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ABSTRACT

This article focuses on the complex negotiations undertaken by professional feminist women in Britain with the discourses of anti-sexism
, "political correctness" ("PC") and sexism, specifically in relation to their choice of titles and surnames. Rather than seeing these discourses as sets of permissible or forbidden practices or lists of words/phrases, I have preferred in this article to adopt a theoretical position, based on the work of Pierre Bourdieu, which tries to see these discourses as hypothesised positions with which many women negotiate (Bourdieu, 1999). Thus sexism, anti-sexism and "political correctness" must be seen, not as separate discourses functioning in isolation from the others, but as all working at the same time to define the limits and possibilities of the others. The pressure exerted by the interaction of these three positions seems to be 'played out' on key words or phrases which function as sites of struggle, and which seem to define what can be seen as these women's social identities, constructed as they are within a variety of different communities of practice, each with different alignments with sexism, anti-sexism and  "political correctness". The question of which surname and title to use is one of those sites of struggle for many women who have some affiliation with feminism. Particularly in the present post-modern moment, rather than seeing feminist interventions in relation to discursive practices as concerned simply with reforming sexism, this article argues that, in addition, many feminists are concerned with appropriating practices which might be viewed as sexist and inflecting those practices differently, making them work for them, thus leading to potential changes in the ways that those practices are viewed in general. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This paper aims to discuss the relationship between several potentially conflicting discourses: sexism, anti-sexism and "political correctness". 
   In order to analyse the way that the hypothesised relationship between these discourses is played out within people's discursive practices, I have tried to elicit, through the distribution of a questionnaire, feminist professional women's views on their choices about their surnames and titles, since this seems to be a key discursive site of struggle where these antagonistic discourses are seen to exert some force. This essay, firstly, focuses on the problematic and reifying analysis of sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" within some early discussions of gender and language, then explores Bourdieu's model of discourse in order to more adequately capture the relationship between these terms. I follow this with an analysis of  the material from the questionnaires in order to demonstrate how some feminist women represent  themselves as negotiating with these hypothesised discursive structures.

Many of the feminist theorists who explored the nature of sexism in language in the 1970s and 1980s focused on naming practices (Spender, 1980;  Miller and Swift, 1976; Kramarae and Treichler, 1985). They argued that language was 'man-made' and that women were excluded from the process of naming and defining (Spender, 1980). 'Names are essential for the construction of reality for without a name it is difficult to accept the existence of an object, an event, a feeling. Naming is the means whereby we attempt to order and structure the chaos and flux of existence which would otherwise be an undifferentiated mass' (Spender, 1980: 84). Whilst it is clear that the process of naming both oneself and objects within the world is important, there are a number of elements over which we need to take issue with Spender. Firstly, the focus on naming and nouns within feminist analyses of sexism is not inevitable, but one which is partly determined by the Anglo-American semantics and philosophical tradition of focusing almost exclusively on nouns. Secondly, Spender seems to confuse three different processes: the choosing of a name for someone, the existence of words to denote something, and the invention of names for new elements. We might usefully deal with these separately, and in this article I examine only the first of these: the negotiations which feminist women undertake in relation to surname and title choice.
 

SEXISM, ANTI-SEXISM AND "POLITICAL CORRECTNESS"

In recent years, it has become clear that Spender's "strong"  determinist view of language and of sexism cannot hold: individual men do not 'control' the language, although certain systematic patterns in language use and interpretation may seem to embody or mediate certain prevalent sexist attitudes (Mills, 1995)
. To simplify early feminist positions on sexism: either you adopt a determinist framework, where, if you alter the terms within a language which seem to represent women negatively, then you will also change the way that women are thought about; or, within a more social  constructivist framework, if you change the social position of women, then words will in some ways reflect that change and alter accordingly. Neither of these views is very accurate, as it is clear there is a complex two-way dialectic process going on in language, whereby language items both affirm and contest the status quo, and changes in social structures necessitate the development of new vocabulary. Cameron suggests that rather than seeing language as a simple reflection of society or as a determining factor in social change: 'it could be seen as a carrier of ideas and assumptions which become, through their constant re-enactment in discourse, so familiar and conventional we miss their significance' (Cameron, 1990: 14). However, even this view of the relation between discourse and ideas within society is not sufficiently complex  to adequately describe the different pressures which women's perceptions of  sexism, anti-sexism and "political correctness" exert on our decisions about surname choice in Britain. By using feminist appropriations of Pierre Bourdieu's notion of habitus together with a modified notion of community of practice, I hope to be able to describe this relation more adequately (Lovell, 2000; Bourdieu, 1999; Holmes and Meyerhoff, 1999; Bucholtz, 1999).

In recent years, the debates about sexism, anti-sexism and "political correctness" have become increasingly complex, so that very few feminists feel that it is now possible to make simple claims about the nature of sexism or of what effective anti-sexist measures are possible, particularly given the ridicule which  "political correctness" is generally accorded in the media, and the confusion or overlap that many people seem to feel that there is  between anti-sexism and "political correctness". To clarify, "political correctness" is characterised as an excessive attention to the sensibilities of those who are seen as different from the norm (women, gays and lesbians, Black people, the disabled) and this attitude is crystallised in a  set of media-invented absurd, terms, (such as "vertically challenged" instead of  "short"; "personhole cover" instead of  "manhole/inspection cover") which no anti-sexist or anti-racist campaigners have argued should be adopted.  These invented terms are often listed alongside  some of the terms which feminist campaigners have argued should be adopted (such as `Ms' instead of  `Miss/Mrs' and `chairperson' instead of `chairman').  This overlap and confusion has led to an undermining, perhaps deliberate, of any attempt to reform language; thus, notions of simple reform of sexism have been cast aside, so that some feminists seem to be arguing that any intervention is impossible or politically inexpedient (Cameron, 1995). 

