Language and Gender: Summery Summary
Historical bias: Language forms may preserve old attitudes that show men as superior (morally, spiritually, intellectually or absolutely) to women. Today this may cause offence, so we see these forms as suitable for change. But changes may be resisted if they seem clumsy.

The male as the norm: Men, man and mankind may imply this. The term for the species or people in general is the same as that for one sex only.

Personal pronouns may also show this implicit assumption

Names and titles: Consider conventions of naming in marriage. Consider also titles for married and unmarried people of either sex. Why are stage performers often excepted from these "rules" (e.g. Michael Williams is married to Miss [now Dame] Judi Dench).

Look at nouns that denote workers in a given occupation. In some cases (teacher, social-worker) they may seem gender-neutral. Others may have gender-neutral denotation (doctor, lawyer, nurse) but not g-n connotation for all speakers and listeners. Speakers will show this in forms such as woman doctor, male nurse. Listeners may not show it but their expectations can be tested by statements or short narratives that allow for contradiction of assumptions (e.g. about a doctor or nurse depicted as the spouse of a man or woman, as appropriate).

Consider forms that differentiate by gender, in adding diminutive (belittling) affixes: Waitress, usherette, stewardess. 

Semantic non-equivalences: These are pairs of terms that historically differentiated by sex alone, but which, over time, have gained different connotations (e.g. of status or value) and in some cases different denotations. 

Examples include:

Mrs,Ms/Mr; Miss/Master,Mr; mistress/master; governess/governor; spinster/bachelor; tomboy/sissy; Lady/Lord; lady/gentleman; dame/knight; bride/(bride)groom; madam/sir; queen/king; matron/patron; husband/wife; author/authoress; dog/bitch. 

Patronizing, controlling and insulting: This is not just a gender issue - these are functions (or abuses) of language which may appear in any social situation. But they take particular forms when the speaker (usually) or writer is male and the addressee is female. In some cases the patronizing, controlling or insulting only works because both parties share awareness of these connotations. It is possible for the addressee not to perceive - or the speaker not to intend - the patronizing, controlling or insulting. Patronizing terms include dear, love, pet or addressing a group of adult women as girls. Note that calling men boys or lads is not seen as demeaning. (Why is this?) 

Shirley Russell argues that insulting is a means of control. She quotes Julia Stanley, who claims that in a large lexicon of terms for males, 26 are non-standard nouns that denote promiscuous men. Some have approving connotation (stallion, stud). In a smaller list of nouns for women are 220 which denote promiscuity (e.g. slut, scrubber, tart). All have disapproving connotation. Equally terms denoting abstinence - like the noun phrase tight bitch - are disapproving. In Losing Out Professor Sue Lees argues that men control female behaviour by use of such terms, especially slag. Note that today both dog and bitch are used pejoratively of women. Dog denotes physical unattractiveness, while bitch denotes a fault of character. 

Gender differences in spoken English: Keith and Shuttleworth record suggestions that: 

· women - talk more than men, talk too much, are more polite, are indecisive/hesitant, complain and nag, ask more questions, support each other, are more co-operative, whereas

· men - swear more, don't talk about emotions, talk about sport more, talk about women and machines in the same way, insult each other frequently, are competitive in conversation, dominate conversation, speak with more authority, give more commands, interrupt more.

Note that some of these are objective descriptions which can be verified (ask questions, give commands) while others express unscientific popular ideas about language and introduce non-linguistic value judgements (nag, speak with more authority). 

Robin Lakoff identifies these ten features of women's language use. Women (allegedly): 

· hedge (sort of, kind of);

· use (super) polite forms (would you please? I'd really appreciate...); 

· use tag questions (...don't you?...isn't it?);

· speak in italics (emphatic so and very, intonational emphasis); 

· use redundant qualifiers (just [adv.] charming, divine, sweet, adorable [adj.]); 

· use hypercorrect grammar and pronunciation (including ungrammatical forms, like between you and I [standard syntax = between you and me]); 

· are poor at recounting jokes (this is a subjective judgement unless it is related to objective language data, generally agreed to be important in joke-telling - what are these?);

· use direct quotation; 

· use special lexis (e.g. of colour);

· use intonation for questions in declarative contexts.

Non-standard forms in spoken English - frequency of use by gender:
The data that follow come from a study of the speech of a group of sixteen-year old boys and girls in Reading, Berkshire in 1982. The groups had similar social backgrounds. The first column lists non-standard forms of English, with examples of this form. The figures in the next two columns show the frequency with which the non-standard form was used by boys and by girls, expressed as a percentage. 

Non-standard form used with examples
Boys, %: 
Girls, %: 

Negative concord (double negative) 

e.g. I don't want nothing. 



88.33 

51.85 

Non-standard never 

e.g. I never went to school today 


46.84 

40.00 

Present tense -s 

e.g. I walks 





53.16 

52.04 

Non-standard has 

e.g. You just has to do it 



54.76 

51.61 

Non-standard was

e.g. You was with me, wasn't you? 


88.15 

73.58 

Non-standard what

e.g. That video what you've got 
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6.36 

14.58 

Non-standard auxiliary do

e.g. she cadges, she do 



57.69 

78.95 

Non-standard come (imperfect, not present tense)

e.g. I come home yesterday 



100 

75.33 

Ain't for auxiliary have

e.g. I ain't seen her for years 



92.0 

64.5 

Ain't for auxiliary to be

e.g. Course I ain't going there 



74.19 

42.11 

Ain't as copula (here form of verb to be)

e.g. You ain't no boss 




85.83 

61.18 

STEREOTYPES IN WRITING

This is an extract from a story, published in the weekly magazine Woman's Own, in June, 1990.
It had been so different three years ago, the night she'd met Stefan de Vaux. There'd been a party. Bella always threw a party when she'd sold a picture because poverty, she'd explained, was a great inspiration. She'd been wearing a brilliant blue caftan, her fair hair twisted on the top of her head, the severity of it accenting her high cheekbones, the little jade Buddha gleaming on its silver chain round her neck.

Claire, pale from England and the illness that had allowed her to come to Tangier to recuperate, had been passed from guest to guest - "Ah, you're Bella's cousin" - like a plate of canapés, she thought ruefully, attractive but unexciting. Until Stefan de Vaux had taken her out onto the balcony and kissed her.

"Well?" he'd said softly, in his lightly accented voice, letting her go at last, and she had just stood there, staring at him, at his lean, outrageously handsome face, his laughing mouth, amber brown eyes. "Angry? Pleased? Shocked?" And she'd blushed furiously, feeling all three.
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