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Chapter 4: Gender 
Introduction

In recent years the analysis of gender in feminist linguistics and in feminist theory in general has radically changed. Before going on to analyse the complex relationship between gender, politeness and impoliteness in Chapter 5, in this chapter, I discuss  the theoretical and methodological problems in feminist linguistic analysis in relation to the question of `women's language' . I then consider feminist thinking which tries to move beyond the assumption that women's speech is always necessarily different to men's speech and I examine the complexity of gender when analysed alongside other variables and stereotypical forms.
  Finally, I analyse the language of strong women speakers and gendered stereotypes to further challenge the notion that women's language is homogeneous.

Dominance or difference ?

Feminist language research in the 1970s  focused on the question of male dominance and female deference in conversation (Lakoff, 1975; Spender, 1980).  It criticised both the social system which it viewed as patriarchal, and which it saw as forcing women to  speak in a subservient way, but also  individual males who were seen to violate the rights of their female interlocutors. Robin Lakoff's polemical  analysis of  what she considered to be female language patterns was one of the first feminist linguistic analyses which made a clear causal connection between the social and political oppression of women as a group and their linguistic behaviour. This subordinated status was displayed in the language patterns which she describes as `talking like a lady'  (Lakoff, 1975:10). She gives the example of  two sentences which, she suggests, characterise the difference between women' s subordinated language and men's dominant language:

1. Oh dear, you've put the peanut butter in the refrigerator again

2. Shit, you've put the peanut butter in the refrigerator again.  (Lakoff, 1975: 10)

The first, Lakoff asserts, is women's language and the second is men's language; this distinction is made primarily on the basis of perceptions that 1 is more polite than 2, because of the `softer' expletive which mitigates the force of the utterance and therefore seems to be  less of a challenge to the interlocutor's face.  Lakoff  makes a connection between seemingly stronger expletives and stronger positions in relation to power. As she argues: `if someone is allowed to show emotions, and consequently does, others may well view him as a real individual in his own right, as they could not if he never showed emotion … the behaviour a woman learns as `correct' prevents her from being taken seriously as an individual, and further is considered `correct' and necessary for a woman precisely because society does not consider her seriously as an individual ' (Lakoff, 1975:11). 
   Thus, within the work of early feminist linguistic theorists like Lakoff, femininity and femaleness are elided and powerlessness is seen as a major factor in the constitution of femininity.

Lakoff and Spender argued that women’s language style was further characterised by the use of elements such as  hedges, tentativeness, tag questions which seemed to these theorists to signal indirectness, mitigation, diffidence and hesitation. In contrast to this, male speech was characterised as direct, forceful and confident, using features such as direct, unmitigated statements and interruption.  As a polemic, this early feminist research was extremely important, since it challenged the way that certain males felt that they could act because of their status within the society as a whole.  It also made interruption, directness and sexist remarks by men, and deferent submissive behaviour by women as  less  `natural’ or `common-sense, and `just part of being a woman or man'.  Thus, this consciousness-raising research, which was very widely read by people outside academic circles, made a major impact on many women, forcing them to reflect on language use as an indicator of power relations, and indeed, encouraging them  to make metalinguistic comments on language use in interaction.

However, critics have noted that this type of analysis seemed to be focused on the stereotypical language usage of a very small group of women, that is middle class, white Anglo-Americans.  It was not based on the examination of any data, but rather on personal anecdotes which seemed to uphold a stereotype of submissive women, without any counter-examples being considered.  Many feminist linguists, such as  Tannen and Coates in the 1980s and 1990s, rather than analysing dominance, as such, since it was clear that the nature of power relations between women and men were being fundamentally changed at this time, turned to an analysis of the socially-constructed differences between women's and men’s language,  seeing these as akin to dialects spoken by different groups who interacted with each other, rather than seeing them as simply dominant and dominated group (Tannen, 1991;  Coates, 1988; 1996). This difference in female and male linguistic performance occurs, Tannen argued, because women and men are largely brought up and socialised in single sex groups where they develop different language preferences and styles.  Women and men have different aims in conversation which lead to breakdowns in communication or misunderstandings, since women, she argues, are largely  concerned to establish rapport between members of a group and to ensure that conversations go smoothly (rapport talk), whilst  men are concerned to establish their place in the pecking order and use the production of information as way of establishing a position in the hierarchy (report talk).

This focus on difference has been widely criticised by Troemel Ploetz (1998) and Cameron, (1998a)  for its reactionary political stance, and for its failure to acknowledge the inequality that persists in many relations between women and men. What Troemel Ploetz is most concerned about is the erasure of the factor of power difference in the analysis of  interaction  between women and men, and although she, as other feminist linguists, does not wish to characterise all women as subordinate, the erasing of power from feminist analysis is a worrying trend, since it implicitly assumes that men and women are equal. Cameron goes further than Troemel-Ploetz in critiquing Tannen's work, since she argues that `power relations are constitutive of gender differentiation as we know it' (Cameron, 1998a:438). Furthermore, Troemel-Ploetz argues that women and men do not, in fact, grow up in homogeneous and separate linguistic communities, but rather spend a great deal of their time in mixed sex environments, whether in the school, the home or at work.

The positive aspects of the `difference’ type of feminist analysis is that it generally calls for  a re-evaluation of the styles which are stereotypically associated with women; thus, Coates (1988) argues that we should revalue what has been classified as  gossip and co-operative strategies/rapport talk, in general, and Holmes argues that what she claims are women’s styles of politeness should be seen as, in  fact, more productive for debating issues than masculine styles of speech, as I discuss in the next chapter (Holmes, 1995).   This re-evaluation of women’s speech styles has made an important impact in certain areas; for example, in the evaluation of oral performance in secondary schools in Britain, it is generally those aspects of speech associated with feminine speech styles which are most highly valued in assessments of oral skill, (for example, supportive comments, minimal responses, concern for others in the group, and so on) (Wareing, 1997).   This is a significant shift from other ways of assessing oral performance which are more concerned to evaluate, for example, rhetorical skill and confidence.  Furthermore, companies which decide to train their employees in communications skills generally tend to focus on the empathetic co-operative skills such as listening, group decision making and turn-taking rather than on individual rhetorical performance. Cameron has noted that, perhaps, this view that women are more co-operative than men, that their language is concerned with establishing rapport rather than with  dispensing information, based as it is on stereotypes of women's speech, has also led to the widespread employment of women in the communications industries, such as call-centres (Cameron, 2000).   The so-called `feminine' skills of communication, however, are not highly valued and workers in call-centres generally receive low salaries. 

This process of re-evaluation of what has been considered to characterise women's speech has been of great value.  However, this cannot compensate for the fact that, in general, the shift in the way that women really speak and are evaluated when they speak has been in the direction of women adopting wholesale  what are seen to be masculine ways of speaking in the public sphere (and sometimes being negatively evaluated for using this type of language) (Walsh, 2001; Shaw, 2002). Thus, a direct, assertive style of speech, commonly associated with masculinity is still largely viewed as the appropriate language style for the public sphere. Therefore, assertiveness training programmes developed for women in the 1980s and 1990s often focused on changing women's  language styles, so that, instead of displaying what was characterised as deference and indecision, the woman speaker projected an image of herself, through her language, of being confident and assertive.  There are obviously  problems with the type of language which is advocated for women in some of these programmes, since they often rely on a number of systematised routines, as Cameron has noted, and furthermore the positive evaluation of direct language is assumed to be unproblematic (Cameron, 1995).   However, as a strategic intervention which enabled women in the public and the private spheres to assert themselves linguistically, it is clear that such training had a particular value. 

Despite the value of this early focus on women and men as different speech communities, as Bing and Bergvall remark `It would be ironic if feminists interested in language and gender inadvertently reinforced gender polarisation and the myths of essential female-male difference.  By accepting a biological female-male dichotomy, and by emphasising language which reflects the two categories, linguists may be reinforcing biological essentialism, even if they emphasise that language, like gender, is  learned behaviour’ (Bing and Bergvall, 1996:18).  Cameron (1998b) argues  that the focus on difference-versus-dominance approaches to the analysis of gender and language, with the dominance analysts being criticised for problems with their analytical procedures and difference theorists being critiqued for their political shortcomings, leads to a lack of real debate, since theorists have tended to simply  set up camps and defend their own positions. She suggests, instead, that dominance theorists should develop more thorough analytical procedures and focus, not on a simplistic notion of dominance as such, but on conflict. Thus, rather  than assuming that breakdown in communication between males and females  occurs because participants do not understand the intentions of the other speaker, as Tannen does, Cameron argues that we should assume that perhaps it is not misunderstanding which is at issue, but conflicts of interest between certain men and women : conflict over increasingly diminishing resources and power, or conflict over perceptions of the position from which the speaker is/or should be speaking from.