  This complex situation is largely a result of very effective feminist campaigns over language which have meant that in the public sphere, sexist language (broadly characterised as the use of statements which 'create, constitute, promote or exploit an unfair or irrelevant distinction between the sexes' ) is often viewed by employers and employees to be incompatible with equal opportunities in the workplace (Vetterling-Braggin, 1981: 3) 
. These anti-sexist campaigns have effectively created a situation where institutions, such as publishing houses, trades unions, public corporations, public service providers, universities and so on, have issued guidelines and defined what they consider 'acceptable' and 'unacceptable' language (Pauwels, 1998). Because of the development of alternative terms by feminists, such as 'chair' instead of 'chairman', 'flight attendant' rather than 'air hostess', and so on, 'the radicals have effectively politicised all the terms, so that, in any interaction, the choice of certain words will announce your political stance in relation to women' (Cameron, 1994b: 31). It is largely the backlash reaction to these feminist anti-sexist language campaigns (and other anti-discriminatory campaigns) which has resulted in the development of a stigmatised  set of words and phrases which is now termed "politically correct" language, or "PC", a term rarely used by those involved in campaigning for language change, but more usually used as a term of abuse or ridicule within the media.
   Indeed, for many feminists, anti-sexist campaigns have been made problematic precisely because of this ridiculing of any attempts to reform or call for change to sexist language usage.  Thus, any anti-sexist language campaign now has to define itself in contradistinction to what has been defined as "politically correct" by the media.  It is the interaction between women's perceptions of these three discourses: sexism, anti-sexism and "political correctness", in a climate which is largely one of backlash against feminism, and a questioning within post-modern feminism of the fundamental bases of second wave feminism, together with larger scale changes in society in relation to women's employment and representation in the public sphere, which has led to considerable debate over naming practices (Whelehan, 2000; Brooks, 1997). 

One of the effects of the conflict between feminist campaigns for reform and the contestation and ridiculing of some of those reforms has been that it is not possible to say clearly what constitutes sexism, anti-sexism or "political correctness". Whilst, in the past, sexism seemed to many feminists to be a clearly defined set of practices which reflected a particular set of attitudes towards women, in fact now sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" are all contested terms and have a range of meanings for different people. In addition, in many ways, the nature of sexism has changed over the last fifteen years because of feminist campaigns over equal opportunities, so that there now appears to be less overt sexism within the workplace, but what it has been replaced by is what I have called "indirect sexism", that is, sexism which manifests itself at the level of presupposition, and also through innuendo, irony and humour (Mills, 1998). This has led many feminists to develop other forms of anti-sexist campaigning, since overt challenging and calls for reform cannot be effective in relation to these indirect practices. For example, in many popular British television programmes, such as Men Behaving Badly and Never Mind the Buzzcocks, overtly sexist statements are made about women, but because these statements are made in a very knowing and  ironic way, it is to be assumed by viewers that they are not taken to be as sexist, or at least not in any simple way (Whelehan, 2000). For many feminist viewers, not wishing to be seen as puritanical and lacking a sense of humour, there is little possibility of contesting these ways of presenting sexist ideas, even though sexism is still kept in play by these means (see Butler, 1997, on this problem in relation to racism). Linguistic practices can only be interpreted as sexist in particular contexts. Anti-sexist practices are therefore necessarily complex and feminists differ on what they see as the most effective way of dealing with those elements or practices which they consider to be discriminatory.  

For many feminists, "PC", as I mentioned above, is simply a media invention used to denigrate feminist anti-sexist campaigns, and thus, it is a term to be contested or at least used with great care. Feminists do not wish to have their political action denigrated by being associated with a set of practices which are characterised as ridiculous and the object of scorn, and with which they would not agree. Thus, whilst anti-sexist measures might involve discussing with male colleagues if they referred to secretaries as 'girls', if it seemed that this was demeaning and resented by the secretaries, feminists would nowadays seek to distance themselves from any action which called for the banning of the term 'girls' in all contexts. The particular context here and the judgement of the participants in that context determine whether the meaning of a particular phrase is offensive, rather than it being assumed that a phrase can be considered to be sexist in all contexts, for all people. For many feminists, therefore, there is a distinction to be made between anti-sexist practices, which are largely local and context-specific, and "PC", which is an abstracted set of rules extrapolated from these practices by the media and generalised to absurdity. However, for others in the wider community, i.e. non-feminists,  "PC" is perceived to be the same as anti-sexism, consisting of a real set of rules, developed by 'loony left' councils and radical feminists and imposed inter alia on schoolchildren, which should be challenged in the name of free speech (Matsuda, et. al. 1993). To illustrate this confusion, take just one example, where an aunt of my partner's, on meeting me the other day said: 'Oh, you look nice, though I expect I'm not supposed to say that, because it's not very "PC".' For her, "PC" has become a term which complicates all expressions of evaluation in relation to women and has become confused with sexism itself.
  Thus, these discourses, even when we consider them to be distinct,  tend to work in relation and reaction to one another, defining themselves only in the process of setting themselves apart from the others. It is the contention of this article that feminists today are caught between the pressures exerted by these different perceptions of sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" and that the ensuing tension has a radical effect on their choice of surnames.

BOURDIEU'S MODEL OF DISCOURSE AND THE ANALYSIS OF SEXISM, ANTI-SEXISM AND "PC"

Because of these problems with reifying sexism, anti-sexism and "PC", (that is, viewing them as a concrete set of rules or language items which we can all agree on), what is needed is a model of discourse which can reflect the complexity of the inter-relations of these discourses and the fact that there are diametrically opposed interpretations of each term. Sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" should be seen as functionally different, as - respectively - a set of discursive practices interpreted by some as discriminatory, a set of metadiscursive practices aimed at combating discrimination, and a negative characterisation of that position of critique. However, whilst functionally different, these discourses operate in relation to one another.
 Thus, those making sexist remarks may be  very aware of the prevalence of anti-sexist and "PC" positions and attitudes and may choose to preface their remarks with a disclaimer. Those engaging in a critique of someone's perceived sexism may choose to explicitly distance their action from "PC". 

The model of discourse used to examine this complex set of discursive practices must also be able to analyse these discourses less as concrete objects or sets of linguistic practices but rather as evaluative positions which are taken in relation to others' behaviour. 
  Vetterling-Braggin was one of the first to remark upon the fact that labelling someone's statements as sexist involves taking a moral position in relation to them and their beliefs, and may provoke a breakdown of relations with that person (Vetterling-Braggin, 1981). However, it not quite as simple as this, since often sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" are themselves hypothesised positions which we attribute to others and which then act on our own sense of what it is possible for us to do or say.  Thus, in forming our own assessments of  what is sexist, we try to map out the parameters of the beliefs of others which would allow our own beliefs to be acceptable (Volosinov, 1973; Toolan, 1996). For example, a  postgraduate student told me, with a certain amount of trepidation, that she was getting married and was going to change her name to that of her husband, stating 'Of course I know that you won't approve'. She had made certain assumptions about my beliefs, based on her knowledge of feminist debates about surname changes, and had assumed that I would disapprove. Thus, for this person to discuss her future plans with me meant making hypotheses about the set of beliefs which she felt I might hold which would determine my reaction to her new surname, and this dictated the way in which she presented this information to me. 

