (SD) M (SD) Cohen’s d
Appearance 3.72 (1.00) 3.54 (0.98) t(86) =-.816,p = .42 d=-.18
teasing
distress score
Competency 2.80 (1.21) 2.50(0.89) t(92)=-1375,p=.17 d=-28
teasing
distress score
Upset total 3.17 (1.06) 2.82 (1.00) t(100)=-1.718, p = .09 d=-34
score




Table 5

Disgust Sensitivity in Women Seeking Labiaplasty and Comparison Group

Disgust Scale Labiaplasty Comparison Statistic Effect size
Revised group group Cohen’s d
Med (IQR) Med (IQR) n=116

Total score 46.0 (15.0) 49.0 (22.0) U=1506.0,Z=-.843, p = .40 d=-0.16

Core disgust 24.5 (8.0) 26.0 (8.0) U=1407.5,Z=-1393,p=.17 d=-0.26

Contamination 6.0 (5.00) 7.0 (7.0) U=1642.0,Z=-.086,p=.93 d=-0.16

and self-disgust

Animal disgust 15.0 (6.3) 15.0 (10.0) U=1603.5,Z=-301,p=.77 d=-0.06




Table 6

Aesthetic Sensitivity in Women Seeking Labiaplasty and Comparison Group

Higher education Labiaplasty Comparison Statistic

or training in art group group

or design n=26 n=22

Positive 14 (54%) 10 (45%) )(2 (1)=.336,p=.562

Negative 12 (46%) 12 (55%)