Within language and gender research, there has been a wealth of research working within either the difference or dominance frame of reference which has aimed to demonstrate empirically that women or men use a particular feature. The one striking overall assessment which can be made of nearly all of the research done on language and gender differences is that the research is contradictory.  The hypotheses are generally very clear: usually taking the format `in what way does women’s use of such and such an element differ from men’s use of the same element, when other variables are kept constant’.  However, whichever research article seems to prove that women’s language use does differ from men’s language use, (for example, that women interrupt less, that they are interrupted by men more, that they use tag questions more, or directness less), another research project  claims that, in fact, in other contexts, men use the same element to the same extent or more than women.  For example, in relation to interruption, Chan contrasts Zimmerman and West's  (1975) study which  suggests that men interrupt women more, with Smith-Lovin and Brody’s (1989) study which suggests a slightly more complex situation, where men interrupt the most, but women interrupt men just as much as they interrupt other women.  Some research seems to find that there are no differences whatever which can be wholly attributed to sex difference alone (Chan, 1992).  This is not to say that empirical research should be completely discarded, but it does suggest that other factors than gender may be playing a role in the way that people behave linguistically. It also suggests that gender needs to be approached and conceptualised differently. Language and gender research must move beyond the binary oppositions of male and female.

Beyond Binary Thinking

In recent years, gender has begun to be theorised in more productive ways, moving away from a reliance on binary oppositions and global statements about the behaviour of all men and all women, to more nuanced and mitigated statements about certain groups of women or men in particular circumstances, who reaffirm, negotiate with and challenge the parameters of  permissible or socially sanctioned  behaviour (Coates & Cameron, eds. 1988; Johnson & Meinhof,  eds. 1997; Bergvall, Bing & Freed, eds. 1996). 
    Rather than seeing gender as a possession or set of behaviours which is imposed upon the individual by society, as many essentialist theorists have done so far, (see Butler, 1990; Fuss, 1989 for a critical overview) many feminists have now moved to a position where they view gender as something which is enacted or performed, and thus as a potential site of struggle over perceived restrictions in roles (Crawford, 1995).

Cameron and Coates’ edited collection Women in their Speech Communities (1988) was one of the first attempts to analyse the specificity of the production of speech by particular groups of women, in particular communities, at specific locations and times.  In this collection of essays, the language of older white women in a Welsh mining community was analysed, as well as  the language of  British Black women in Dudley .  Other researchers started to turn to this type of  `punctual’ analysis - one which is focused on a specific linguistic community at a particular moment - because the generalisations which had characterised feminist analyses of language in the past were considered  untenable.  The essays in the collection edited by Johnson and Meinhof on masculinity and language also signalled a change in the focus of language and gender research to analyse women and men's speech production in relation to each other, rather than in isolation (Johnson and Meinhof, eds. 1997).

Bing and Bergvall’s essay `The question of questions: beyond binary thinking’, and the collection which they edited, Rethinking Language and Gender Research (1996) is an important move forward in language and gender research, because it seems to draw together a number of discontents which had been surfacing in the research literature over a period of time, and which centred precisely on the difficulty of making generalisations about women as a homogeneous group.  They call for a questioning of the clear cut divisions that researchers had made between the linguistic behaviour of males and females, arguing that the boundaries between women's and men's language is not clearly demarcated.  They draw  an analogy with racial categorisation, where they argue that, particularly in American society, it  has become possible to acknowledge the diversity within `racial’ groups, and it has become difficult and politically problematic to assert that there is a biological basis for the category `race’ at all. In relation to gender, they draw attention to the variety of sexual identifications which cross the binary divide between female and male, such as hermaphrodite, transsexual, transgendered individual, androgyne, and they thus assert: `the simple belief in "only two" is not an experiential given but a normative social construction' (Bing and Bergvall, 1996:2).  This focus on individuals who do not fit neatly into the male/female category is productive, since it forces us to see that the boundaries of the categories of sex and gender are blurred.  We need to extend this thinking about sex and gender to recognise that these categories are also not internally homogeneous.

In relation to the previous research in language and gender difference, they feel it necessary to ask the following questions: `1. Why are the questions that strengthen the female-male dichotomy so frequently asked, while those that explore other types of variation evoke much less interest? 2. How much of this apparent dichotomy is imposed by the questions themselves?’ (Bing and Bergvall, 1996:3) Their argument revolves around the dilemma within linguistic research that if you analyse data asking the question: `In what ways do men and women speak differently?’ then that is what you will find.  Similarities between the linguistic behaviour of women and men  will be ignored or minimised in the interpretation of the results, and so will differences among women.  Bing and Bergvall  note that few features if any can be said to exclusively index gender  

They also criticise the way that statistical averages are used to generalise about women’s linguistic behaviour; they argue `one obvious oversimplification is that of using statistical differences between two groups  as proof that all members of one group have characteristics shared by no members of  the other group (and vice versa)’ (Bing and Bergvall, 1996:15).  The problem, for them,  is not with difference as such, but with gender polarisation, as Bem argues `it is thus not simply that women and men are seen to be different but that this male-female difference is superimposed on so many aspects of the social world that a cultural connection is thereby forged between sex and virtually every other aspect of human experience, including modes of dress and social roles and even  ways of expressing emotion and experiencing sexual desire’ (Bem, 1993:2, cited in Bing and Bergvall, 1996:16).

Research in gay and lesbian speech styles and in Queer theory has made gender and language researchers question the seeming stability of the term `woman’ and `women’.  Although early research in this area seemed to be trying to assert the difference of lesbian from straight women, more recent work has questioned the assumption that the linguistic behaviour of lesbians can be generalised about (Wittig, 1992).   In the essays in the collection Queerly Phrased, edited by Livia and Hall, the very notion of a lesbian language is at once posited and held under erasure (Livia and Hall, 1997).  Furthermore,  in collections of essays, such as Leap's  Beyond the Lavender Lexicon and at conferences such as the International Language and Gender Association conference at Berkeley, in 2000,  the notion of  a gay language or a lesbian language has been subject to  careful scrutiny, distinguishing stereotype from actual language production (Leap, 1995). Queen in her work on lesbian speech styles has found a way of dealing with this seeming paradox (Queen, 1997).  She  demonstrates that certain lesbians may use the stereotypes of straight feminine speech, as she puts it `there is … a stereotype concerning the ways in which women speak, and it is this stereotype that women either aspire to or reject (and sometimes both simultaneously'  (Queen, 1997:239).  She suggests that by using stereotypes of straight feminine and masculine speech parodically together with stereotypes of the way that lesbians speak, either parodically or in an affirmative way, `lesbians create an indexical relationship between language use and lesbian "identity" ' (Queen, 1997:239).  One of the elements which Queen suggests that lesbian women use in this verbal parodic play is over-polite forms, euphemism and the general avoidance of `off-colour and indelicate expressions' (Queen, 1997:240).   By this juxtaposing and recontextualising of stereotypical straight feminine forms alongside stereotypically masculinist norms such as swearing and directness, lesbians may be  creating a distinctly lesbian style of speech. 

That interrogation of the affirmation of the existence of  a set of linguistic signs which could be interpreted as signalling to others that one is gay or lesbian,  and also of the existence of a set of linguistic patterns used uniformly  by gay and lesbian people, has  led also to a questioning within language and gender research as a whole that a similar difficulty arises within the analysis of women’s language and men’s language in general, and heterosexual women’s and men’s language specifically. Furthermore, Black feminist linguists have analysed the elements of Black women's speech which could be seen to distinguish them from white women's speech, but these seem to be very context-specific and cannot be said to constitute a form of language which all Black women use in all situations (Morgan, 1999; Henley, 1995).

Many feminist linguists and theorists have been influenced by Judith Butler’s work on gender and performativity (Butler, 1993; see also Salih, 2002).  She argues that gender is a repeated performance of a range of behaviours associated with a particular sex:  `The materiality of sex is constructed through a ritualised repetition of norms’ (Butler, 1993:x). Thus, gender is not a given, a possession, but rather a process which one constantly has to perform.  Crawford suggests that rather than seeing gender as a noun, we should see it as a verb (Crawford, 1995).   The stress on performativity does not suggest for Butler that one can be anything that one decides to be: `…if I were to argue that genders are performative, that could mean that I thought that one woke in the morning, perused the closet ... donned that gender for the day and then restored the garment to its place at night.  Such a wilful and instrumental subject, one who decides on its gender is clearly not its gender from the start and fails to realise that its existence is already decided by gender’ (Butler, 1993:x).  Gender for Butler, therefore, pre-exists the individual and is negotiated with by them in their performance of their identities.  This performativity is a constant process rather than something which is achieved: `that this reiteration is necessary is a sign that materialisation is never quite complete, that bodies never quite comply with the norms by which their materialisation is impelled' (Butler, 1993:2). Thus, although the individual is not in control of the production of its gender identity, there is the possibility of some measure of resistance and hence change.
 