Bourdieu's work is very instructive in the analysis of these complex discursive formations; rather than seeing sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" as rules or as practices/sets of words, we should instead view them in the context of specific interactions between individuals and what those individuals perceive to be others' use of the terms, and the way those terms are used in what is perceived to be the society as a whole. We should also see the use of the terms sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" as being vehicles by which people establish or contest their positions within communities of practice. Because feminists are members of communities of practice which are often at odds with each other in relation to stances and beliefs on women (work/professional communities, hypothesised or actual feminist communities, families, schools, friends, parents), they often find themselves in the impossible position of trying to juggle the demands of these conflicting communities on a day-to-day basis. In this sense, one's choice of words, and in this case one's choice of surname and title, can be seen as defining one's position within a group or community of practice: 'relations of communication - linguistic exchanges - are also relations of symbolic power in which the power relations between speakers or their respective groups are actualised' (Bourdieu, 1999: 37). Bourdieu defines the notion of  'habitus'  as the set of dispositions which one draws upon and engages with in order to perform one's identity through discourse:  'the dispositions [which] generate practices, perceptions and attitudes which are "regular" without being consciously co-ordinated or governed by any "rule"' (Bourdieu, 1999: 12). This set of attitudes or practices which are seen as constituting a norm by individuals are then discursively negotiated by individuals in terms of their own perception of what is acceptable for their own behaviour. 'The habitus "orients" their actions and inclinations without strictly determining them. It gives them a "feel for the game" ' (Bourdieu, 1999:14). And this practical sense of the "feel for the game", what other people think and what others consider acceptable, 'should be seen, not as the product of the habitus as such, but as the product of the relation between the habitus on the one hand and the specific social contexts or fields within which individuals act on the other' (Bourdieu, 1999: 14). Eelen, drawing on Bourdieu's work, argues that we assume that there is a common world, that is, a set of beliefs which exist somewhere in the social world and accepted by everyone, which we as individuals need to agree with or contest: 'On the one hand, collective history creates a "common" world in which each individual is embedded. On the other hand, each individual also has a unique individual history and experiences the "common" world from this unique position. The common world is thus never identical for everyone. It is essentially fragmented, distributed over a constellation of unique positions and unique perspectives' (Eelen, 2000: 223). Thus, sexism, anti-sexism and "PC" are regarded by individuals as practices and knowledge which exist in the 'common world', but which each of them in fact creates for themselves within a particular context. These hypothesised discursive positions then exert pressure on their actions; thus, a feminist might, in trying to work out whether an utterance made to her is sexist,  draw on a hypothesised notion of a feminist community of practice with a clear anti-sexist position where such an utterance might be assessed as sexist. In deciding how to name herself on marriage, a feminist might find herself hypothesising about how the adoption of her husband's surname might be regarded within a hypothesised feminist community of practice and also within a hypothesised non-feminist or conservative community. A person's position on sexism and "PC" is thus not a simple repetition of, or reaction to, a set of conventional beliefs, but rather a complex process of hypothesising that 'common world' of positions on sexism, anti-sexism and "PC", and one's own stance in relation to those hypothesised positions, which is worked out through discourse, through an assessment of one's position in the particular communities of practice with which one is engaged.
 

Bourdieu argues that speakers act as if there were linguistic and behavioural norms circulating within society (Bourdieu, 1999). However, we should rather see this as a process whereby: 'in reproducing linguistic expressions speakers take into account … the market conditions within which their products will be received and valued by others (Bourdieu, 1999: 19). Feminists working with Bourdieu's model of language have felt the need to challenge his representation of the speaker as fairly passive in this process, and Bucholtz argues that Bourdieu sees language practices as 'primarily reproducing existing social arrangements' (Bucholtz, 1999: 205; see also Lovell, 2000). Thus, she proposes a modified version of Bourdieu's work which stresses the role of individuals as agents in constructing their own sense of identity in relation to particular communities of practice. This is of particular importance in respect to this article, since naming is a question of conscious choice on the part of feminists, and one's choice of surname and title indexes a range of different communities of practice, not only one's political affiliations, but also one's sense of relation to those communities. This choice of name and title  signals a great deal in terms of women's independence and the type of relationship that they have with their husband, both in the professional and feminist community and with other groups such as family and friends. Thus, the choice of a surname and title can be seen as displaying the type of person, and indeed the type of feminist that one is. It is because feminists are members of other communities of practice whose aims conflict with those of feminism, and because they are aware of other positions on sexism and "political correctness", that there is so much debate about which name and title to choose. 

FEMINIST ANALYSIS OF SURNAMES AND TITLES

Surnames

In Britain, the adopting of the husband's surname on marriage has been considered by feminists to display a form of possession of the woman by her husband on marriage, largely because, until the 1930s, it coincided with the appropriation by the husband of the wife's possessions and property (couverture). The loss of the woman's surname on marriage has been fiercely debated by feminists in both Britain and America; there is a sense in which many feminists see taking one's husband's name as a clear statement that one is 'sleeping with the enemy' and in a way contributing to heterosexist attitudes (Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 1993; Maynard and Purvis, 1995). Debates within feminism about lesbianism and compulsory heterosexuality have also made retaining one's father's name or taking one's husband's name equally problematic.
 Since the 1970s, there has been a great deal of change in terms of heterosexual women's relation to men, partly because of the liberalisation of the divorce laws in Britain which have made it  easier for women (and men) to obtain a divorce. This has resulted in women choosing to divorce and re-marry far more than in the past. At the same time, the growth of couples choosing not to marry and to have children without marrying has increased greatly. This obviously has had a major impact on the choice of surnames and titles. Since 1855, when Lucy Stone began her campaign in America to retain her own surname rather than change it to that of her husband, there has been a sporadic pressure to be allowed to retain one's own surname on marriage (Kramarae and Treichler, 1985: 237).
  For many feminists, changing one's name to one's husband's is seen as politically regressive and seems to signal to others, in the words of one of Hughes' respondents, a 'whole suburban lower middle class fantasy evoked by my simple request to be known by [my husband's name]' (Hughes, 2001: 2).