     This important questioning of the notion of gender does not mean that the category of gender is empty and that there is no such thing as gender difference. For as Freed (1996) argues, despite the fact that the category `woman’ is not one which is coherent, that does not prevent people classifying you as a woman and making judgements about you on the basis of that classification (Freed, 1996). What has to be reconsidered is the simple binary division between female and male, and also the way that gender operates at the level of a system which has been institutionalised, and which operates in stereotypes and assumptions about context which have a material impact on groups as well as individuals, rather than as something which functions simply at the level of the individual.

Gender in Relation to Other Variables

As I mentioned earlier, one of the problems with early feminist research was that it often focused exclusively on the language usage of white middle class women and then made generalisations about all women. Many studies have since shown that  groups of women behave in different ways depending on variables of context, class, race, affiliation, familiarity, education and so on. In some ways, it could be argued that gender itself in isolation does not exist, but only gender as it is inflected by race and  class in the way that these elements are worked out in interaction by individuals (McClintock, 1995) Gender is also both the way one experiences oneself as a gendered being, as well as (and in conjunction with) the way that one is treated as a gendered individual.

Perhaps one of the most difficult variables to analyse for feminist linguists has been power. As I stated above, implicit in much feminist thinking about gender difference has been a particular model of  power relations, which presupposed that there was a more or less simple correlation between males and power and females and powerlessness (Lakoff, 1975; Spender, 1980). Whilst Foucault’s formulation of power relations has been influential in this area and many feminists have urged that we need to think through power relations in a more complex manner to avoid such simple binary oppositions, there has been until recently  little work which details how to analyse seemingly endemic structural inequalities and at the same time individual transgressions and contestations of those inequalities  (Foucault, 1978; Thornborrow, 2002). If we consider Foucault’s notion of the dispersion of power, (that is, the spread of power throughout a society, rather than the holding and withholding of power by individuals), we might be able to move towards an analysis which sees language as an arena where power may be appropriated, rather than societal roles being clearly mapped out for participants before an interaction takes place (Mills, 1997).  In engaging in interaction, we are also at the same time mapping out for ourselves a position in relation to the power relations within communities of practice and within the society as a whole.  This is what I call interactional power, to differentiate it from those roles which may or may not be delineated for us  by our relation to institutions, by our class position, and so on (Mills, 2002). It is possible for someone who has been allocated a fairly powerless position institutionally to accrue to themselves, however temporarily, a great deal of interactional power by their verbal dexterity, their confidence, their linguistic directness, (those more stereotypically masculine/competitive/report talk attributes), as well as through the use of the seemingly more feminine linguistic displays of care, concern and sympathy, described as co-operative strategies or rapport talk.(Coates, 1988; Tannen, 1991). 
  This interactional power is a set of resources which is available to all participants regardless of their institutional rank, and which they decide whether to draw on or not in particular contexts.  For example, a female secretary in a university department may be able to use a fairly direct form of address to those in positions of power over her, because of her access to information upon which they depend; conversely, lecturers who need this information and who are reliant on her, will need to employ politeness strategies which might normally signal deference (Mills, 1996). 
  In constructing a gender identity for oneself, there is also the possibility of choosing simply not to abide by the `rules' which seem to be associated with the context; for example, at a British university where I studied, in the senior common room, there was a older white working class female server at the coffee bar, who swore all of the time, talked extremely loudly on seemingly  inappropriate personal subjects, engaged everyone in very lengthy conversations, and made fun of all of the professors.  Whilst most people seemed to find her linguistic behaviour extremely trying, they nevertheless tolerated it.  She had a fairly `low' position in the university hierarchy, and yet she simply flouted all of the linguistic `rules' of interaction of how one should behave with senior staff.  Thus, positions of power mapped out by one’s role in an institution may not relate directly to the interactional power that one may gain through one’s access to information, one’s verbal skill or one's display of care and concern for other group members.
Consider the following example of an exchange between a white middle aged  female educational advisor, E, and her white middle aged female secretary D, working in a County Council education office.  Whilst there is a clear distinction between them in terms of institutional status, they have known each other and worked together for many years.  D is describing a form which she has drafted which needs to be sent out in E's name  to schools for information about reading age:

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1D: 
he was suggesting that perhaps I should be asking for more (.) and then 

2E:  
                                                                                       [Hmmm]

3D: 
select from that=

4E:
=Hmmhmm=

5D:
=um I don't know whether I could get more information than  

6D:
I'm asking for(.)so this is the kind of thing that could come um with um 

7D:
an explanatory letter um I'm also wondering whether we might be able 

8D:
to find some controls as well I'll explain about that later(.) and I thought 

9D:
I could design it so that um if schools felt a bit uncomfortable about er 

10D:
confidentiality um what they  could have(.) the information at the top 

11D:
that we're interested in at the top and just in order to identify them

12E:                                               [mmm]

13D:
could fill in this our information would be there for  them on files and 

14D:
that's(.) that's all the information we need and if they identify the 

15D:
reading information they could then cut off the other information and 

16D:
then just  send that back to us=

17E:
=oh I see yes and then=

18D:
=because we're not interested in individual children it's just the(.)you 

19D:
know how many children with language problems how many children

20E:
                                                                           [I'm with you]

21D:
with this have a severe reading problem for example or whatever=

22E:
=yes this is for your(.) your filing system?

23D                                [so]

24D:                                                                   that's all the 

25D:
information we need for our files um because that would tell us about. 

26D:
the kind of problems (.)yes I've left that back because I wasn't (.) this 

27D:
again I'm I wasn't sure what kind of information

                                               [

28E:
                                    well one must always go into chronological


                                                 [

29D:                                                     your schools will translate it 

30D:
into


[                                                                  

31E:
chronological age  reading age=

32D:
=reading age uhuh=

33E:
=standard deviation of any one test is really it's the same thing for every 

34E:
test isn't it ?  that's the one that's always quoted in the manuals zero 

35E:
point three or whatever

36D:
                 [um]

37D: 
                                   that's right it's to do with the percentages 

38D:
of children falling within certain


                                     [

40E:
                                     ah that's a percentile=

(
41D:
=um(.) yes it relates to that


                             [

42E:
                             standard deviation(.)we've never used it though=

43D:
= uhuh=

(
44E:
=if you ask a class teacher about in context of a test a standard 

45E:
deviation it's the degree of error of the test zero point three on a 

46E:
Young's is a standard deviation(.) you're talking about a deviation from

                                                                                                                  [


47D:                                                                                                the 


48D:
deviation from the mean



               [


49E:                   from the main


                                        [


50D:
                             a hundred would be the mean and one standard 

51D:
deviation usually

                          [

(
52E:
              we never use it that way

                                                          [


53D:                                       usually is er=

(
54E
=ah well it's never used that way in any of our tests so you'd be better 

55E:
off=

56D:
=well if we get down to 85 that is minus one  standard deviation usually 

57D: 
I mean 150 plus I=

(
58E:
=mm are you sure you're right ? not between 90 and 110 ?


59D:                                                                                            well well it  it 

60D:
would depend yes it would depend it depends on the scale you're using


61E:                   [anyway]

(
62E:    yeh that's as an aside but on ours er er you're going to throw most 

63E:
teachers with this they’re going to want chronological age

64D:
                         [uhuh]

65E:
reading age then if you use a column with difference between in 

66D                      [hmmhmm]

67E:
months=

(
68D:
=I really need some kind of standardised score=

69E:
=well the rest of  the schools from the whole of the year band or 

70E:
whatever (.)you've got two children who are beneath their

71D:                 [mm]

72E:
chronological age=

73D:
=mmm=

74E:
=er very young there so you'd expect=

75D:
=so say for example you put

                                                      [

(
76E:                                               what which class was your son in last 

77E:
year ?=

(
78D:
=er er what I would need to know is er you know if they're sort of four 

79D:
months behind how significant is that considered er a problem is that 

80D:
considered within the normal range um=

81E:
=it's changing all the time you see

82D:
                                                   yes

Data: 54.3/4   EXAMPLE 10

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

What we expect in an interaction between a female manager and her secretary if we focus on their institutional power relation, according to Brown and Levinson's model, the female secretary should display deference in her speech which here she signally does not do. This is a very pacey conversation, with a great deal of quickly-switching turns. D provides a great deal of the information in this interaction and although she is slightly more hesitant than E, this on its own cannot be said to signal deference or a recognition that she is in an inferior position in the hierarchy. Hesitation cannot be said to have only one function, as many conversation analysts have assumed.  D asserts her point of view about the way that the form should be composed and the information in it, for example: 

67E:
months=

(
68D:
=I really need some kind of standardised score=

69E:
=well the rest of  the schools from the whole of the year band or

She interrupts, corrects and disagrees with  E consistently throughout the interaction. Occasionally, she uses a mediated disagreement for example:

40E:
                                     ah that's a percentile=

(
41D:
=um(.) yes it relates to that

when E asserts that something is a percentile and D does not say that this is not so, but rather suggests there is a relation. However, she completely ignores an interruptive  direct question from E:

75D:
=so say for example you put

                                                      [

(
76E:                                               what which class was your son in last 

77E:
year ?=

(
78D:
=er er what I would need to know is er you know if they're sort of four 

E asks her a personal question about her son, but D ignores this at line 78 and simply continues to talk about the way the form is to be set out.

E is also fairly assertive and states directly that the type of information D is requesting will not be effective, stating `we never use it that way' as a reason why D's suggestion should not be adopted.

(
52E:
              we never use it that way

                                                          [


53D:                                       usually is er=

(
54E
=ah well it's never used that way in any of our tests so you'd be better 

55E:
off=

56D:
=well if we get down to 85 that is minus one  standard deviation usually 

57D: 
I mean 150 plus I=

(
58E:
=mm are you sure you're right ? not between 90 and 110 ?

And in line 58 when D does not immediately submit to her suggestion, she then questions that D has made a mistake in the extent to standard deviation. And in line 62, when D persists, E suggests that it is not only E who disagrees with her, but all of the teachers using the form:

(
62E:    yeh that's as an aside but on ours er er you're going to throw most 

63E:
teachers with this they’re going to want chronological age

Thus, this would seem to be more of a conversation between equals than between a Director of Education and her secretary. For example, they seem to overlap a great deal in this discussion, and Coates argues that this completion of others' turns may signify a degree of equality in a relationship between women (Coates, 1988).  If we follow Tannen's and Holmes' view of the way that women interact, we would expect both participants to use co-operative strategies, mitigating the force of their assertions and trying not to disagree openly (Tannen, 1991; Holmes, 1995).   However, in this example, both interactants follow the norms of professional business  interaction in that they confront each other directly and forcefully about what type of information should be included, but at the same time, because they have known each other and worked together for a number of years, this confrontational style is not considered impolite, and they also at other points in this conversation,  draw on more co-operative styles of speech in the process of  work out which information is needed on the form.

O’Barr and Atkins, in their 1980 paper `"Women’s speech” or “powerless speech”?’ argue that there is a confusion between the language features which are determined by gender and those determined by a position of lesser power.
  They argue that in their analysis of the type of speech that is produced by female and male witnesses in a court-room setting, powerless men seem to produce speech which exhibits the same features that, it was argued by Lakoff,   women in general use (Lakoff, 1975).  They also show that not all women use the features that Lakoff stated were indicative of women’s language to the same degree. Thus, they argue that `so-called “women’s language” is neither characteristic of all women nor limited only to women’ (O’Barr and Atkins, 1980: 102). All of the women in the courtroom who used relatively few of the `feminine' `powerless'  features described by Lakoff were of high status, primarily middle class and professional.  The men who used high numbers of these features were low status, mainly working class, and unused to courtroom protocol.

O'Barr and Atkins suggest that power relations play a more important role than gender, as such, in the production of certain types of language; however, even this statement must be treated with some caution. It is clear that power, however we define it, is part of the way that gender as a whole is defined and constituted, therefore power cannot be entirely disentangled from gender.  Nor can power be considered in isolation from other variables such as race, gender and class.  As O’Barr and Atkins remark: `It could well be that to speak like the powerless is not only typical of women because of the all-too-frequent powerless social position of many American women, but is also part of the cultural meaning of speaking “like a woman”. Gender meanings draw on other social meanings’ (O’Barr and Atkins, 1980: 111).  Thus, what we need to move away from is the sense that all women are powerless and all men are powerful, and we also need to question the way that we define power. Ariel and Giora (1992)  examine this notion that power might be a more important determinant of `deferent’ behaviour than gender alone, but they suggest that the distinction between in-group and out-group is key to whether deferent linguistic behaviour is adopted.  This enables us to see some flexibility in relation to gender as there may be times when some women consider certain other women to be within their in-group, and at other times, they might see their allegiances to be with particular males.  However, whilst Ariel and Giora seem clear that power and in-group/out-group relations are correlated, the relation between them is far more complex. It cannot be assumed that all in-group members will be of equal status or that they will always co-operate, nor can it be assumed that all out-group members will be treated antagonistically on all occasions and to the same degree.

Cameron (1998a) argues that a more useful approach to the analysis of power and gender focusing less on unchanging, unequal  relations between men and women but rather at the resources available to speakers in particular positions to draw upon strategically.  Her approach `treats the structural fact of gender hierarchy not as something that must inevitably show up in surface features of discourse, but as something that participants in any particular conversation may, or may not, treat as relevant to the interpretation of utterances.  Furthermore, it insists that where assumptions about gender and power are relevant, they take a form that is context-specific and connected to local forms of social relations: however well founded they may be in structural political terms, global assumptions of male dominance and female subordination are too vague to generate specific inferences in particular contexts, and thus insufficient for the purposes of discourse analysis' (Cameron, 1998a:452).  However, whilst it is important not to overgeneralise about men and women, when we focus on the particular ways that men and woman interact, we must nevertheless see that those structural inequalities and the stereotypes that we hypothesise on the basis of our knowledge of these inequalities, do play a role in the way that the interaction takes shape. 

Where many studies falter in the analysis of the  relation of power and gender is in the assumption that there is a simple relation between them.  Although it may be possible to make generalisations about the types of language which will be produced when there are differences of power and status, there is clearly no simple link between for example, interruption and power difference (Thornborrow, 2002).  Many theorists assume that because males generally have more power within a particular community that they will necessarily interrupt more, because interruption is the prerogative of the powerful.  Whilst there is a stereotypical element of truth in this assertion, the results of the research are far more complex and often go against this hypothesis, both that there is a clear correlation between power and interruption and following on from that,  that males interrupt females more frequently (Chan, 1992).  However, if males in a particular interaction do interrupt the female interactants more, then that may well be significant in gender terms within that interaction. 

As I mentioned in Chapter 3, there has been little consideration of the importance of race and class as factors which interact  and intersect with gender, because of the focus in mainstream Western feminist theory until relatively recently on the behaviour of white middle class women's values and needs; this has resulted in the  relegation of other groups of women  to the status of  minority groups  ( Lewis and Mills, forthcoming; Sandoval, 1991;  Mohanty, 1984; Minh-ha, 1989; Frankenberg,1993;  Afshar and Maynard, eds.1994). Within feminist theory in general, there has been a shift in focus, from assuming that race necessarily makes a difference to language production and interpretation, to working with the idea that race can, but may not, make a difference.  Race and ethnicity are now longer discussed in the rather `blanket' way that they were in the past; firstly, because there are innumerable differences in the cultural groups which are labelled as racially similar, and secondly, because of the challenging of the stability of the term `race' itself, since this seems to be embedded in a nineteenth century `scientific' racist ideology (Jarrett-Macaulay, 1996; Safia Mirza, 1997).  What feminist theory is now focused on is the specificity ( and perhaps also the instability) of difference, and challenging the notion that perceived difference will necessarily be the result of racial difference alone. Thus, analysis of the language of  particular groups of women in particular locations are undertaken, rather than analyses of Black women or white women as homogeneous groups  (Nichols, 1998; Bucholtz, 1996; Edwards, 1988).   In this way, we can analyse the intersection of factors such as social mobility and employment patterns with factors such as race, as Nichols has in her analysis of the very heterogeneous speech patterns of Black women in coastal South Carolina, where she found elements of both conservative and innovative usage (Nichols, 1998).  Furthermore,  feminist theory is now focused as much on  the specificity of heterosexuality, middle classness and whiteness, and the privileges which go along with these positions, as it is on the specificity of blackness, working classness and lesbianism, so that the term `race' is no longer used solely to refer to the analysis of Black women, but is used to analyse women in relation to racial (and other) differences.(Frankenberg, 1993; Wilkinson and Kitzinger, eds. 1993; Maynard and Purvis, eds. 1995)  Furthermore,  alongside studies which analyse the privileges of white middle class women and the problematic generalisations made from their linguistic behaviour to women as a whole, there has developed  a concern, particularly important in the context of this study,   to also analyse the way that the speech patterns stereotypically associated with white middle class women's speech are very often stigmatised and subject to mockery.