However, in recent years, in general it has been noted that some high profile women, some of whom have been associated with feminist positions, have started a trend of taking their husband's names (Hughes, 2001).
 Hughes takes as symptomatic the fact that several famous women, such as Madonna and Victoria Beckham have changed their names to their husband's: 'Women it seems are increasingly taking their husband's surnames when they marry, and not just in that "Oh, let's just both be called Smith on the gas bill because it's easier" kind of way. Rather, it is a self-conscious means of marking a profound change in sense of self and wanting other people to witness it' (Hughes, 2001: 2).
 Hughes argues that 'Madonna knows that anyone can get married - she had already done it once. She also knows that with luck, pretty much anyone can have a baby, because she's already done that twice. What had eluded her up until now, perhaps was that trickiest of things, an enduring love relationship. And having finally found it, in the middle rather than at the beginning of her adult sexual life, she wants to mark the moment for what it is: transforming' (Hughes, 2001: 2). Thus, for Hughes, Madonna's changing her surname to her husband's should be seen as a way of marking this relationship as permanent and different from all her previous relationships. This might also explain a recent trend amongst feminists who marry of having full white weddings.

The fact that women's original surname is still referred to as one's maiden name seems to many to be anachronistic, since the concern with virginity is now largely irrelevant, but equally, many feminists and non-feminists see it as paradoxical that feminists have argued to retain the name which belongs to their father in preference to taking the name of their husband.
 In order not to lose one's original surname, in America the practice of adding the husband's name to the woman's name is much more common, whereas in Britain, since double-barrelled names seem to denote a particular class position, or at least aspirations to that class position, this is less common. 

Titles

The use of titles for women is equally fraught with difficulties, because of the need to choose between  Mrs. and Miss (where there is no equivalent distinction between married and unmarried men). The contested term 'Ms.' was introduced in the 1970s, in order to give women the option of choosing to represent themselves as something other than married or unmarried. Whilst Ms. is still very much used by feminists in Britain, and is available widely as an option on official forms, for many it is often treated with some suspicion, as a title used only by divorced women and feminists. When it is used in the media it is often used pointedly in order to ridicule women. Walsh shows that prominent female politicians, when criticised, are often referred to as Ms. (Walsh, 2001). The term Ms. is also slightly difficult to pronounce and distinguish clearly from Miss in casual conversation. For many academic women, there is a further possibility of choosing to use the title "Dr." or "Professor"; however, the use of these titles outside the university context may implicate an assessment of the particular context as one in which power dynamics are at work (Thornborrow, 2002).  Thus, feminist women seem to be forced into labelling themselves in relation to men (married or unmarried) or choosing a term which has a very marked feel to it (Ms.) or using a term which relates to their academic status in contexts where their profession is not a salient issue.

     Thus, feminist women's choice of surname and title at present can be seen to be a crisis point in discourse at present where there are pressures exerted by their own perceptions of what is acceptable within feminism and what is deemed appropriate within other communities of practice. However, rather than simply assuming that women therefore adopt one simple solution to this crisis, adopting either their husband's name or retaining their own/their father's,  using a title such as `Ms.' or using `Mrs.' or `Miss.', what I aim to show in the following analysis is that feminists, in fact, negotiate these conflicting pressures.  They then inflect their choices positively within their own terms, and choose amongst these resources depending on the context, sometimes choosing one name and title for use within a particular community of practice.

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF DATA AND METHODOLOGY

I have chosen to focus on the choices made by feminist professional women, because it seems that this group, more than any other, may see themselves as belonging to conflicting communities of practice, and have therefore to deal with a variety of hypothesised discursive pressures from 'hard-line' feminism through to  post-modern feminism, as well as from conservative forces within the society as a whole which may be aligned with particular communities of practice, such as the family. These hypothesised positions may coalesce into discourses broadly characterised as: a) anti-sexism or feminism (with "political correctness" bearing destabilising pressure on this   position) and b) sexism/conservatism ( with anti-sexism and tangentially "political correctness" challenging its stability). 

     In that I would like to test out the hypothesis that feminist women feel themselves to be negotiating with  these conflicting positions, I have drawn on a form of analysis which can focus on the meta-statements which participants in conversational analysis themselves make. (Toolan, 1996).  In my own data, the respondents to my questionnaire are able to reflect on their own decisions about their surname and to analyse the forces which led to them choosing a particular option.  In the questionnaires which I analyse, it is clear that there are a range of different positions of interpretation on the choice of particular forms of name, and there are a range of different conceptions of what constitutes sexism and feminism.  The type of discourse analysis used  needs to focus on tension  and conflict in the use of certain language items. Thus, rather than an analysis of the formal features of the participants' discussions of their choice of names and titles, I have chosen to focus on these moments of tensions and the moments when the participants articulate their awareness of the unspoken "norms" and "pressures" which they perceive to be circulating within the "common-world" around choice of name and title  (see Toolan, 1996; Mills, forthcoming). Because I am interested in the type of analysis of discourse, influenced by Bourdieu and Foucault, and developed by Chouliaraki and Fairclough, that is, one which combines critical social science perspectives with linguistics, and which is concerned to relate changes in social structures to changes in discourse, a simple formalist analysis of discourse would not suffice (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999). 

       Thus, drawing on Bourdieu's notion of habitus, that is a set of discursive pressures and dispositions which are hypothesised by participants, and which locate them as affiliating with certain communities of practice and distancing them from other communities,  within my analysis of the questionnaire material, I focus on moments of conflict, where the respondents seem to be articulating, either overtly or implicitly, a sense of tension between countervailing discursive forces, which for them exist as part of the "common world", but which they have, in fact, hypothesised. Drawing on Bourdieu's notion of habitus helps us to analyse this negotiation of hypothesised discursive positions, rather than assuming that these discourses are discrete, stable entities.  This may, for some, seem a rather unconventional form of discourse analysis, but what I am trying to do in this article is move towards a form of discourse analysis which allows for more agency and meta-linguistic knowledge where participants are concerned,  which does not assume that the analyst's perception or belief-system is the only  one, and which allows some analysis of the relation between structural social change and discursive change.

I therefore distributed a questionnaire (see Appendix 1), by e-mail to 60 British straight and lesbian feminist academics and asked them to forward it to other similar women.
 I chose to focus on feminist,  professional women, because it is this group more than any other who seem to be forced to make complex and difficult decisions about their surnames on marriage. I received 36 responses from  married women, some of them giving great details of their decisions about naming themselves and their children.
 

Kept birth name on marriage
11

Changed name to husband's on marriage
18

Changed name to another name on marriage
2

Combined the husband's name with original name
5

Table 1: Married feminists' choice of surname  (36 respondents)

As can be seen from Table 1, from this small sample, just over half of the women (18)  had taken  their husband's surname.  Just under half of the women surveyed kept their own name or changed their name to a name other than their husband's  on marriage (17,  11 of whom kept their own name on marriage).