As I mentioned in Chapter 3, class is an important variable which has to be considered in relation to gender. However, it is not an easy variable to analyse, since even now it is difficult to assign women to a class position easily. 
  Furthermore, women's relation to their assigned class position varies greatly, for example some working class women choose to aspire to middle class values and reject working class values and culture, whilst others reject and ridicule middle class values. Discussions of class are made further complicated because there seems to be a tendency to assume that middle class = feminine and working class = masculine, thus making analysis of speech difficult without drawing on  or being influenced by these stereotypes. 
  As I mentioned above, many of the analyses of women's language have focused on middle class norms, and the speech of groups of working class women has only come to the fore  in recent years, through the analysis of dialect and accent.
  The generalising of stereotypes of middle class white women's speech to other groups has been challenged (Coates and Cameron, 1988). Indeed, the specificity of middle class white women's experience has begun to be analysed more in recent years (Davidoff and Hall,  1995) .   Skeggs, in her 1997 analysis of British working class white women, has argued that assessment by others (real and imagined) is a very important factor in the constitution of their class positions.  The assessment as  `common' and `respectable' is one which weighs on a wide range of behaviours from child-rearing, drinking, sexual behaviour, physical appearance and weight, and linguistic behaviour, such as swearing and loudness.   Assessments of respectable behaviour have the effect of separating the person from the `rough' working class and moving them into a position of alignment with the lower middle class, whereas assessments as `common' align the person with lower working class positions, which for women are intensely problematic, especially in relation to particular types of femininity and sexuality.  Issues of language are crucial in the daily representation of oneself as classed, raced and gendered: Skeggs argues that `to be working-classed …generates a constant fear of never having "got it right" ' (Skeggs, 1997:6).  To be judged to be a working class woman by middle class people is always not simply to be classified into a class position but also to be categorised as inadequate and inferior: `in relation to language and this sense of `proper', `lady-like' usage, this is of importance, as working class women may feel that in order to aspire to respectability, they need to use particular types of language, formalised politeness being one of the strategies available ... However, other working class women will refuse to appropriate these middle class norms to make them their own  - not being middle class is certainly valued in many working class social groups' (Skeggs, 1997:11). Thus,  the use of certain forms of language, such as directness, loudness and swearing, associated by the middle classes with impoliteness,  may well be part of a strategy to mark oneself off from those middle class norms of feminine behaviour and to affiliate oneself with working class values.  Therefore, rather than considering working class women to be a homogeneous group, we should see that constructing one's gendered, raced  and classed identity involves taking a stand on language. This may indeed not be a consistent stand in one's own language repertoire.

Gendered Stereotypes : Femininity and Masculinity

Drawing on Bourdieu's notion of habitus, we can define a stereotype  less as a fixed set of characteristics than a range of possible scripts or scenarios, ( sets of features, roles and possible narrative sequences), that we hypothesise (Bourdieu, 1991).  Thus, we hypothesise some extreme aspect of a out-group's perceived behaviour and generalise that feature to the group as a whole.  In this sense, the stereotype is based on a feature or set of behaviours which may have occurred within that community, but the stereotype is one noticeable form of behaviour which is afforded prototypical status, backgrounding all of the other more common, and in a sense the more defining, forms of behaviour (Lakoff, G. 1987; see Mills, 1995a for a discussion of scripts and scenarios). This notion of the prototype is quite important, since hypothesisation of  stereotypes often inform judgements made about male and female linguistic behaviour and set for us, often unconscious, notions of what is appropriate.   The notion of the prototype allows us to acknowledge that stereotypes of femininity which circulate within British society now may have originally been descriptions of certain aspects of white middle class women's behaviour within a certain era, but that even with that class, at that time, there were other forms of behaviour which conflicted and challenged them. This stereotype is not a fixed set of behaviours which exist somewhere, but  the hypothesised version of the stereotype is something which is played with by those arenas where our `common' experience is mediated, for example on television, in advertising, newspapers and magazines. It is clear that we as a nation do not share experience, but the media work on the assumption that we can consider certain types of information as `common' to all readers/viewers.  Members of audiences however take up a variety of positions in relation to this information, some affiliating with the values of the stereotype and others rejecting them. 

The hypothesised forms of stereotypes are equally damaging to both males and females, since they consist of  assumptions about us which often clash with our own perceptions of ourselves.  These stereotypes are often authorised in some sense through being mediated by the media and thus they have an impact on us; they are not simply someone else's personal opinion of us but they are also backed up by  institutions.  Thus, the stereotype that women should take the major role in childrearing and household management is one which is challenged by many oppositional discourses such as feminism; nevertheless, it is still a stereotype which can be activated by many men when considering their own roles within the household, because it is still kept active by certain groups within the society and implicitly authorised.    These stereotypes of appropriate behaviour for males and females have been challenged by feminism, so that the notion that women are weaker than men or that they should not compete with men in the workplace are notions which are under challenge.
 

To give an example of stereotypical assumptions, let us consider the analysis of an anecdote by Cameron (1998a).  A friend's father, when he sits down to eat his dinner, always asks his wife: `Is there any ketchup Vera?' and this indirect question is interpreted by all as a request by the man for his wife, Vera, to fetch him the ketchup. Conservative stereotypes of the role of wives in relation to husbands, which here are shared by both the wife and the husband, lead to both interpreting this as a request for the ketchup to be brought rather than as a request for information about the availability of ketchup. However, their feminist daughter  is angered by the way in which the couple collude in this stereotypical behaviour and she draws attention to the way in which this type of requesting behaviour only works if we assume that women's role is to serve men.

Hypothesisation of stereotypes of gender, as I have shown above, are very powerful both in our assessment of language as interactants and as analysts. However, that is not to say that there is only one stereotype of women's linguistic behaviour or that stereotypes are fixed. If we consider the stereotypes of the nagging woman and the gossip, these can be seen to coexist with other stereotypes of women which are not concerned with excessive linguistic production and excessive demands, for example, the stereotype of the over-polite woman who is concerned only with the surface appearances, or the stereotype of the self-effacing woman silenced by a dominating male partner.  As Liladhar has shown in her work on femininity, feminist analyses of femininity have changed markedly over the last ten years, where  femininity is no longer seen as a set of negative behaviours which kept women in a subordinate position, but feminists are beginning to see the potential play within the behaviours which have been traditionally seen as denoting powerlessness, particularly when they are used ironically as in the demeanour of the Soap Queen and the Drag Queen  (Liladhar, 2001). Whilst in the past, femininity seemed to denote a concern with one's appearance to the detriment of one's intellect, femininity now seems to denote a range of  stereotyped behaviours which can be ironised and played with (Bell, et al. 1994).    

Skeggs argues that `femininity brings with it little social, political and economic worth' (Skeggs, 1997: 10). In that feminine behaviour is not generally valued, we might be led to ask why women do in fact orient themselves to such behaviour, as there are women who are more feminine-affiliated than others (Crawford and Chaffin, 1986; Gilbert and Gubar, 1988) .  However, Skeggs has shown that, for example, in relation to caring, which is an important aspect of femininity, that it is one way of achieving some sense of value when in a position of relative powerlessness ` a caring identity is based not only on the fulfilment of the needs of others and selflessness but also on the fulfilment of [working class women's] own desire to feel valuable' (Skeggs, 1997:62).  Thus, even though the adoption of feminine positions does not offer great value within the society as a whole (caring jobs are not economically rewarding), they may however define working class women in ways which are of value, for example, they may construct a woman as respectable and therefore aligned to what are seen as middle class values. Through the alignment with middle class values through what is seen as femininity, many middle class women can gain some power and assert their difference from other groups of what are for them `non-feminine' women.  Thus, investment in femininity provides some status and moral position, both in relation to working class  and middle class women.   Furthermore, in previous eras, conventional femininity,  whilst not exactly valued by the society as a whole, was at least expected as a behavioural norm.  Now, however,  it seems as if the representation of stereotypically feminine women is rarely presented on radio or TV without mockery or ridicule.

These stereotypes of gender are important in the process whereby we assess our others.     Cameron asserts `Information about who someone is  and what position she or he speaks from is relevant to the assessment of probable intentions. Since gender is a highly salient social category, it is reasonable to assume that participants in conversation both can and sometimes (perhaps often) do make assumptions in relation to it' (Cameron, 1998a:445).  But as Cameron makes clear in her work, whilst we may be making assumptions about gender in our interactions, stereotypes of gender, because hypothesised rather than actual, may not be shared. Where conflict in conversation often occurs is when assumptions about gender are not shared by participants, and this is not a conflict which is restricted to a struggle between women and men, as the dominance theorists assumed, but can be a conflict between women, where some hold a more traditional view of what women should do and how women should speak, whilst others aim to challenge those stereotypes.

Femininity has often been associated with the private sphere and the values associated with that sphere.  Therefore, caring, concern for appearances, emotional excess, incompetence in relation to non-domestic tasks, have all in the past been markers of the feminine; however, with the changes which have taken place in the last twenty five years in relation to women's employment within the public sphere, these elements of femininity are more difficult to maintain.  Greater social mobility, greater choice in relation to marriage, divorce and conception have made major impacts on women, and whilst many women would still not openly identity as feminist, nevertheless many of the values of feminism have infiltrated into common-sense.  That does not mean that the ideals of femininity have simply disappeared because they are constantly invoked, sometimes ironically, but often in contradictory ways in relation to this common-sense feminist ideology. Halberstam's (1998) work  on female masculinity has been  important in mapping out forms of behaviour and style available to women other than conventional feminine forms and Holland (2002) has shown that women can appropriate notions of femininity to describe their own forms of dress and behaviour which seem to directly challenge feminine values.  Thus, one of the many important advances made by feminism is to open up within the notion of what it means to be a woman a distinction between femininity and femaleness, so that one can be a woman without necessarily considering oneself to be (or others considering one to be) feminine. 

Masculinity has often been posited as the direct opposite of femininity.  One of the defining features of masculinity is seen to be aggression, which is often considered to be a biological part of being male (caused by testosterone),  rather than as a set of characteristics which are acquired in a complex negotiation between the individual and what they hypothesise to be the values of their communities of practice and the wider society. Masculinity is often described in terms of battle and warfare.  Stereotypically masculine speech is seen to be direct and forceful, arguments between males are described as `cut and thrust' or as verbal `sparring'  (Coates, 1997; Pilkington, 1998).    Tannen's (1991) work also seems to characterise masculine speech as a speech style aimed at  establishing a position in the hierarchy and getting the better of your opponent. De Klerk characterises `high-intensity' masculine language as constituted by dominance, interruption, disputing and being direct' (De Klerk, 1997:145). Swearing seems to have a stereotypical association with masculinity, and indeed most of the studies of swearing have concentrated on adolescent males.  However, for many men, this characterisation of the `hard man' is not necessarily one which they want to adopt wholesale, but neither do they want to adopt the persona of the `new man'. Edley and Wetherall (1997) have described the way that young men `exploit the critical or rhetorical opportunities provided by the subject position of the "new man"', not necessarily to claim the position of the `new man' for themselves, but rather to construct a way of being a man which does not involve wholesale adoption of `macho' or `new man' forms of masculinity (Edley and Wetherall, 1997:208). 

Because of changes in men's  and women's employment patterns and involvement in the public sphere, together with the impact of feminism, there is a sense in which men, at least at a stereotypical level, are often represented as in crisis about their masculinity:  Whelehan argues that `there is much evidence in recent years that men as a group are feeling more disenfranchised by increased unemployment and the figures for the incidences of violence and suicides among young men are frighteningly high.  The popular press speak of the "feminising" of the workplace as one cause of increasing male unemployment, clearly signalling that the more women make up a significant  part of the workforce, the more men have to pay … men are undergoing a crisis in the way their identity is defined, and this crisis is alleged to be directly related to female emancipation.  Feminism is roundly viewed to be at fault.  While it is true that the new lads are assuredly the product of identity crises, it is not just generated by feminism, but also by gay liberation and anti-racist movements, which act as a reminder of what mainstream male culture, such as big budget competitive sport, regularly excludes' (Whelehan, 1999:61).  Thus, macho masculinity is considered to be a set of valued or problematic behaviours which are under threat from changes in  the behaviour considered appropriate for women and homosexual males.  This challenge to masculinity has been embraced by some as a positive opportunity for men to explore different aspects of their identity, but others have seen it as intensely threatening.  Thus, media stereotypes such as the `new man' (the feminised and often mocked mythical figure) and the `new lad'  (the man who rejects this feminisation and embraces patriarchal values ironically) are available for men and women to react against and incorporate into their own sense of appropriate behaviours.

Not  all males feel comfortable with masculine speech-styles, for example Stearns comments: `Malely male gatherings confuse me a bit; they leave me feeling out of place. Gratuitous obscenities strike me as an unilluminating form of speech and I cannot hold my own in skirt-lifting stories.  I have always, in sum, viewed manhood with a  bit of perplexity' (Stearns, cited in de Klerk, 1997:145). Particularly given the changes that have taken place in terms of the social position of women, many men's attitudes to women have changed considerably.  But these changes have also brought about the rise of `laddish' behaviour and backlash (Whelehan, 1999).  Nor should we assume that there are not differences within the types of stereotypes hypothesised for particular groups of males, as Jackson has demonstrated in his analysis of the sexualised representations of Black males (Jackson, 1994).  Furthermore, many men may feel forced to engage in stereotypical masculine speech behaviour because of the fear of being labelled homosexual by others in their community of practice, as Cameron has shown (Cameron, 1997). 

We should therefore not assume that stereotypes are permanent unchanging discursive structures, but we should see them rather as resources which can change fairly rapidly, with  certain anachronistic aspects being available to be called upon by certain speakers.  In an article on discursive anachronism, I argue that  discursive structures, by their very nature, because they are constantly being challenged and used in new ways by speakers and texts, are in a process of continual changing; however, certain of these structures seem as if they are more stable because they have endured over a relatively long period of time (Mills, 1995b).  I would argue, however, that it is perhaps the community members' interactions with these seemingly more stable stereotypes and discursive structures in general which changes and thus colours a speaker's use of them as part of his/her linguistic resources or assumptions. 

Stereotypes of gender,  developed in the interaction between the individual and the society as a whole, and within specific communities of practice, inform individual choice of linguistic style, strategy and content, either in terms of reaffirming or challenging  those stereotypes in relation to one's own linguistic production or in relation to someone's assumptions about one's own gendered identity. 

Strong women speakers

As I have argued so far, for many early feminist linguists, female speech was seen to be  powerless speech; however, it is clear that, because of changes in the way that many women perceive themselves and the employment of women in the public sphere, this is no longer the case for all women (Mills, 1998; 1999).  There are thus a great number of women whose linguistic behaviour does not appear deferent and submissive, and indeed submissive speech by women is now generally derided in the media. Halberstam has analysed women who reject the presentation of a feminine self both in their speech, clothing and their body (Halberstam, 1998) Many linguists have also noted that this powerless speech style is not a norm for African American women (Bucholtz, 1996). Bucholtz describes the language of African American women in media discourse, analysing the code-switching between Black American Vernacular and standard American English which sets up powerful oppositional positions for African American women (Bucholtz, 1996). Research in Poland and Japan has shown that the language usage of  certain groups of women, particularly those who are in paid employment or higher education, has changed dramatically over recent years, especially in relation to politeness and hypercorrection (Baran & Syska, 2000; Okamoto, 2000 & 1995).  Baran and Syska describe the new speech style adopted by many Polish women as harsh, clipped, matter of fact, impatient and rude, and young Japanese women are seen to be challenging the deferent, self-effacing forms of speech generally associated with women. Thus, these styles of women's speech have more in common with stereotypical masculine speech. In the UK, on the radio and television, we frequently hear women ministers, presenters and spokespersons speaking confidently and competently, using direct forceful language ( for example, Madeleine Allbright, Mo Mowlam, Sara Cox). Female singers now do not necessarily use stereotypically feminine language, as Haugen has shown in his analysis of female gangsta rappers, where they overtly position themselves as `unladylike divas',  `showin' and provin' that even a lady can be evil' (cited in  Haugen, 2000).  Whelehan argues that Girl Power associated with groups such as the Spice Girls `seems to involve meeting aggression, particularly sexual aggression, with similar aggression' (Whelehan, 1999:45).  In an article in FHM, a male magazine,  in a discussion of the ladette, the author  stated that `women who are one of the lads are the men we're supposed not to be' (cited in Whelehan, 1999:49).  This aggressive speech behaviour is in direct contrast to the stereotype of  polite submissive feminine linguistic behaviour.  