Many of the women surveyed stated that their reasons for taking their husband's name or keeping their original name were 'quite a volatile mix of practical, emotional and aesthetic factors' and some remarked that their decisions were guided by 'aesthetic and romantic reasons'. Many of them acknowledged that there were a complex range of pressures at work which informed their decisions about their surname and title, some of them locating these pressures specifically at the level of the family or particular feminist positions, and others stating that they were 'nebulous: it's just expected,' thus locating these pressures at some undefined position within the "common world" that they hypothesise.

Taking or Keeping their Husband's Surname
Just over half of the women surveyed took their husband's surname on marriage, (Table 1) or where they kept their own name, they largely used the husband's surname for their children (see Table 2). We might be slightly surprised that such a large proportion of this sample of feminist women have taken their husband's name. This might be partly because the women sampled are professional women and hence slightly older,  who might have married at a time when taking one's husband's name and the title "Mrs" was seen to be the norm.  However, where there is most variation is in the reasons given for their choice of their husband's name. For one woman, because her husband had been married previously, she decided to take his name as otherwise 'people assumed that his first wife who also had his name was his wife'. For some, it is a question of signalling an affiliation with certain members of a family; one woman who, together with her husband, changed her name by deed poll to the maiden name of her husband's mother, did so because, on divorce, the mother-in-law had reverted to this name: 'we liked the sound of it with our first names better. There was the added factor that we were living in Scotland at the time and [our child] had a lot of family living locally with that name so again it was a cultural issue in that we thought it would give him a sense of kinship and a sense of geographical belonging. So although me and [my child] have the same surname as [my husband] it wasn't, in that second act of naming, that we took his name, it's more that we all acquired a name together.' Thus, this person's sense of her family's affiliation to a particular community of practice overrides any other factors in her choice of surname. However, her feminist position dictates that she signals her awareness of the problem of seeming simply to be taking her husband's name. A similar process of affiliation and distinction seems to be at work with another respondent who stated that she took her husband's name because : 'I do not feel any particular loyalty to my father's name ( I have a very difficult relationship with my father) and liked the fact that my partner's  sounds more Irish than my family name.'  Here, taking her husband's name involves a more explicit affiliation to a particular community from which she is geographically distant, and sets herself apart from her father. Another respondent who married a Turkish man stated:  'If I had not taken my husband's name relatives in Turkey may not have seen the marriage as valid or would not have trusted my commitment as Turkish wives do not keep their surname'. 
  For some of the  women surveyed who took their husband's surname, the fact that they liked the sound of their husband's surname more than their own was a strong factor. Thus, aesthetic considerations also come into play and the sense of building a new identity for oneself with the adoption of this new "nice-sounding" surname.

For others, taking their husband's name was seen to be a product of the time at which they were married when taking the husband's name was more common, and for them there was often a sense of regret that they had not kept their own name, thus judging their choice from a later feminist position. Many of them remarked that they felt that they had compromised their feminism or were judged as having compromised. One woman drew attention to this feminist position openly: 'at work they were surprised I had changed my name and thought for "professional" reasons I would use my maiden name.'  Another stated 'I had to explain my decision to a lot of my friends who know me to be an active feminist -  the norm amongst them was to retain their own family name… I was surprised by the strength of feeling among my friends that what I had done was a betrayal, whatever "creative" excuses I came up with.' Thus, many of the respondents hypothesised this feminist position as an evaluation of the type of relationship they have with their husbands; one respondent remarked: 'there are clear disadvantages in career terms, being identified as a couple, being assessed as part of him, etc,' as if taking her husband's name compromised her feminist credentials or her professional ability. Another respondent stated: 'I have a sneaking feeling that some people might think I've "sold out" to my husband, but they haven't actually said so to my face and I think that when they meet us they realise that it's a pretty equal relationship.' This 'sneaking feeling' which has not been openly articulated is a hypothesised feminist position which she characterises as evaluating  her decision to take her husband's name. 

For some of the women surveyed, (see Table 1) adding their husband's surname to their own on marriage is a partial solution to the problem; for some it seemed a way of preventing their name from disappearing if they were an only child. One woman stated: 'I wanted to take my husband's surname to acknowledge our partnership in the traditional way … but I also wanted to keep my surname because my family has two daughters (no sons) and I did not want my family surname (and an integral part of my own identity for 30 years!) to disappear without trace.'   Here the conflicting demands of a conservative community of practice within which the respondent would like to position herself and her relationship with her husband seems to conflict with other conservative ideologies of lineage and feminist notions of independent identity.  One couple decided that they would both change their names to a combination of their surnames, which resulted in them having to change their names by deed-poll; the respondent stated:  'we wanted to show that when we got married we were creating a new family - different from either of our parents' families, but acknowledging them - and using both names seemed the right thing to do.'  Thus, discursive pressures from the community of practice of the family and from feminism seem to have led this person to try to develop a new form of discursive practice in naming.  However, many women in this survey stated that they could not do this because of the class connotations of double-barrelled names in Britain, characterising such a choice as 'silly' and 'pretentious', and through fears that if their children adopted the name that they would be teased at school. Some women argued that in combining their husband's name with their own, there might be  a tendency for the woman's surname to become marginalised as it is the name which takes on the status of a middle name with the husband's name coming at the end.
 However, Wright and Hay have shown that, in fact, there are phonological reasons why certain names are put first, rather than this order being solely due to a patriarchal conspiracy, and some of the respondents remarked on the fact that they had tried out the name-order to see which one sounded better  (Wright and Hay, 2000).
  Other women stated that they took a combined name, but only used it in particular contexts; one woman stated that she used the combined name for publishing purposes, but in general she used only her husband's name. This notion of using different names for different communities of practice was a common theme throughout these questionnaires, suggesting that these women are very aware of the pressures exerted by opposing discursive positions.

Those women who kept their own surname on marriage (see Table 1)  remarked that they did so because of the need to signal their independence and, for many, it was a way of making a public statement about their feminist commitment. However, many of them remarked on the difficulty of convincing others that they were married, sometimes having to provide proof of marriage to officials, and having constantly to correct strangers who called them by their husband's surnames. Many of the women who kept their name on marriage also gave their own name to their children. (See Table 2)

Gave children husband's surname
15

Gave children own surname
2

Gave children combination of own name and husband's
2

Gave children a different name
1

Table 2: Married Feminists' Surname choice for children (20 respondents out of 36)
Where naming practices cause great difficulties for feminist women is when they have children and make a decision about whose name the children will take. Some of the respondents retained their own name on marriage but the majority (15 out of 20) gave their children their husband's surname.  One respondent who is not married to her partner stated: 'my family support my decision [to name the baby with my surname] but only because I have made it clear that there are no marriage plans. Had it been otherwise then I know my mother would have been in favour of my giving the baby its father's name.'  
  She also mentioned that 'a few people have expressed the opinion that it would be "nice" if the three of us could all have the same surname, and that it is a "shame" that the child would have to go through a legal change of name should we ever marry, because they all assume of course that I would change my name if I married.' Another respondent , who is not married stated that, giving their child her partner's name was a way of the 'child [having] good relations with her grandparents.' For one woman, whose children are of mixed-race, taking her husband's name was one way to resolve the problem at school 'where the children had already been marked out as "different" would be heightened if their parents not only "looked different" from one another but also had different surnames.' Thus affiliation to the children and to her husband outweighed considerations of a hypothesised feminist position on naming their children. Another respondent stated that her children took both names, but whilst they use both names on official documents 'for day-to-day purposes they use only the father's name, since they found two names too long and pretentious.' It becomes even more difficult when women divorce their husbands or leave their partners, and change their own names; then they are faced with the difficult decision about what to do about the children's names if they have their father's surname. If they then remarry and take their new partner's name, they are again faced with the question of what to do with the children's names, but most of the respondents in this survey kept the children's names constant whilst changing their own surname.

In the women's comments in general, they draw attention to a sense of evaluation about their decisions on whether to take their husband's name, and as Bourdieu has noted, these evaluative  pressures on the individual are often not explicit.  This  can be seen in the following comments by one woman who took her husband's name: 'I have not experienced overt pressure, but there is an awareness that as far as both of our extended families are concerned [keeping my own surname] would be seen as an extremely odd thing to do.' Others remarked that they had experienced 'not necessarily pressure, but discontent or some disappointment from [my] husband's family for not taking their family name.' Another mentioned that she had experienced no pressure at all but 'I suspect if I had not changed my name then my parents-in-law may have had somewhat negative reactions, but that is only supposition on my part.' She went on to say 'Interestingly though, even though I always knew that I wouldn't want to change my last name after getting married, I did feel some discomfort about it. In fact at the time, I regretted not having at least incorporated into my name with a dash or something of the kind. Currently, I feel quite sure about my choice.' Thus, choosing one's name for some feminists may be something about which they have very mixed feelings, the hypothesised norms of one community of practice seeming to dominate over others in terms of discursive pressure at any particular time.

One respondent clearly stated that she felt that she was representing herself to two opposed communities through her choice of name: 'although in the academic world [where I work] it would be perfectly acceptable [to keep my own name], there are no women in the circle of friends and acquaintances we have through [my husband's work] who have not taken their husband's name.' Other women dealt with this difficulty through using both their husband's name and their original name depending on context: one woman used her original name at work, 'because it is what people know me as and it helps with networking', and her married name in all other situations. Another woman used her married surname when in France and her original surname when in Italy, since this is the most common practice in these countries. This strategic use of names characterises these professional women's choices and shows a recognition of the discursive pressures exerted on them.

Italics

Several of the respondents remarked upon the fact that whilst they did not experience any conflict over their choice of surname, the use of a title was more problematic. For some, the shift to Mrs. was seen in positive terms; one woman stated that 'while at University I had always been adamant that I would keep my own name when I married. But once we were planning to get married the thought of being Mr and Mrs with the same surname felt good. I didn't feel I lost my name, but that taking the new name was part of the new and married me…I had always said that I wouldn't be a Mrs and would keep Ms. but I actually like being a Mrs, it all feels part of growing up.' For this woman, there is a clear sense of a feminist community who would expect her to retain Ms. which is signalled by the hypothesised feminist position which might argue that she had 'lost her name', but she has articulated her choice of Mrs. through a different set of discursive positions, to do with maturity and affiliation with her husband. For other respondents, the choice of title is less easily resolved; one respondent stated: 'personally I have wrestled much more with what title to use than what name to use (after all, keeping my original surname just meant carrying on with the status quo, whereas I'm always being asked what my title is and my reply is different each time depending on how I feel that day!)' She goes on to state that although she used Ms. consistently when she was younger she found that it was open to misinterpretation, suggesting that she was either divorced or unmarried; she therefore now uses Mrs. 'not to indicate marital status, (I'm separated now anyway) but to indicate maturity and grown-upness.' 
  Thus, both respondents have chosen to use Mrs. to refer to themselves for very different reasons, but both of them hypothesising feminist and non-feminist communities of practice within which their use of a particular title might be judged. Other respondents remarked upon the fact that they sometimes used Dr. or Professor in order to avoid having to classify themselves as Mrs. Miss or Ms. "reluctantly though", since using this term seemed to be bringing considerations of status into interactions, as I mentioned earlier.

In general, the chief difficulty that the women surveyed here remarked upon was other peoples' understandings and evaluations of their decisions,  in relation to adopting a married title. One respondent stated that she was glad to take her husband's name because she felt that it showed her commitment to him: what she did not like was when friends and families addressed letters to her using Mrs. followed by her husband's initial and surname, rather than her initial, thus characterising her as a conventional wife. Thus, awareness of the judgement of others makes this a charged decision and illustrates the way that feminist women negotiate with the pressures from both hypothesised feminist positions and also conservative, sexist positions. For this respondent, she is willing to take her husband's name and the title Mrs. but on her terms, not within conventional sexist terms. What seems to irk her is the difficulty in separating her decision from those sexist positions. For Chouliaraki and Fairclough, this type of hybridity is inherent in all social uses of language  `but particular social circumstances create particular degrees of stability and durability for particular articulations.' (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999: 13) Thus, the practice which her family and friends engage in is perceived by her to be sexist , but for them, there are particular stabilising forces, ideologies of women's role in marriage, which are brought into play because she has taken her husband's name and adopted the title Mrs. 

CONCLUSIONS

What these choices about naming practices and titles  have foregrounded is that for certain feminist women within Britain at the moment, naming practices are negotiable in a way that they were not twenty years ago.
 As one of the respondents stated: 'When I married in the early 1970s it was simply unknown for a working class woman not to change her name on marriage', whereas implicit in her remark is the acknowledgement that now working class women do have a choice about their surnames and titles. Another remarked that 'What I feel is important is that women have choices (my mother never did) and these choices can be about shaping one's own identity along a number of different axes. There was no-one more surprised [than] my husband when I made my decision [to take his name] and I quite like the idea that feminists can surprise, rather than do the predictable thing.'   Thus, through drawing on the feminist vocabulary of "choice", redolent as it is of second wave feminism of the 1970s and 1980s, some feminist women claim the right to name themselves using names and titles which have been considered problematic, but which now can be inflected with new meanings.   