However, rather than seeing the speech of women in positions of power within the public sphere as simply an appropriation of masculine  speech,  Webster has shown that the speech of  the British ex-Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, mixed  features associated with the stereotypical language of both women and  men, sometimes within a single utterance. Thus, for a complex range of motivations and judgements made about her audience and her own standing, Thatcher seemed to draw strategically on both masculine and feminine speech elements. Because of the planning which goes into the production of the speech of the Prime Minister in Britain, as Fairclough has shown in his analysis of the speech of Tony Blair, it is fair to assume that the production of Thatcher’s speech cannot be assumed to be typical of other women’s  speech (Fairclough, 2000).  This mixing of feminine and masculine styles has been noted of women's speech in other public sphere domains (Walsh, 2001). Mary Robinson, for example, the EU commissioner, manages to combine forcefulness and a soft-spoken style, as have other women politicians such as Benazir Bhutto. For radio presenters such as Zoe Ball or Sara Cox, on BBC Radio 1, their `ladette' behaviour bears striking similarities to Thatcher's, in that they both mix elements of stereotypical femininity and masculinity.  Cox hams up her Lancashire accent at times, swears, behaves in a `sexist' way towards male callers, (for example, calling them `gorgeous'), and she  talks about  excessive drinking, going to  night clubs and watching football.  She engages in a great deal of verbal duelling and play, mocking callers to her show.  Cox's performance is little different from that of  Chris Moyles, another presenter on Radio 1, who is noted for his stereotypically masculine preoccupations.  Cox does, however, also draw on  resources which are more stereotypically feminine, for example, describing in detail her relationship with her puppy and apologising excessively when something goes wrong on the show.
 

We might consider here the linguistic behaviour of Anne Widdicombe, a British Conservative Shadow Cabinet member, who seems to have developed a particular speech style for herself which is masculine,  combative, direct, and forceful.  The British press variously describe her and her speech style  in both positive and negative terms, either as too forceful (when she takes very right wing positions, very dogmatically) or sufficiently statesman-like, and indicative of a potential future  leader of the Conservative party (when she appears to be articulating what is seen to be  `common-sense’). Since Thatcher, it does seem to be the case that it is slightly more acceptable for women to be forceful verbally in public life and this is in large measure because of the number of women in high profile public positions, in the media, business and politics, and because those women who are in these positions have adopted, more or less wholesale, the speech styles of the men who still dominate in these public positions. 

We also need not necessarily see forceful speech as being a positive way of speaking. Adams  (1992)  remarks on the way that the discourse norms associated with a particular context, in the case of her research on the broadcast television interview, will play a  major role in determining what styles and strategies may be adopted by interactants.  Her article questions the notion that an aggressive style in debate (a stereotypically masculine style) is necessarily seen as most effective by participants and observers alike; she notes that those candidates in television interviews who observe the rules in terms of turn-taking, what she terms `accruing power by obeying rules’ in short, behaving in a more feminine way, also brings benefits to themselves  in terms of how they are  judged by the audience (Adams, 1992:9). 

One way in which woman may negotiate a powerful position for themselves linguistically is through the use of swearing. There seems to be a taboo on women swearing which it would appear is changing somewhat.  `Nice' women are expected not to swear, and this is a marker of what Skeggs terms respectability, those values aim to distinguish between  `rough' or `promiscuous'  working class behaviour and feminine middle class behaviour (Skeggs, 1997).  Thus, as I argued above,  a concern with respectability and `proper' behaviour is not only a gender issue but one which is inflected through class. However, paradoxically, many women in positions of power use swearing to affirm their position.  Madeline Allbright, the American ex-Secretary of State,  on a BBC Radio 4 interview, in 2001, stated that she nearly gave Colin Powell an aneurysm with her `bad language'.  And when she saw Cuban fighter pilots on video celebrating after shooting down an American plane she famously said in an interview: `That's not cajones (balls), that's cowardice'.  Mo Mowlam, the ex- Northern Ireland Minister, was reputed to have used a great deal of `bad' language in meetings.  Thus, using seemingly masculine language may be a way for these women of marking themselves out as competent and powerful through showing that they are not restricted by conventional femininity. However, Walsh has noted that those women who have entered into male dominated professions and have either changed the dominant ethos of the organisation through their `feminine' language use, or who have simply adopted the masculinist norms, have all largely been very negatively viewed by others within that domain (Walsh, 2001).  For example, the presenter Ann Robinson's aggressive, humiliating language behaviour on the British television quiz show, The Weakest Link has been widely criticised in the British media, whereas aggressive tactics by male presenters such as Jeremy Paxman, have not been criticised in such personal and damning terms (Braid, 2001). 

Thus, the context and community of practice within which speech takes place is crucial  in determining the way that speech will be judged. Hypotheses about stereotypes of gender may be a factor in the assessing of the appropriate language for a particular situation, but there is nothing to suggest that it is the only factor which is salient.   Thus, if the situation is one in which masculine speech norms have been prevalent over a period of time, it is likely that women who work within the environment will adopt those norms if they are to be seen as professional.  Alice Freed suggests in her analysis of the types of speech which are produced by  close friends that certain styles of interaction are coded by the participants as feminine; thus, because of the context and the perception that intimate conversation is feminine, the males in her study seemed to be behaving in a stereotypically feminine way (Freed, 1996).  This does not seem entirely satisfactory since it is clear that some males would perhaps see this as an occasion to mark their speech in hyper-masculine ways. 
  Furthermore, not all linguistic communities would code this type of relaxed conversation as feminine.  However, the notion of gendered domains is important here in being able to describe the way that gender impacts at the level of the setting and context, rather than simply at the level of the individuals involved in the interaction.

It is clear that context, broadly speaking is important in terms of the production of speech and in the assessment of what types of language and speech styles are appropriate.  Take, as an example, McElhinny's analysis of the language of women police officers in Pittsburgh, where more masculine practices are adopted, in order for these women to appear professional and credible to the wider community (McElhinny, 1998).  She suggests that `institutions are … often gendered in ways that delimit who can properly participate in them and/or how such participation can take place … Workplaces are gendered both by the numerical predominance of one sex within them and by the cultural interpretation of given types of work which, in conjunction with cultural norms and interpretations of gender, dictate who is understood as best suited for different sorts of employment' (McElhinny: 309).  She argues that because of this gendering of the context and because of the associations of masculinity with the type of work which is done, women police officers have to adopt certain types of language style which are associated with masculinity. Because police officers often have to deal with trauma on a daily basis, they generally adopt a particular habitus of affectless behaviour.  Women police officers, thus, have to adopt this style of response to situations which seems to many prototypically masculine, but `because masculinity is not referentially (or directly) marked by behaviours and attitudes but is indexically linked to them (in mediated non-exclusive probabilistic  ways) female police officers can interpret behaviours that are normatively or frequently  understood as masculine … as simply "the way we need to act to do our job" in a professional way' (McElhinny, 1998: 322). Thus,  women working within environments where men predominate and thus masculine norms of behaviour and speech also predominate, are forced in order to be viewed as professional to adopt those norms; however as we have seen within particular environments there is some degree of negotiation with those norms.

 Feminist Linguists and Communities of Practice

As I mentioned in Chapter 1,  the notion of communities of practice, formulated by Wenger, (1998), and developed  in relation to language and gender research by Eckert and McConnell-Ginet to particular effect, is useful in the context of the analysis of gender and language  (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 1998; 1999).  Within this view, feminist linguistics should be concerned not only with  analysing individual linguistic acts between individual (gendered) speakers, but also with the analysis of  a community based perspectives on gender and linguistic performance, which in the case of politeness must therefore involve a sense of politeness having different functions and meanings for different groups of people. Eckert and McConnell-Ginet argue that  `a community of practice is an aggregate of people who come together around mutual engagement in some common endeavour.  Ways of doing, ways of talking, beliefs, values, power relations – in short, practices – emerge in the course of their joint activity around that endeavour’ (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1998:490).   The crucial dimensions of a community of practice are that it will have `mutual engagement; a joint negotiated enterprise; and a shared repertoire of negotiable resources accumulated over time' (Wenger, 1998:76 cited in Holmes and Meyerhoff, 1999:175).  Thus, each community will develop a range of  linguistic behaviours which function in slightly different ways to other communities of practice.  However, we need to modify this notion of community of practice slightly, since although there may be broad agreement as to the norms operating within that group, there will also be different `takes’ on those norms, and gender may play a significant role here in determining what each participant views as appropriate. 

This notion of a community of practice is particularly important for thinking about the way that individuals develop a sense of their own gendered identity; because it is clear that individuals belong to a wide range of different communities with different norms, and  they will have different positions within these groups, (both dominant and peripheral).  Thus, rather than describing a single gendered identity which correlates with one's biological sex, it is possible within this model to analyse a range of gendered identities which will be activated and used strategically within particular communities of practice and which are subject to change. This more productive model of gender makes it more difficult to make global and hence abstract  statements about women’s or men’s language; however, it does allow for variations within the categories `men’ and `women’ and allows for the possibility of contestation and change, whilst also acknowledging the force of hypothesised stereotyping and assumptions about linguistic community norms. As Eckert and McConnell-Ginet state: `An emphasis on talk as constitutive of gender draws attention away from a more serious investigation of the relations among language, gender and other components of social identity: it ignores the ways difference (or beliefs therein) function in constructing dominance relations. Gender can be thought of as a sex-based way of experiencing other social attributes like class, ethnicity or age (and also less obviously social qualities like ambition, athleticism and musicality’(Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1998:488/9).   Thus, we do not need to lose sight of the way that hypothesises about stereotyping functions within communities, rather, the stereotypes of gender, race and class difference will be more or less salient dependent upon the community of practice, and each community of practice may develop different positions in relation to these stereotypes (see Bucholtz, 1999b).   It may also be the case that  certain activities within those communities of practice might be coded  or recognised as stereotypically masculine or feminine and thus certain types of linguistic activity may be considered by males and females as appropriate or inappropriate within interaction and sanctioned by the group as a whole.