     It may still be the case that the majority of women in Britain do take their husband's name on marriage, but for professional feminist middle-class women it seems that negotiating with the demands of what they perceive as sexism (largely the conservative anti-feminist forces in society), and what they perceive as anti-sexism (largely feminist ideas mediated through the pressures and destabilising forces of "PC") results in them inflecting their choice of surnames within their own interpretative frameworks, or using different naming strategies depending on the context. 
 Thus, reform is not the only possible response to overt sexism; naming is one of the areas where women negotiate positions for themselves and are very aware of the implications of the choices that they make. Their perceptions of other communities of practice and their position within these communities make a striking impact on their decisions about names and titles. In thinking of the way that discursive change occurs, perhaps this type of negotiating change through the interaction of individuals with their perceptions of conflicting communities of practice, strategically choosing particular options for particular contexts, and inflecting those choices positively is a more productive model than the utopian notion that sexism can be reformed out of existence.
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Appendix 1:

Questionnaire: Gender and Naming

This questionnaire has three sections: (children's surnames; lesbian name changes and married women's surnames) some of them may not relate to your situation at all, so just ignore the sections which do not apply. However, do make comments on any of these sections if you have any information

A. Naming of Children

In choosing your children's surnames, what choices have you made: (please tick)

a) The male partner's surname:………

b) The female partner's surname:…….

c) A combination of the two (which order are these in ?) …………

d) Other ……..

Comments……………………………………………………

Have you experienced any pressures on you in relation to the choice of surname for your children ?

………………………………………………………………

B. Lesbian Name Changes

Some lesbians change their surname and/or first name to move away from a male bias in naming practices; have you done this, ( or do you know others who have) and if so, on what basis was the new name chosen?

………………………………………………………………

Have you formalised this change through deed poll ?………………..

Have you encountered any difficulties with this name change ?……………

C. Married Women and Surnames

1. When you married, did you change your surname to your husband's or did you keep your original surname ? Please tick a box 


Took husband's name 

Kept name     

2: What factors went into the decision: (tick as many as you like)

To take your husband's name

1) family pressure 

2) I wanted to show how much I loved my husband 

3) pressure from my husband 

4) my friends/family have taken their husband's name 

5) it is expected 

6) I liked his name more than mine 

7) It makes it easier in conversations with strangers 

8) post-feminism

9) It's easier

Other: (give details):

To keep your name:

1) desire to mark my independence

2) feminism

3) professional reasons/established reputation with own name

4) need to keep my own identity

Other (give details)

3. Have you felt any pressure from others (family/friends) or from particular groups or society as whole to either keep your name or change your name to your husband's.

Details: 

4. Have you found any difficulties with 

Taking your husband's name:

a) people make assumptions about you

b) people make assumptions about your relationship with your husband

c) I have not experienced any difficulties

d) Other: details

Keeping your name:

a) people find it difficult to understand that I am married

b) people don't understand my decision to keep my original surname

c) strangers refer to me as Mrs … and I have to correct them 

d) other: details 

5. If you have divorced, having changed your name to that of your husband on marriage, what decision did you make about your name on divorce?

a) Kept married surname

b) Changed back to original surname (maiden name)

c) Other ………………………

If you have a child/children from that marriage, and you changed your surname back to your original name, what decision did you make about their surnames ?

a) Kept their names constant

b) Changed their names to your original surname

c) Other

6. If you have divorced and remarried, having changed your name to that of your husband on marriage, what decision did you make about your name on remarriage ?

a) Kept surname of first husband

b) Changed surname to that of second husband

c) Changed back to original surname (maiden name)

d) Other

If you have children from a previous marriage, and have remarried, what decisions have you made about their names ?

a) Kept their names constant

b) Changed their surnames to that of second husband

c) Other 

7. If you have children within a lesbian partnership, what decisions have you made about the children's surnames ?

a) the children take one of the partner's surnames

b) the children take a combination of the partners' surnames

c) Other (details)…………………………..

I would be very grateful for any further comments from you, as I am aware that most women's decisions about naming themselves and their children are more complex than can be represented in a questionnaire format. 

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. 

Please return when completed to saramills@eclipse.co.uk or to Sara Mills, Cultural Studies, Sheffield Hallam University, Collegiate Crescent, Sheffield S10 2BP.

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



















NOTES





�  I use the term anti-sexism to refer to  feminist campaigns which try to both challenge sexism and also "political correctness".


 


�  Inverted commas are used for the term "political correctness" and "PC" to show that it is a term which I would like to contest.  As I show in this article, it constitutes less a set of linguistic practices, than an attempt to undermine and ridicule anti-discriminatory language campaigns.





� This essay is based on work which I am doing in relation to a larger project entitled Third Wave Feminist Linguistics and the Analysis of Sexism, Cambridge University Press. I would like to thank Sally Johnson, Tony Brown and the anonymous reviewers, for their constructive comments on an earlier version of this essay.





� Although strong versions of linguistic determinism are very unfashionable, Foley (1997) gives a good account of the validity of a modified `weak' version. 





� However, I should point out that many of the anti-sexist language policies which were introduced in institutions  in the 1980s are no longer in force, partly because of the problems which there are seen to be with policies which might be accused of being "politically correct". A notable exception to this trend is the very pro-active Greater Manchester Police policy on discriminatory language (2001)





� Cameron draws attention to the fact that, paradoxically, the term "political correctness" was used ironically within the left for many years, and it is this ironic usage itself which seems to have come to stand for the type of attitudes which critics argue that anti-discriminatory language campaigners actually hold (Cameron, 1994b; 1995).





� The current situation in relation to feminism cannot be regarded as simply one of backlash since it could be argued that many feminist claims which seemed radical in the 1970s have now been incorporated into conventional "common-sense".  Thus, young British women, whilst not necessarily calling themselves feminist,  seem to assume that they will be economically independent and autonomous (Whelehan, 2000) .





� It should be said, however, that this comment was followed by a fairly heated debate between members of my partner's family as to what "PC" can be used to refer to and what its effects on language use are. What was striking about this incident was the inability to agree on what "PC" was, even within a fairly homogeneous group.





� This article only examines the surname choices of middle-class professional women in Britain, who would classify themselves as broadly aligned with feminism. What I would like to investigate in the future is the effect feminist campaigns around choice of surname have had on the female population in Britain outside the academic or professional context. My feeling is that there really is very little debate on whether to change one's name on marriage within the wider population, and it is not considered by the majority of the population to be an option.





� This may help to explain why the term "PC" is generally only used in relation to terms referring to gender or racial difference, precisely because it developed in an antagonistic relation to anti-sexist and anti-racist measures (see Fairclough's essay on "political correctness" in this issue, which questions why "PC" is not generally used to describe other discriminatory practices). 





� I argue this more fully in a book on the analysis of gender and politeness, Rethinking Gender and Politeness, (forthcoming) where I suggest that politeness itself is less a concrete phenomenon but an assessment and evaluation of one's own and others' hypothesised intentions. 





� This working out of one's position in relation to hypothesised norms is not such a neutral process, however, since institutional pressures inform our stances on sexism, "PC" and anti-sexism differently. As Butler has shown in her work on racism, discriminatory language is sometimes 'authorised' by institutions who do not condemn or take measures against it. However, it should be remembered that anti-sexist measures are also 'authorised' to an extent, because of the way that they have been adopted as policies by a range of institutions. This 'authorisation' may be undercut by the way that "PC" is presented and confused with anti-sexism, and indeed I would argue that the ridiculing of "PC" has led to many anti-sexist policies being withdrawn from many institutions. (Mills, in progress).





� Lesbians have often decided to change their surnames on coming out as a mark that they are no longer tied to the name of their fathers and thus to the patriarchal and heterosexist nature of society as a whole. Some lesbians also change their first name if it appears to be derived from a male name (e.g. Stephanie and Petra) (Queen, 1997). One of the respondents to the questionnaire stated that she had changed her first name to that of her mother, in order to set herself within a different lineage to her father. In Britain and America, changing one's surname can involve the often difficult process of legal change and deed polls. Thus, choosing a name for oneself signals a particular relation to the wider community and also to other communities, in this case a community of other lesbians.   Gays and lesbians in the US, UK and Scandinavian countries also seem to be taking hyphenated surnames to mark their relationships as permanent and also, when they have children, to ensure that all of the family members have the same surname, even when they do not have the same legal rights to parenthood.





� In many other cultures, this problem does not arise as women retain their original surname on marriage, (Arabic, and Chinese speaking countries) or add their surname to those of their partners on marriage (Spanish speaking countries), or take their mother's name as their surname if they are female (Iceland).





� There is a countervailing trend for some women, such as Cherie Booth and Hillary Rodham Clinton, to retain their own names within the professional sphere.  However, they often have their husband's name forced upon them by the media. Thus, control of one's surname is still seen by many women to be important in terms of defining a public self separate from that of their husbands.





� Madonna's decision to change her name to that of her husband is less visible than others, since she is still known as Madonna and not as Mrs Ritchie; however, the fact that she wore, whether ironically or not, a jacket with Mrs Ritchie embroidered on the back during one of her concerts is indicative of a strategic adoption of one's husband's name.





� As an example of this trend, some feminists in Britain have had very expensive  white weddings with numerous bridesmaids, when marrying their long-term partners. Whilst very stagey lavish weddings do seem to be fashionable at the moment, amongst both the working classes and middle classes in Britain, requiring months, even years, of planning and budgeting, nevertheless, for feminists it is interesting that these highly conventional weddings should be seen as reconcilable with their political beliefs, particularly when viewed in conjunction with feminist positions on marriage in the recent past.





� This notion of debate within feminism is important, as within the discussion of "PC", feminists are generally characterised as a homogeneous grouping. For many feminists, the pressure in relation to their choice of surnames and titles comes from a particular type of hypothesised feminist position, which may or may not be related to actual feminist positions.





� I would like to thank the women who responded to this questionnaire, or who e-mailed me. I sent a draft version of this essay to all of those who responded and many of these women responded with additional comments which I have incorporated into the essay.  I have excluded the responses of the unmarried and lesbian women who responded to the questionnaire as their responses need to be discussed separately; this discussion forms part of my forthcoming book: Third Wave Feminist Linguistics and the Analysis of Sexism.





� Because of the small scale nature of this questionnaire, I will not be making any claims for the generalisability of these findings, but I think it might be taken to indicate certain trends amongst married feminist professional women in Britain. 





� This respondent, when commenting on an earlier draft of this essay, mentioned that this was not the only reason that she had chosen to change her name to that of her husband. It was simply one of many other factors.





� Obviously the age of the person responding to this questionnaire is of some importance since those feminists who married twenty years ago, when it was simply accepted that on marriage the woman would take her husband's name, may well feel differently about their choice of surname given the changes in social structures and attitudes since then. 





� However, it could also be argued that since the woman's name comes first it is the one most likely to be used in listings such as telephone directories and thus is of greater prominence and importance.





� Wright and Hay found that in first names, (such as Fred and Wilma) the one which comes last is likely to end with a vowel, or have a long last vowel and the one which goes first is likely to have an initial consonant cluster and be one-syllable. Because male first names seem to generally have the characteristics for initial position, they argue that male names come first; however it might be more of an interactive situation, where male names have the characteristics of initial position, because that is seen to be the most prestigious. The same is probably true of surnames in double-barrelled names, that a combination of phonological preference and patriarchal stereotypes and also the 'rules' within one's own community of practice all play a role in such decisions about which name comes first.





� This respondent, because she is not married, is not included in this analysis as such. But her remarks are included to draw attention to the way that being married makes a difference to others' judgements about one's choice of name for one's children.  Lesbian women with children are also not included in this analysis, but are considered in the larger project of which this analysis forms a part.





� Several respondents who were single mentioned that although they described themselves as Ms. Miss or Dr. they were often termed Mrs. because of their age.  This is the conventional practice in many Western European languages. (Pauwels, 1998) 





� Indeed, in Belgium it appears that there is now legislation which will make it possible for children to be given, on birth, either of their parents' surnames or a combination of the two. (Glisson, pers. com).





� It  may be argued that none of the respondents made any explicit comments about "political correctness".  But what I would argue is that feminist positions now on sexism and anti-sexism necessarily have to define themselves in relation to and distinguish themselves from perceptions of "political correctness".  Thus "political correctness" itself is less a discourse in its own right, and more a parasitic discourse in relation to feminism and anti-sexist language practices. But that is not to say that it does not have some force, since fear of being accused of being "politically correct" and hence aligning oneself with ridiculed language reforms, has an effect on all those engaged in anti-discriminatory language campaigns.
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