Perhaps what needs to be added to the notion of the community of practice is a wider notion of the social and the pressure that institutions can exert on communities and individuals.  Without this notion of the larger cultural group, it is difficult to move beyond the community of practice and explain why certain values and forms of behaviour are globally valued more than others.  This is not to reinstitute  such global notions as society  or the State entirely which the notion of habitus and community of practice seem to force into the background, but to be aware that institutions such as the legal system, the school system, the church and so on, and the media where our `common experience ' is mediated, nevertheless also exert pressure on individuals and suggest possible persuasive positions for them to adopt.  The relationship between particular communities of practice and the wider social group is of course is a very complex one and is more often characterised by conflict than by simple affirmation.

When this new more complex theorisation of gender is extended to the analysis of linguistic politeness, it results in a move away from stereotypical assumptions about femininity  that have dominated discussions of women’s use of politeness, in most of the standard analyses of gender and language from Lakoff (1975) through to Holmes (1995).
  It is clear that we need to acknowledge the extent to which the notion of `women’ is classed and raced, particularly when we are considering linguistic politeness.  As I will argue in the next chapter, politeness is already gendered, classed and raced, so that stereotypically it bears  a signature of middle class, white femininity and this trace lingers on in the way that individuals construct their own sense of what is appropriate for them and for others which will manifest itself in what they consider to be polite and impolite behaviour, the way they think of their behaviour as polite or impolite,  in the way that they judge others' utterances and what they consider to be appropriate reactions to  politeness and impoliteness.  This stereotyped  connection between gender and politeness leads to certain expectations by members of communities of practice about what linguistic behaviour they expect of women and men.

Conclusions

This chapter has thus  attempted to show the necessity of a more complex model of gender  for the analysis of  women's and men's use and understanding of politeness.  It is essential to move beyond polarising women and men as distinct groups and concentrate more on the way that people `do gender' in particular communities of practice, hypothesising their own appropriate gender performance and set of interpretative frameworks from the stereotypes and actual performances that they think are available to them and to others.

� An earlier version of parts of the introductory section of this chapter  will  appear as  sections of a chapter entitled `Language and gender', in Mary Eagleton's forthcoming edited collection: Feminist Theory, Blackwell.





� This argument seems perverse especially since over-emotionalism is one of many qualities which are associated stereotypically with femininity and hence with women. Here, in a case of reverse logic,  emotional response is considered a positive attribute, in that it is associated with male behaviour.





� Indeed, perhaps one of the most important aspects of this work is that women felt that they could comment on an interruption by a male interlocutor, and rather than dismissing such behaviour as solely due to the particular chauvinism of that individual, they could relate it to wider societal structures which  made available to men privileged powerful positions, which it did not provide for women.





� Although Tannen claims that men can also do `rapport talk' and women may do `report talk', she argues that, in general, women are concerned with establishing rapport and men with providing information and finding a place for themselves in a hierarchy. 








�  Many have challenged the notion that children are now reared in single-sex groups; whilst play within schools is often in single-sex groups, most other activities such as group work, is not (Harness Goodwin, 2001).  Even friendship groups and team sports are not necessarily organised on the basis of sex within schools.  Within the workplace, single sex groups are now no longer common, and whilst there are obviously single sex friendship groups, groups seem now to be more mixed sex.





� Although it used to be argued by feminists  that `sex' was the term used to refer to the biological differences between women and men and `gender' was the socially constructed set of attributes which women and men learn to adopt in order to construct their gendered identities, in recent years, the term gender has become more fuzzy in its usage.  It is now the term used most generally in discussions of differences in male and female linguistic production, because it seems to acknowledge that male and female are not such easily demarcated categories, on biological grounds, and that masculine and feminine are often elided with the categories of male and female.  It now seems to be being used within language and gender research to refer to sex differences as well. 





� However, whilst this is a productive way of viewing the negotiations of lesbians with stereotypes of language style,  it is important to note that this, like many other models of speech and identity, is concerned with the speaker's intention in producing particular forms of  speech and Queen does not comment on the way that this speech style is interpreted by others, both straight and lesbian. 





� However, whilst Butler's work is very productive, it must also be noted that her reliance on notions such as performativity, developed within Speech Act theory, fall prey to the difficulties which I outlined in Chapter 1 concerning the way that the individual is related to social processes and institutions.





� It may be argued that, since power and masculinity are correlated (however, complex that relation is), that interactional power can only be achieved by using masculinist strategies in speech; however, one’s position within a speech community may be advanced by using a range of different strategies, including the seemingly more co-operative/rapport ones, depending on the community of practice.  Competitive talk is not always valued by communities of practice which may code it as too direct, bullying and overbearing.





� Although this option of a strong linguistic performance is available to secretaries, not all of them opt to present themselves in the same way. Some may choose more deferential linguistic behaviour because of their investment in femininity, or because of their view of their status within the organisation, and because of the way that they are treated by others, both at work and at home.





� We need to consider the analysis of power beyond the powerful-powerless binary divide, as it is clear that power relations are enacted within everyday interaction and result in a constant shifting along a scale of power rather than a simple slotting into positions of power or powerlessness.  In addition, if we move away from the binary notion of power we can analyse more positively the position of those who challenge their positions in relation to power; as Skeggs suggests: `to challenge powerlessness does not mean that one automatically shifts into positions of power.  It means that one is refusing to be seen as powerless' (Skeggs, 1997:11).





�  If we assume that asymmetrical power relations determine different styles of linguistic performance, and that gender difference  is enmeshed with power difference in intricate ways, then we should be led to believe that women speaking to men will produce different styles of language to men speaking to men or women speaking to women.  This assumption would only hold if there were a clear correlation between gender and power, which there is not.





� Women's class position is still determined largely by her relation to men: her father or her husband.   However, professional women's class position seems to be determined largely by their income and education rather than those of their parents or husband (Sargent, ed. 1981; Crompton and Mann, eds. 1986).





� Trudgill's (1972) work seems to exemplify this position where working class women are considered to be aspiring to middle class norms through their assessment of their use of prestige speech forms.  However, James, (1996) has argued that the use of prestige forms, or the assumption that one uses them in considerably more complex than Trudgill claims.  Even so, her analysis seems to still make the assumption that working class women tend to use prestige forms more than men, and there is little analysis of those women who choose to use non-prestige forms, and the factors which go into their choice of those forms.





� It should however be noted that discussions of dialect and accent are not in themselves discussions of class.  The discussion of class in linguistic circles has been made very difficult since the furore about Basil Bernstein's work on restricted and elaborated codes which seemed to suggest that working class children used a poorer form of language and implicitly therefore had lesser cognitive skills. Trudgill's (1972) did at least have the  merit of demonstrating that for certain groups of working class speakers, use of dialect or accent associated with the working classes was of greater value than affiliation with middle class norms and Received Pronunciation.





�  As Whelehan (1999) has shown, there are a range of positions, for example, on whether the singers such as Spice Girls and Madonna are positive role models for women or whether Girl Power constitutes a form of  acquiescence with patriarchal norms.





� When she had Ali G on her show  in 2002, he used some very strong language at a time (7.00-9.00 am.) when children might have been listening.  She therefore apologised extensively after he had left the show and again the next morning.





�  However as I noted in Chapter 3, Shaw has shown that breaking rules is a way of accruing power to oneself within contexts such as the House of Commons.  She argues that women MPs tend to adhere to the formal rules of turn-taking and they therefore do not manage to gain the illegal turns for themselves which their male colleagues do (Shaw, 2002).





� In certain recording sessions which  some of my undergraduate students undertook at the University of Loughborough, in 1993, this was clearly the case.  Some of the male students whose interactions were recorded saw intimate speech situations as stereotypically feminine and therefore spent a great deal of the time drawing attention to the fact that they were being recorded and addressing sexist comments to the person who was recording the interaction. Also, Cameron, (1997) has shown that single sex heterosexual male groups may use this seemingly feminine speech setting of informal gossiping to co-construct their heterosexual masculinity against a supposed homosexual male other. 





� However, in a 2002 conference paper at the International Gender and Language conference, Holmes seems to be modifying her (1996) position, arguing that women and men in a business environment cannot be so easily distinguished in relation to their use of positive and negative politeness.
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